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INTRODUCTION TO HEBREWS

SECTION 1. PRELIMINARY REMARKS

It need not be said that this Epistle has given rise to much discussion
among writers on the New Testament. Indeed there is probably no part of
the Bible in regard to which so many conflicting views have been
entertained. The name of the author; the time and place where the Epistle
was written; the character of the book; its canonical authority; the language
in which it was composed; and the persons to whom it was addressed —
all have given rise to great difference of opinion. Among the causes of this
are the following: — The name of the author is NOT mentioned. The
church to which it was sent, if sent to any particular church, is NOT
designated. There are NO certain marks of time in the Epistle, as there
often are in the writings of Paul, by which we can determine the time when
it was written.

It is not the design of these notes to go into an extended examination of
these questions. Those who are disposed to pursue these inquiries, and to
examine the questions which have been started in regard to the Epistle, can
find ample means in the larger works that have treated of it; and especially
in Lardner; in Michaelis’ Introduction; in the Prolegomena of Kuinoel; in
Hug’s Introduction; and PARTICULARLY in Professor Stuart’s invaluable
Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews. No other work on this portion
of the New Testament is so complete as his, and in the Introduction he has
left nothing to be desired in regard to the literature of the Epistle.

Early on controversies arose in the church in regard to a great variety of
questions pertaining to this Epistle, which are not yet fully settled. Most of
those questions, however, pertain to the literature of the Epistle, and
however they may be decided, are not such as to affect the respect which a
Christian ought to have for it as a part of the word of God. They pertain to
the inquiries, to whom it was written; in what language, and at what time it
was composed; questions which in whatever way they may be settled, do
not affect its canonical authority, and should not shake the confidence of
Christians in it as a part of divine revelation. The only inquiry on these
points which it is proper to institute in these notes is, whether the claims of
the Epistle to a place in the canon of Scripture are of such a kind as to
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allow Christians to read it as a part of the oracles of God? May we sit
down to it feeling that we are perusing that which has been given by
inspiration of the Holy Spirit as a part of revealed truth? Other questions
are interesting in their places, and the solution of them is worth all which it
has cost; but they need not embarrass us here, nor claim our attention as
preliminary to the exposition of the Epistle. All that will be attempted,
therefore, in this Introduction, will be such a “condensation” of the
evidence collected by others, as shall show that this Epistle has of right a
place in the volume of revealed truth, and is of authority to regulate the
faith and practice of mankind.

SECTION 2. TO WHOM WAS THE EPISTLE WRITTEN?

It purports to have been written to the “Hebrews.” This is not found,
indeed, in the body of the Epistle, though it occurs in the subscription at
the end. It differs from all the other epistles of Paul in this respect, and
from most of the others in the New Testament. In all of the other epistles
of Paul, the church or person to whom the letter was sent is specified in the
commencement. This, however, commences in the form of an essay or
homily; nor is there anywhere IN the Epistle any direct intimation as to
what church it was sent. The subscription at the end is of NO authority,
since it cannot be supposed that the author himself would affix it to the
Epistle, and since it is known that many of those subscriptions are false.
See the remarks at the close of the notes on Romans, and the notes 1
Corinthians. Several questions present themselves here which we may
briefly investigate:

I “What is the evidence that it was written to the Hebrews?” In reply to
this we may observe:

(1) That the inscription at the commencement, “The Epistle of Paul the
Apostle to the Hebrews,” though not affixed by the author, may be allowed
to express the current sense of the church in ancient times in reference to a
question on which they had the best means of judging. These inscriptions at
the commencement of the epistles have hitherto in general escaped the
suspicion of spuriousness, to which the subscriptions at the close are justly
exposed. “Michaelis.” They should not in any case be called in question,
unless there is good reason from the Epistle itself, or from some other
source. This inscription is found in all our present Greek manuscripts, and
in nearly all the ancient versions. It is found in the Peshito, the Old Syriac
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version, which was made in the first or in the early part of the second
century. It is the title given to the Epistle by the fathers of the second
century, and onward — Stuart.

(2) the testimony of the fathers. Their testimony is unbroken and uniform.
With one accord they declare this, and this should be regarded as testimony
of great value. Unless there is some good reason to depart from such
evidence, it should be regarded as decisive. In this case, there is no good
reason for calling it in question, but every reason to suppose it to be
correct; nor so far as I have found is there any one who has doubted it.

(3) the internal evidence is of the highest character that it was written to
Hebrew converts. It treats subjects of Hebrew institutions. It explains their
nature. It makes no allusion to Gentile customs or laws. It all along
supposes that those to whom it was sent were familiar with the Jewish
history; with the nature of the temple service; with the functions of the
priestly office; and with the whole structure of their religion. No other
person than those who had been Jews are addressed throughout the
Epistle. There is no attempt to explain the nature or design of any customs
except those with which they were familiar. At the same time, it is equally
clear that they were Jewish converts — converts from Judaism to
Christianity — who are addressed. The writer addresses them as
Christians, not as those who were TO BE converted to Christianity; he
explains to them the Jewish customs as one would do to those who had
been converted from Judaism; he endeavors to guard them from apostasy,
as if there were danger that they would relapse again into the system from
which they were converted. These considerations seem to be decisive; and
in the view of all who have written on the Epistle, as well as of the
Christian world at large, they settle the question. It has never been held
that the Epistle was directed to Gentiles; and in all the opinions and
questions which have been started on the subject, it has been admitted that,
wherever they resided, the persons to whom the Epistle was addressed
were originally Hebrews who had never been converted to the Christian
religion.

(II) “To what particular church of the Hebrews was it written?” Very
different opinions have been held on this question. The celebrated Storr
held that it was written to the Hebrew part of the churches in Galatia; and
that the Epistle to the Galatians was addressed to the Gentile part of those
churches. Semler and Noessett maintained that it was written to the
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churches in Macedonia, and particularly to the church of Thessalonica.
Bolten maintains that it was addressed to the Jewish Christians who fled
from Palestine in a time of persecution about the year 60 A.D., and who
were scattered through Asia Minor. Michael Weber supposed that it was
addressed to the church at Corinth. Ludwig conjectured that it was
addressed to a church in Spain. Wetstein supposes that it was written to
the church at Rome. Most of these opinions are mere conjectures, and all
of them depend upon circumstances which furnish only slight evidence of
probability. Those who are disposed to examine these, and to see them
confuted, may consult Stuart’s Commentary on the Hebrews, Introduction
Sections 5-9.

The common, and the almost universally received opinion is that the
Epistle was addressed to the Hebrew Christians in Palestine. The reasons
for this opinion, briefly, are the following:

(1) The testimony of the ancient church was uniform on this point — that
the Epistle was not only written to the Hebrew Christians, but to those
who were in Palestine. Lardner affirms this to be the testimony of Clement
of Alexandria, Jerome, Euthalius, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and
Theophylact; and adds that this was the general opinion of the ancients.
Works, vol. iv. pp 80,81. ed. London, 1829.

(2) The inscription at the commencement of the Epistle leads to this
supposition. That inscription, though not appended by the hand of the
author, was early affixed to it. It is found not only in the Greek
manuscripts, but in all the early versions, as the Syriac and the Itala; and
was doubtless affixed at a very early period, and by whomsoever affixed,
expressed the current sense at the time. It is hardly possible that a mistake
would be made on this point; and unless there is good evidence to the
contrary, this ought to be allowed to determine the question. That
inscription is, “The Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Hebrews.” But who
are the Hebrews — the eJbraioi<1445>? Professor Stuart has endeavored to
show that this was a term that was employed exclusively to denote the
“Jews in Palestine,” in contradistinction from FOREIGN Jews, who were
called “Hellenists.” Compare my notes on <440601>Acts 6:1. Bertholdt declares
that there is not a single example which can be found in early times of
Jewish Christians out of Palestine being called “Hebrews.” See a
Dissertation on the Greek Language in Palestine. and of the meaning of the
word “Hellenists,” by Hug, in the Bib. Repository, Vol. I, 547,548.
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Compare also Robinson’s Lexicon on the word eJbraioi<1445>. If this is so,
and if the inscription is of any authority, then it goes far to settle the
question. The word “Hebrews” occurs only three times in the New
Testament (<440601>Acts 6:1; <471122>2 Corinthians 11:22; <500305>Philippians 3:5) in the
first of which it is certain that it is used in this sense, and in both the others
of which it is probable. There can be no doubt, it seems to me, that an
ancient writer acquainted with the usual sense of the word “Hebrew,”
would understand an inscription of this kind — “written to the Hebrews”
— as designed for the inhabitants of Palestine, and not for the Jews of
other countries.

(3) There are some passages in the Epistle itself which Lardner supposes
indicate that this Epistle was written to the Hebrews in Palestine, or to
those there who had been converted from Judaism to Christianity. As those
passages are not conclusive, and as their force has been called in question,
and with much propriety, by Professor Stuart (pp. 32-34). I shall merely
refer to them. They can be examined at leisure by those who are disposed,
and though they do not PROVE that the Epistle was addressed to the
Hebrew Christians in Palestine, yet they can be best interpreted on that
supposition, and a special significancy would be attached to them on this
supposition. They are the following: <580102>Hebrews 1:2; 4:2; 2:1-4; 5:12; 4:4-
6; 10:26-29,32-34; 13:13-14. The argument of Lardner is that these would
be more applicable to their condition than to others; a position which I
think cannot be doubted. Some of them are of so general character, indeed,
as to be applicable to Christians elsewhere; and in regard to some of them
it cannot be certainly demonstrated that the state of things referred to
existed in Judea, but taken together they would be more applicable BY
FAR to them than to the circumstances of any others of which we have
knowledge; and this may be allowed to have SOME weight at least in
determining to whom the Epistle was sent.

(4) The internal evidence of the Epistle corresponds with the supposition
that it was written to the Hebrew Christians in Palestine. The passages
referred to in the previous remarks (3) might be adduced here as proof.
But there is other proof. It MIGHT have been otherwise. There might be
such strong internal proof that an epistle was not addressed to a supposed
people, as completely to neutralize all the evidence derived from an
inscription like that prefixed to this Epistle, and all the evidence derived
from tradition. But it is not so here. All the circumstances referred to in the
Epistle; the general strain of remark; the argument: the allusions, are just
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such as would be likely to be found in an epistle addressed to the Hebrew
Christians in Palestine, and such as would NOT be likely to occur in an
epistle addressed to any other place or people. They are such as the
following:

(a) The familiar acquaintance with the Jewish institutions supposed by the
writer to exist among those to whom it was sent — a familiarity hardly to
be expected even of Jews who lived in other countries.

(b) The danger so frequently adverted to of their relapsing into their
former state; of apostatizing from Christianity, and of embracing again the
Jewish rites and ceremonies — a danger that would exist nowhere else in
so great a degree as in Judea. Compare <580201>Hebrews 2:1-3; 3:7-11,15; 4:1;
6:1-8; 10:26-35.

(c) The nature of the discussion in the Epistle — not turning upon the
obligation of circumcision, and the distinction of meats and drinks, which
occupied so much of the attention of the apostles and early Christians in
other places — but a discussion relating to the whole structure of the
Mosaic economy, the pre-eminence of Moses or Christ, the meaning of the
rites of the temple, etc. These great questions would be more likely to arise
in Judea than elsewhere, and it was important to discuss them fully, as it is
done in this Epistle. In other places they would be of less interest, and
would excite less difficulty.

(d) The allusion to local places and events; to facts in their history; and to
the circumstances of public worship, which would be better understood
there than elsewhere. There are no allusions — or if there are they are very
brief and infrequent — to pagan customs games, races, and philosophical
opinions, as there are often in the other epistles of the New Testament.
Those to whom the Epistle was sent, are presumed to have an intimate and
minute knowledge of the Hebrew history, and such a knowledge as could
be hardly supposed elsewhere. Compare Hebrews 11, particularly
<581132>Hebrews 11:32-39. Thus, it is implied that they so well understood the
subjects referred to relating to the Jewish rites, that it was not necessary
that the writer should specify them particularly. See <580905>Hebrews 9:5. Of
what other persons could this be so appropriately said as of the dwellers in
Palestine?

(e) The circumstances of trial and persecution so often referred to in the
Epistle, agree well with the known condition of the church in Palestine.
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That it was subjected to great trials we know; and though this was
extensively true of other churches, yet it is probable that there were more
vexatious and grievous exactions; that there was more spite and malice;
that there were more of the trials arising from the separation of families and
the losses of property attending a profession of Christianity in Palestine
than elsewhere in the early Christian church. These considerations —
though not so conclusive as to furnish absolute demonstration — go far to
settle the question. They seem to me so strong as to preclude any
reasonable doubt, and are such as the mind can repose on with a great
degree of confidence in regard to the original destination of the Epistle.

(3) “Was it addressed to a particular church in Palestine, or to the Hebrew
Christians there in general?” Whether it was addressed to the churches in
general in Palestine, or to some particular church there, it is now
impossible to determine. Prof. Stuart inclines to the opinion that it was
addressed to the church in Caesarea. The ancients in general supposed it
was addressed to the church in Jerusalem. There are some LOCAL

references in the Epistle which look as though it was directed to some
particular church. But the means of determining this question are put
beyond our reach, and it is of little importance to settle the question. From
the allusions to the temple, the priesthood, the sacrifices, and the whole
train of special institutions there, it would seem probable that it was
directed to the church in Jerusalem. As that was the capital of the nation,
and the center of religious influence; and as there was a large and
flourishing church there, this opinion would seem to have great probability;
but it is impossible now to determine it. If we suppose that the author sent
the Epistle, in the first instance, to some local church, near the central seat
of the great influence which he intended to reach by it — addressing to that
church the particular communications in the last verses — we shall make a
supposition which, so far as can now be ascertained, will accord with the
truth in the case.

SECTION 3. THE AUTHOR OF THE EPISTLE

To those who are familiar with the investigations which have taken place in
regard to this Epistle, it need not be said that the question of its authorship
has given rise to much discussion. The design of these notes does not
permit me to go at length into this inquiry. Those who are disposed to see
the investigation pursued at length, and to see the objections to the Pauline
origin examined in a most satisfactory manner, can find it done in the
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Introduction to the Epistle to the Hebrews, by Prof. Stuart, pp. 77-260. All
that my purpose requires is to state, in a very brief manner, the evidence on
which it is ascribed to the apostle Paul. That evidence is, briefly, the
following:

(1) That derived from the church at Alexandria. Clement of Alexandria
says, that Paul wrote to the Hebrews, and that this was the opinion of
Pantaenus, who was at the head of the celebrated Christian school at
Alexandria, and who flourished about 180 A.D. Pantaenus lived near
Palestine. He must have been acquainted with the prevailing opinions on
the subject, and his testimony must be regarded as proof that the Epistle
was regarded as Paul’s by the churches in that region. Origen, also of
Alexandria, ascribes the Epistle to Paul; though he says that the
“sentiments” are those of Paul, but that the words and phrases belong to
some one relating the apostle’s sentiments, and as it were commenting on
the words of his master. The testimony of the church at Alexandria was
uniform after the time of Origen, that it was the production of Paul. Indeed
there seems never to have been any doubt in regard to it there, and from
the commencement it was admitted as his production. The testimony of
that church and school is particularly valuable, because:

(a) It was near to Palestine, where the Epistle was probably sent;

(b) Clement particularly had traveled much, and would be likely to
understand the prevailing sentiments of the East;

(c) Alexandria was the seat of the most celebrated theological school of the
early Christian ages, and those who were at the head of this school would
be likely to have correct information on a point like this; and

(d) Origen is admitted to have been the most learned of the Greek fathers,
and his testimony that the “sentiments” were those of Paul may be
regarded as of unique value.

(2) It was inserted in the translation into the Syriac, made very early in the
second century, and in the Old Italic version, and was hence believed to be
of apostolic origin, and is by the inscription ascribed to Paul. This may be
allowed to express the general sense of the churches at that time, as this
would not have been done unless there had been a general impression that
the Epistle was written by him. The fact that it was regarded EARLY as an
inspired book is also conclusively shown by the fact that the Second Epistle
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of Peter, and the Second Epistle and Third Epistle of John, are not found in
that version. They came later into circulation than the other epistles, and
were not possessed, or regarded as genuine, by the author of that version.
The Epistle to the Hebrews IS found in these versions, and was, therefore,
regarded as one of the inspired books. In those versions it bears the
inscription, “To the Hebrews.”

(3) This Epistle was received as the production of Paul by the Eastern
churches. Justin Martyr, who was born at Samaria, quotes it, about the
year 140 A.D. It was found, as has been already remarked, in the Peshito
— the Old Syriac Version, made in the early part of the second century
Jacob, bishop of Nisibis, also (about 325 A.D.) repeatedly quotes it as the
production of an apostle. Ephrem Syrus, or the Syrian, abundantly ascribes
this Epistle to Paul. He was the disciple of Jacob of Nisibis, and no man
was better qualified to inform himself on this point than Ephrem. No man
stands deservedly higher in the memory of the Eastern churches. After him,
all the Syrian churches acknowledged the canonical authority of the Epistle
to the Hebrews. But the most important testimony of the Eastern church is
that of Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea, in Palestine. He is the well-known
historian of the church, and he took pains from all quarters to collect
testimony in regard to the Books of Scripture. He says, “There are
fourteen epistles of Paul, manifest and well known: but yet there are some
who reject that to the Hebrews, alleging in behalf of their opinion, that it
was not received by the church of Rome as a writing of Paul.” The
testimony of Eusebius is particularly important.

He had heard of the objection to its canonical authority. He had weighed
that objection. Yet in view of the testimony in the case, he regarded it as
the undoubted production of Paul. As such it was received in the churches
in the East; and the fact which he mentions, that its genuineness had been
disputed by the church of Rome, and that he specifies no other church,
proves that it had NOT been called in question in the East. This seems to
me to be sufficient testimony to settle this inquiry. The writers here
referred to lived in the very country to which the Epistle was evidently
written, and their testimony is uniform. Justin Martyr was born in Samaria;
Ephrem passed his life in Syria; Eusebius lived in Cesarea, and Origen
passed the last twenty years of his life in Palestine. The churches there
were unanimous in the opinion that this Epistle was written by Paul, and
their united testimony should settle the question.
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Indeed when their testimony is considered, it seems remarkable that the
subject should have been regarded as doubtful by critics, or that it should
have given rise to so much protracted investigation. I might add to the
testimonies above referred to, the fact that the Epistle was declared to be
Paul’s by the following persons: Archelaus, Bishop of Mesopotamia, about
300 A.D.; Adamantius, about 330 A.D.; Cyril, of Jerusalem, about 348
A.D.; the Council of Laodicea, about 363 A.D.; Epiphanius, about 368
A.D.; Basil, 370 A.D.; Gregory Nazianzen, 370 A.D.; Chrysostom, 398
A.D., etc. etc. Why should not the testimony of such men and churches be
admitted? What more clear or decided evidence could we wish in regard to
any fact of ancient history? Would not such testimony be ample in regard
to an anonymous oration of Cicero, or poem of Virgil or Horace? Are we
not constantly acting on far feebler evidence in regard to the authorship of
many productions of celebrated English writers?

(4) In regard to the Western churches, it is to be admitted that, like the
Second Epistle of Peter, and the Second Epistle and Third Epistle of John,
the canonical authority was for some time doubted, or was even called in
question. But this may be accounted for. The Epistle had not the name of
the author. All the other epistles of Paul had. As the Epistle was addressed
to the Hebrews in Palestine, it may not have been soon known to the
Western churches. As there were spurious epistles and gospels at an early
age, much caution would be used in admitting any anonymous production
to a place in the sacred canon. Yet it was NOT LONG before all these
doubts were removed, and the Epistle to the Hebrews was allowed to take
its place among the other acknowledged writings of Paul. It was received
as the Epistle of Paul by Hilary, Bishop of Poictiers, about 354 A.D.; by
Lucifer, Bishop of Cagliari, 354 A.D.; by Victorinus, 360 A.D.; by
Ambrose, Bishop of Milan, 360 A.D.; by Rufinus, 397 A.D., etc. etc.

Jerome, the well-known Latin Father, uses in regard to it the following
language: “This is to be maintained, that this Epistle, which is inscribed to
the Hebrews, is not only received by the churches at the East as the apostle
Paul’s, but has been in past times by all ecclesiastical writers in the Greek
language; although most Latins think that Barnabas or Clement was the
author.” Still, it was not rejected by “all” the Latins. Some received it in
the time of Jerome as the production of Paul. See Stuart, pp. 114,115, for
the full testimony of Jerome. Augustine admitted that the Epistle was
written by Paul. He mentions that Paul wrote fourteen epistles, and
specifies particularly the Epistle to the Hebrews. He often cites it as a part
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of Scripture, and quotes it as the production of an apostle — Stuart, p.
115. From the time of Augustine it was undisputed. By the Council of
Hippo, 393 A.D., the Third Council of Carthage, 397 A.D., and the Fifth
Council of Carthage, 419 A.D., it was declared to be the Epistle of Paul,
and was commended to the churches as such.

(5) As another proof that it is the writing of Paul, we may appeal to the
internal evidence:

(a) The author of the Epistle was the companion and friend of Timothy.
“Know ye that our brother Timothy is set at liberty — or is sent away —
apolelumenon <630> — with whom if he come speedily, I will make you a
visit.” <581323>Hebrews 13:23. Sent away, perhaps, on a journey, to visit some
of the churches, and expected soon to return. In <505619>Philippians 2:19, Paul
speaks of sending Timothy to them “so soon as he should see how it would
go with him,” at the same time expressing a hope that he should himself see
them shortly. What is more natural than to suppose that he had now sent
Timothy to Philippi; that during his absence he wrote this Epistle; that he
was waiting for his return; and that he proposed, if Timothy should return
soon, to visit Palestine with him? And who would more naturally say this
than the apostle Paul — the companion and friend of Timothy; by whom he
had been accompanied in his travels; and by whom he was regarded with
special interest as a minister of the gospel?

(b) In <581318>Hebrews 13:18-19, he asks their prayers that he might be
restored to them; and in ver. 23, he expresses a confident expectation of
being able soon to come and see them. From this it is evident that he was
then imprisoned, but had hope of speedy release — a state of things in
exact accordance with what existed at Rome (<505017>Philippians 2:17-24).

(c) He was in bonds when he wrote this Epistle. <581034>Hebrews 10:34, “ye
had compassion of me in my bonds;” an expression that will exactly apply
to the case of Paul. He was in “bonds” in Palestine; he was two whole
years in Caesarea a prisoner (<442427>Acts 24:27); and what was more natural
than that the Christians in Palestine should have had compassion on him,
and ministered to his needs? To what other person would these
circumstances so certainly be applicable?

(d) The salutation (<581324>Hebrews 13:24), “they of Italy salute you,” agrees
with the supposition that it was written by Paul when a prisoner at Rome.
Paul writing from Rome, and acquainted with Christians from other parts
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of Italy, would be likely to send such a salutation. In regard to the
“objections” which may be made to this use of the passage, the reader may
consult Stuart’s Introduction to the Hebrews, p. 127, following

(e) The “doctrines” of the Epistle are the same as those which are taught
by Paul in his undisputed writings. It is true that this consideration is not
conclusive, but the want of it would be conclusive evidence AGAINST the
position that Paul wrote it. But the resemblance is not GENERAL. It is not
such as any man would exhibit who held to the same general system of
truth. It relates to “peculiarities” of doctrine, and is such as would be
manifested by a man who bad been reared and trained as Paul had:

(1) No one can doubt that the author was formerly a Jew — and a Jew
who had been familiar to an uncommon degree with the institutions of the
Jewish religion. Every rite and ceremony; every form of opinion; every fact
in their history, is perfectly familiar to him. And though the other apostles
were Jews, yet we can hardly suppose that they had the familiarity with the
minute rites and ceremonies so accurately referred to in this Epistle, and so
fully illustrated. With Paul all this was perfectly natural. He had been
brought up at the feet of Gamaliel, and had spent the early part of his life at
Jerusalem in the careful study of the Old Testament, in the examination of
the prevalent opinions, and in the attentive observance of the rites of
religion. The other apostles had been born and trained, apparently, on the
banks of Gennesareth, and certainly with few of the opportunities which
Paul had had for becoming acquainted with the institutions of the temple
service. This consideration is fatal, in my view, to the claim which has been
set up for Clement as the author of the Epistle. It is wholly incredible that a
foreigner should be so familiar with the Jewish opinions, laws, institutions,
and history, as the author of this Epistle manifestly was.

(2) There is the same preference for Christianity over Judaism in this
Epistle which is shown by Paul in his other epistles, and exhibited in the
same form. Among these points are the following — “The gospel imparts
superior light.” Compare <480403>Galatians 4:3,9; <461420>1 Corinthians 14:20;
<490411>Ephesians 4:11-13; <470318>2 Corinthians 3:18; with <580101>Hebrews 1:1-2; 2:2-
4; 8:9-11; 10:1; 11:39-40. “The gospel holds out superior motives and
encouragements to piety.” Compare <480323>Galatians 3:23; 4:2-3; <450815>Romans
8:15-17; <480401>Galatians 4:1; 5:13; <460719>1 Corinthians 7:19; <480615>Galatians 6:15;
with <580909>Hebrews 9:9,14; 12:18-24,28; 8:6-13. “The gospel is superior in
promoting the real and permanent happiness of mankind.” Compare
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<480313>Galatians 3:13; <470307>2 Corinthians 3:7,9; <450320>Romans 3:20; <450424>Romans
4:24-25; <490107>Ephesians 1:7; <450501>Romans 5:1-2; <480216>Galatians 2:16; and the
same views in <581218>Hebrews 12:18-21; 9:9; 10:4,11; 6:18-20; 7:25; 9:24.
“The Jewish dispensation was a type and shadow of the Christian.” See
<510216>Colossians 2:16-17; <461001>1 Corinthians 10:1-6; <450514>Romans 5:14; <461545>1
Corinthians 15:45-47; <470313>2 Corinthians 3:13-18; <480422>Galatians 4:22-31;
4:1-5; and for the same or similar views, see <580909>Hebrews 9:9-14; 10:1; 8:1-
9; 9:22-24. “The Christian religion was designed to be perpetual, while the
Jewish was intended to be abolished.”

See <470310>2 Corinthians 3:10-11,13,18; 4:14-16; <450704>Romans 7:4-6;
<480321>Galatians 3:21-25; 4:1-7; 5:1; and for similar views compare
<580806>Hebrews 8:6-8,13; 7:17-19; 10:1-14. “The person of the Mediator is
presented in the same light by the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews and
by Paul.” See <501706>Philippians 2:6-11; <510115>Colossians 1:15-20; <470809>2
Corinthians 8:9; <490309>Ephesians 3:9; <460806>1 Corinthians 8:6; 15:25-27; and for
the same and similar views, see <580102>Hebrews 1:2-3; 2:9,14; 12:2; 2:8;
10:13. “The death of Christ is the propitiatory sacrifice for sin.” See <540115>1
Timothy 1:15; <461503>1 Corinthians 15:3; <450832>Romans 8:32; 3:24; Gal 1:4;
2:20; <460507>1 Corinthians 5:7; <490107>Ephesians 1:7; <510114>Colossians 1:14; <540206>1
Timothy 2:6; <460620>1 Corinthians 6:20; 7:23; <450512>Romans 5:12-21; 3:20,28;
8:3; <540205>1 Timothy 2:5-6. For similar views see <580103>Hebrews 1:3; 2:9; 5:8-9;
Hebrews 7; Hebrews 8; Hebrews 9; Hebrews 10: “The general method and
arrangement of this Epistle and the acknowledged epistles of Paul are the
same.” It particularly resembles the Epistles to the Romans and the
Galatians, where we have first a doctrinal and then a practical part.

The same is true also to some extent of the Epistles to the Ephesians,
Colossians, and Philippians. The Epistle to the Hebrews is on the same
plan. As far as <581019>Hebrews 10:19, it is principally doctrinal; the remainder
is mainly practical. “The manner of appealing to, and applying the Jewish
Scriptures, is the same in this Epistle as in those of Paul.” The general
structure of the Epistle, and the slightest comparison between them, will
show this with sufficient clearness. The general remark to be made in view
of this comparison is, that the Epistle to the Hebrews is just such an one as
Paul might be expected to write; that it agrees with what we know to have
been his early training, his views, his manner of life, his opinions, and his
habit in writing; that it accords better with his views than with those of any
other known writer of antiquity; and that it falls in with the circumstances
in which he was known to be placed, and the general object which he had
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in view. So satisfactory are these views to my mind, that they seem to have
all the force of demonstration which can be had in regard to any
anonymous publication, and it is a matter of wonder that so much doubt
has been experienced in reference to the question who was the author.

It is difficult to account for the fact that the name of the author was
omitted. It is found in every other Epistle of Paul, and in general it is
appended to the epistles in the New Testament. It is omitted, however, in
the three Epistles of John, for reasons which are now unknown. And there
may have been similar reasons also unknown for omitting it in this case.
The simple fact is, that it is anonymous; and whoever was the author, the
same difficulty will exist in accounting for it. If this fact will prove that
Paul was not the author, it would prove the same thing in regard to any
other person, and would thus be ultimately conclusive evidence that it
HAD no author. What were the reasons for omitting the name can be only
matter of conjecture. The most probable opinion, as it seems to me, is this.
The name of Paul was odious to the Jews. He was regarded by the nation
as an apostate from their religion, and everywhere they showed special
malignity against him.

See the Acts of the Apostles. The fact that he was so regarded by them
might indirectly influence even those who had been converted from
Judaism to Christianity. They lived in Palestine. They were near the temple,
and were engaged in its ceremonies and sacrifices — for there is no
evidence that they broke off from those observances on their conversion to
Christianity. Paul was abroad. It might have been reported that he was
preaching against the temple and its sacrifices, and even the Jewish
Christians in Palestine might have supposed that he was carrying matters
too far. In these circumstances it might have been IMPRUDENT for him to
have announced his name at the outset, for it might have aroused
prejudices which a wise man would wish to allay. But if he could present
an argument, somewhat in the form of an essay, showing that he believed
that the Jewish institutions were appointed by God, and that he was not an
apostate and an infidel; if he could conduct a demonstration that would
accord in the main with the prevailing views of the Christians in Palestine,
and that was adapted to, strengthen them in the faith of the gospel, and
explain to them the true nature of the Jewish rites, then the object could be
gained without difficulty, and then they would be prepared to learn that
Pant was the author, without prejudice or alarm. Accordingly he thus
conducts the argument; and at the close gives them such INTIMATIONS that
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they would understand who wrote it without much difficulty. If this was
the motive, it was an instance of TACT such as was certainly characteristic
of Paul, and such as was not unworthy any man. I have no doubt that this
was the true motive. It would be soon known who wrote it; and
accordingly we have seen it was never disputed in the Eastern churches.

SECTION 4. THE TIME WHEN WRITTEN

In regard to the time when this Epistle was written, and the place where,
critics have been better agreed than on most of the questions which have
been started in regard to it. Mill was of opinion that it was written by Paul
in the year 63 A.D., in some part of Italy, soon after he bad been released
from imprisonment at Rome. Wetstein was of the same opinion. Tillemont
also places this Epistle in the year 63 A.D., and supposes that it was
written while Paul was at Rome, or at least in Italy, and soon after he was
released from imprisonment. Basnage supposes it was written about the
year 61, and during the imprisonment of the apostle. Lardner supposes also
that it was written in the beginning of the year 63 A.D., and soon after the
apostle was released from his confinement. This also is the opinion of
Calmet. The circumstances in the Epistle which will enable us to form an
opinion on the question about the time and the place are the following:

(1) It was written while the temple was still standing, and before Jerusalem
was destroyed. This is evident from the whole structure of the Epistle.
There is no allusion to the destruction of the temple or the city, which there
certainly would have been if they had been destroyed. Such an event would
have contributed much to the object in view, and would have furnished an
unbreakable argument that the institutions of the Jews were intended to be
superseded by another and a more perfect system. Moreover, there are
allusions in the Epistle which suppose that the temple service was then
performed. See <580909>Hebrews 9:9; 8:4-5. But the city and temple were
destroyed in the year 70 A.D., and, of course, the Epistle was written
before that year.

(2) It was evidently written before the civil wars and commotions in Judea,
which terminated in the destruction of the city and nation. This is clear,
because there are no allusions to any such disorders or troubles in
Palestine, and there is no intimation that they were suffering the evils
incident to a state of war. Compare ch. 12:4. But those wars commenced
66 A.D., and evidently the Epistle was written before that time.
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(3) They were not suffering the evils of violent persecution. They had
indeed formerly suffered (compare <581032>Hebrews 10:32,34); James and
Stephen had been put to death Acts 7; Acts 12; but there was no violent
and bloody persecution then raging in which they were called to defend
their religion at the expense of blood and life. <581032>Hebrews 10:32-33. But
the persecution under Nero began in the year 64 A.D., and though it began
at Rome, and was confined to a considerable degree to Italy, yet it is not
improbable that it extended to other places, and it is to be presumed that if
such a persecution were raging at the time when the Epistle was written
there would be some allusion to this fact. It may be set down, therefore,
that it was written before the year 64 A.D.

(4) It is equally true that the Epistle was written during the latter part of
the apostolic age. The author speaks of the FORMER days in which after
they were illuminated they had endured a great fight of afflictions, and
when they were made a gazing-stock, and were plundered by their
oppressors <581032>Hebrews 10:32-34; and he speaks of them as having been so
long-converted that they ought to have been qualified to teach others
<580512>Hebrews 5:12; and, hence, it is fairly to be inferred that they were not
RECENT converts, but that the church there had been established for a
considerable period. It may be added, that it was after the writer had been
imprisoned — as I suppose in Caesarea (see Section 3) — when they had
ministered to him; <581034>Hebrews 10:34. But this was as late as the year 60
A.D.

(5) At the time when Paul wrote the Epistles to the Ephesians, Philippians,
and Colossians, he had hopes of deliverance. Timothy was evidently with
him. But now he was absent; <581323>Hebrews 13:23. In the Epistle to the
Philippians <580201>Hebrews 2:19-23 he says,

“But I trust in the Lord Jesus to send Timotheus shortly unto you,
that I may be also of good comfort, when I know your state.”

He expected, therefore, that Timothy would come back to him at Rome. It
is probable that Timothy was sent soon after this. The apostle had a fair
prospect of being set at liberty, and sent him to them. “During his absence”
at this time, it would seem probable, this Epistle was written. Thus, the
writer says <581323>Hebrews 13:23,



18

“Know ye that our brother Timothy is set at liberty” — or rather,
“sent away,” or “sent abroad” (see the note in that place); “with
whom if be come shortly, I will see you.”

That is, if he returns soon, as I expect him, I will pay you a visit. It is
probable that the Epistle was written while Timothy was thus absent at
Philippi, and when he returned, Paul and he went to Palestine, and thence
to Ephesus. If so it was written somewhere about the year 63 A.D, as this
was the time when Paul was set at liberty.

(6) The Epistle was written evidently in Italy. Thus, in <581324>Hebrews 13:24,
the writer says, “They of Italy salute you.” This would be the natural form
of salutation on the supposition that it was written there. He mentions none
by name, as he does in his other epistles, for it is probable that none of
those who were at Rome would be known by name in Palestine. But there
was a general salutation, showing the interest which they had in the
Christians in Judea, and expressive of regard for their welfare. This
expression is, to my mind, conclusive evidence that the Epistle was written
in Italy; and in Italy there was no place where this would be so likely to
occur as at Rome.

SECTION 5. THE LANGUAGE IN WHICH IT WAS WRITTEN

This is a vexed and still unsettled question, and it does not seem to be
possible to determine it with any considerable degree of certainty. Critics
of the ablest name have been divided on it, and what is remarkable, have
appealed to the same arguments to prove exactly opposite opinions — one
class arguing that the style of the Epistle is such as to prove that it was
written in Hebrew, and the other appealing to the same proofs to
demonstrate that it was written in Greek. Among those who have supposed
that it was written in Hebrew are the following, namely: — Some of the
fathers — as Clement of Alexandria, Theodoret, John Damascenus,
Theophylact; and among the moderns, Michaelis has been the most
strenuous defender of this opinion. This opinion was also held by the late
Dr. James P. Wilson, who says, “It was probably written in the common
language of the Jews;” that is, in that mixture of Hebrew, Syriac, and
Chaldee, which was usually spoken in the time of the Saviour, and which
was known as the Syro-Chaldaic.

On the other hand, the great body of critics have supposed it was written in
the Greek language. This was the opinion of Fabricius, Lightfoot, Whitby,
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Beausobre, Capellus, Basnage, Mill, and others, and is also the opinion of
Lardnet, Hug, Stuart, and perhaps of most modern critics. These opinions
may be seen examined at length in Michaelis’ Introduction, Hag, Stuart,
and Lardner.

The arguments in support of the opinion that it was written in Hebrew are,
briefly, the following:

(1) The testimony of the fathers. Thus, Clement of Alexandria says, “Paul
wrote to the Hebrews in the Hebrew language, and Luke carefully
translated it into Greek.” Jerome says, “Paul as a Hebrew wrote to the
Hebrews in Hebrew — Scripserat ut Hebraeus Hebraeis Hebraice;” and
then he adds, “this Epistle was translated into Greek, so that the coloring
of the style was made diverse in this way from that of Paul’s.”

(2) The fact that it was written for the use of the Hebrews, who spoke the
Hebrew, or the “Talmudic” language, is alleged as a reason for supposing
that it must have been written in that language.

(3) It is alleged by Michaelis, that the style of the Greek, as we now have
it, is far more pure and Classical than Paul elsewhere employs, and that
hence it is to be inferred that it was translated by some one who was
master of the Greek language. On this, however, the most eminent critics
disagree.

(4) It is alleged by Michaelis, that the quotations in the Epistle, as we have
it, are made from the Septuagint, and that they are foreign to the purpose
which the writer had in view as they are now quoted, whereas they are
exactly in point as they stand in the Hebrew. Hence he infers that the
original Hebrew was quoted by the author, and that the translator used the
common version at hand instead of making an exact translation for himself.
Of the fact alleged here, however, there may be good ground to raise a
question; and if it were so, it would not PROVE that the writer might not
have used the common and accredited translation, though LESS to his
purpose than the original. Of the fact, moreover, to which Michaelis here
refers, Prof. Stuart says, “He has not adduced a single instance of what he
calls a “wrong translation” which wears the appearance of any considerable
probability.” The only instance urged by Michaelis which seems to me to
be plausible is <580107>Hebrews 1:7. These are the principal arguments which
have been urged in favor of the opinion that this Epistle was written in the
Hebrew language. They are evidently not conclusive. The only argument of
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any considerable weight is the testimony of some of the fathers, and it may
be doubted whether they gave this as a matter of historic fact or only as a
matter of opinion. See Hug’s Introduction, 144. It is morally certain that in
one respect their statement cannot be true. They state that it was translated
by Luke; but it is capable of the clearest proof that it was not translated by
Luke, the author of the Gospel and the Acts of the Apostles, since there is
the most remarkable dissimilarity in the style.

On the other hand, there are alleged in favor of the opinion that it was
written in Greek the following considerations, namely:

(1) The fact that we have no Hebrew original. If it was written in Hebrew,
the original was early lost. None of the fathers say that they had seen it;
none quote it. All the copies that we have are in Greek. If it was written in
Hebrew, and the original was destroyed, it must have been at a very early
period, and it is remarkable that no one should have mentioned the fact or
alluded to it. Besides, it is scarcely conceivable that the original should
have so soon perished, and that the translation should have altogether
taken its place. If it was addressed to the Hebrews in Palestine, the same
reason which made it proper that it should have been written in Hebrew
would have led them to retain it in that language, and we might have
supposed that Origen, or Eusebius, or Jerome, who lived there, or Ephrem
the Syrian, would have adverted to the fact that there was there a Hebrew
original. The Jews were remarkable for retaining their sacred books in the
language in which they were written, and if this were written in Hebrew it
is difficult to account for the fact that it was so soon suffered to perish.

(2) The presumption — a presumption amounting to almost a moral
certainty — is, that an apostle writing to the Christians in Palestine would
write in Greek. This presumption is based on the following circumstances:

(a) The fact that all the other books of the New Testament were written in
Greek, unless the Gospel by Matthew is an exception.

(b) This occurred in cases where it would seem to have been as improbable
as it was that one writing to the Hebrews should use that language. For
instance, Paul wrote to the church in Rome in the Greek language, though
the “Latin” language was what was in universal use there.

(c) The Greek was a common language in the East. It seems to have been
familiarly spoken, and to have been commonly understood.
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(d) Like the other books of the New Testament, this Epistle does not
appear to have been intended to be confined to the Hebrews only. The
writings of the apostles were regarded as the property of the church at
large. Those writings would be copied and spread abroad. The Greek
language was a far better language for such a purpose than the Hebrew
language. It was polished and elegant; was adapted to the purpose of
discoursing on moral subjects; was fitted to express delicate shades of
thought, and was the language which was best understood by the world at
large.

(e) It was the language which Paul would naturally use unless there was a
strong reason for his employing the Hebrew. Though he was able to speak
in Hebrew <442140>Acts 21:40, yet he had spent his early days in Tarsus, where
the Greek was the vernacular tongue, and it was probably that which he
had first learned. Besides this, when this Epistle was written he had been
absent from Palestine about 25 years, and in all that time he had been there
but a few days. He had been where the Greek language was universally
spoken. He had been among Jews who spoke that language. It was the
language used in their synagogues, and Paul had addressed them in it. After
thus preaching, conversing, and writing in that language for 25 years, is it
any wonder that he should prefer writing in it; that he should naturally do
it; and is it not to be presumed that he would do it in this case? These
presumptions are so strong that they ought to be allowed to settle a
question of this kind unless there is positive proof to the contrary.

(3) There is INTERNAL proof that it was written in the Greek language. The
evidence of this kind consists in the fact that the writer bases an argument
on the meaning and force of Greek words, which could not have occurred
had he written in Hebrew. Instances of this kind are such as these:

(a) In Hebrews 2 he applies a passage from Psalm 8 to prove that the Son
of God must have had a human nature, which was to be exalted above the
angels, and placed at the head of the creation. The passage is, “Thou hast
made him a little while inferior to the angels. <580207>Hebrews 2:7, margin. In
the Hebrew, in <190805>Psalm 8:5, the word rendered “angels,” is Elohim —
God; and the sense of “angels” attached to that word, though it may
sometimes occur, is so unusual, that an argument would not have been
built on the Hebrew language.

(b) In <580701>Hebrews 7:1, the writer has explained the name “Melchizedek,”
and translated it “king of Salem” — telling what it is in “Greek” — a thing
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which would not have been done had he written in Hebrew, where the
word was well understood. It is possible, indeed, that a translator might
have done this, but the explanation seems to be interwoven with the
discourse itself, and to constitute a part of the argument.

(c) In <580916>Hebrews 9:16-17, there is an argument on the meaning of the
word “covenant” — diaqhkh <1242>— which could not have occurred had
the Epistle been in Hebrew. It is founded on the double meaning of that
word — denoting both a “covenant” and a “testament,” or “will.” The
Hebrew word —— has no such double signification. It means only
“covenant,” and is never used in the sense of the word “will,” or testament.
The proper translation of that word would be sunqhkh<4934> — but the
translators of the Septuagint uniformly used the former — diaqkh<1242>and
on this word the argument of the apostle is based. This could not have
been done by a translator; it must have been by the original author, for it is
incorporated into the argument.

(d) In <581003>Hebrews 10:3-9, the author shows that Christ came to make an
atonement for sin, and that in order to this it was necessary that he should
have a human body. This he shows was not only necessary, but was
predicted. In doing this, he appeals to <194006>Psalm 40:6 — “A body hast thou
prepared for me.” But the Hebrew here is, “Mine ears hast thou opened.”
This passage would have been much less pertinent than the other form —
“a body hast thou prepared me; “ —and indeed it is not easy to see how it
would bear at all on the object in view. See <581010>Hebrews 10:10. But in the
Septuagint, the phrase stands as he quotes it — “a body hast thou prepared
for me;” a fact which demonstrates, whatever difficulties there may be
about the “principle” on which he makes the quotation, that the Epistle was
written in Greek. It may be added, that it has nothing of the appearance of
a translation. It is not stiff, forced, or constrained in style, as translations
usually are. It is impassioned, free, flowing, full of animation, life, and
coloring, and has all the appearance of being an original composition. So
clear have these considerations appeared, that the great body of critics now
concur in the opinion that the Epistle was originally written in Greek.

SECTION 6. THE DESIGN AND GENERAL ARGUMENT
OF THE EPISTLE

The general purpose of this Epistle is, to preserve those to whom it was
sent from the danger of apostasy. Their danger on this subject did not arise
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so much from persecution, as from the circumstances that were fitted to
attract them again to the Jewish religion. The temple, it is supposed, and
indeed it is evident, was still standing. The morning and evening sacrifice
was still offered. The splendid rites of that imposing religion were still
observed. The authority of the law was undisputed. Moses was a lawgiver,
sent from God, and no one doubted that the Jewish form of religion had
been instituted by their fathers in conformity with the direction of God.
Their religion had been founded amidst remarkable manifestations of the
Deity — in flames, and smoke, and thunder; it had been communicated by
the ministration of angels; it had on its side and in its favor all the
venerableness and sanction of a remote antiquity; and it commended itself
by the pomp of its ritual, and by the splendor of its ceremonies. On the
other hand, the new form of religion had little or nothing of this to
commend it. It was of recent origin. It was founded by the Man of
Nazareth, who had been trained up in their own land, and who had been a
carpenter, and who had had no extraordinary advantages of education. Its
rites were few and simple. It had no splendid temple service; none of the
pomp and pageantry, the music and the magnificence of the ancient
religion. It had no splendid array of priests in magnificent vestments, and it
had not been imparted by the ministry of angels. Fishermen were its
ministers; and by the body of the nation it was regarded as a schism, or
heresy, that enlisted in its favor only the most humble and lowly of the
people.

In these circumstances, how natural was it for the enemies of the gospel in
Judea to contrast the two forms of religion, and how keenly would
Christians there feel it! All that was said of the antiquity and the divine
origin of the Jewish religion they knew and admitted; all that was said of its
splendor and magnificence they saw; and all that was said of the humble
origin of their own religion they were constrained to admit also. THEIR
danger was not that arising from persecution. It was that of being affected
by considerations like these, and of relapsing again into the religion of their
fathers, and of apostatizing from the gospel; and it was a danger which
beset no other part of the Christian world.

To meet and counteract this danger was the design of this Epistle.
Accordingly, the writer contrasts the two religions in all the great points on
which the minds of Christians in Judea would be likely to be affected, and
shows the superiority of the Christian religion over the Jewish in every
respect, and especially in the points that had so much attracted their
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attention, and affected their hearts. He begins by showing that the AUTHOR

of the Christian religion was superior in rank to any and all who had ever
delivered the word of God to man. He was superior to the prophets, and
even to the angels. He was over all things, and all things were subject to
him. There was, therefore, a special reason why they should listen to him,
and obey his commands; Hebrews 1 and Hebrews 2: He was superior to
Moses, the great Jewish lawgiver, whom they venerated so much, and on
whom they so much prided themselves; Hebrews 3: Having shown that the
Great Founder of the Christian religion was superior to the prophets, to
Moses, and to the angels, the writer proceeds to show that the Christian
religion was characterized by having a High Priest superior to that of the
Jews, and of whom the Jewish high priest was but a type and emblem.

He shows that all the rites of the ancient religion, splendid as they were,
were also but types, and were to vanish away — for they had had their
fulfillment in the realities of the Christian faith He allows that the Christians
High Priest derived his origin and his rank from a more venerable antiquity
than the Jewish high priest did — because he went back to Melchizedek,
who lived long before Aaron, and that he had far superior dignity from the
fact that he had entered into the Holy of Holies in heaven. The Jewish high
priest entered once a year into the most holy place in the temple; the Great
High Priest of the Christian faith had entered into the Most Holy place —
of which that was but the type and emblem — into heaven. In short,
whatever there was of dignity and honor in the Jewish faith had more than
its counterpart in the Christian religion; and while the Christian religion
was permanent, that was fading.

The rites of the Jewish system, magnificent as they were, were designed to
be temporary. They were mere types and shadows of things to come. They
had their fulfillment in Christianity That had an Author more exalted in
rank by far than the author of the Jewish system; it had a High Priest more
elevated and enduring; it had rites which brought men nearer to God; it
was the substance of what in the temple service was type and shadow. By
considerations such as these the author of this Epistle endeavors to
preserve them from apostasy. Why should they go back? Why should they
return to a less perfect system? Why go back from the substance to the
shadow? Why turn away from the true sacrifice to the type and emblem?
Why linger around the earthly tabernacle, and contemplate the high priest
there, while they had a more perfect and glorious High Priest, who had
entered into the heavens? And why should they turn away from the only
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perfect sacrifice — the great offering made for transgression — and go
back to the bloody rites which were to be renewed every day?

And why forsake the perfect system — the system that was to endure for
ever — for that which was soon to vanish away? The author of this Epistle
is very careful to assure them that IF they thus apostatized, there could be
no hope for them. If they now rejected the sacrifice of the Son of God,
then was no other sacrifice for sin. That was the last great sacrifice for the
sins of men. It was designed to close all bloody offerings. It was not to be
repeated. If that was rejected, there was no other. The Jewish rites were
soon to pass away; and even if they were not, they could not cleanse the
conscience from sin. Persecuted then though they might be; reviled,
ridiculed, opposed, yet they should not abandon their Christian hope, for it
was their all; they should not neglect him who spake to them from heaven,
for in dignity, rank, and authority, he far surpassed all who in former times
had made known the will of God to men.

This Epistle, therefore, occupies a most important place in the book of
revelation, and without it that book would be incomplete. It is the most full
explanation which we have of the meaning of the Jewish institutions. In the
Epistle to the Romans we have a system of religious doctrine, and
particularly a defense of the great doctrine of justification by faith.
Important doctrines are discussed in the other epistles; but there was
something wanted that would show the meaning of the Jewish rites and
ceremonies, and their connection with the Christian scheme; something
which would show us how the one was preparatory to the other; and I may
add, something that would restrain the imagination in endeavoring to show
how the one was designed to introduce the other. The one was a system of
“types” and “shadows.” But on nothing is the human mind more prone to
wander than on the subject of emblems and analogies.

This has been shown abundantly in the experience of the Christian church,
from the time of Origen to the present. Systems of divinity, commentaries,
and sermons, have shown everywhere how prone men of ardent
imaginations have been to find types in everything pertaining to the ancient
economy; to discover hidden meanings in every ceremony; and to regard
every pin and hook and instrument of the tabernacle as designed to
inculcate some TRUTH, and to shadow forth some fact or doctrine of the
Christian revelation. It was desirable to have ONE book that should tell
how that is; to fetter down the imagination and bind it by severe rules, and
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to restrain the vagaries of honest but credulous devotion. Such a book we
have in the Epistle to the Hebrews. The ancient system is there explained
by one who had been brought up in the midst of it, and who understood it
thoroughly; by one who had a clear insight into the relation which it bore
to the Christian economy; by one who was under the influence of divine
inspiration, and who could not err.

The Bible would have been incomplete without this book: and when I think
of the relation between the Jewish and the Christian systems; when I look
on the splendid rites of the ancient economy, and ask their meaning; when I
wish a full guide to heaven, and ask for that which gives completeness to
the whole, I turn instinctively to the Epistle to the Hebrews. When I wish
also that which shall give me the most elevated view of the Great Author
of Christianity and of his work, and the most clear conceptions of the
sacrifice which he made for sin: and when I look for considerations that
shall be most effectual in restraining the soul from apostasy, and for
considerations to enable it to bear trials with patience and with hope, my
mind recurs to this book, and I feel that the book of revelation, and the
hopes of man, would be incomplete without it.
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THE EPISTLE OF PAUL THE
APOSTLE TO THE HEBREWS

NOTES ON HEBREWS 1

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

The main object of the Epistle is to commend the Christian religion to
those who were addressed in it in such a way as to prevent defection from
it. This is done, principally, by showing its superiority to the Mosaic
system. The great danger of Christians in Palestine was of relapsing into
the Jewish system. The imposing nature or its rites; the public sentiment in
its favor; the fact of its antiquity, and its undisputed divine origin, would all
tend to that. To counteract this, the writer of this Epistle shows that the
gospel bad higher claims on their attention, and that if that was rejected
ruin was inevitable. In doing this, he begins, in this chapter, by showing the
superiority of the Author of Christianity to prophets and to the angels; that
is, that he had a rank that entitled him to the profoundest regard. The drift
of this chapter, therefore, is to show the dignity and exalted nature of the
Author of the Christian system — the Son of God. The chapter comprises
the following points:

I. The announcement of the fact that God, who had formerly spoken by
the prophets, had in this last dispensation spoken by his Son; <580101>Hebrews
1:1,2.

II. The statement respecting his rank and dignity. He was:

(1) the Heir of all things;

(2) the Creator of the worlds;

(3) the Brightness of the divine glory and the proper expression of his
nature;

(4) he upheld all things; <580102>Hebrews 1:2,3.
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III. The work and exaltation of the Author of the Christian system:

(1) He, by his own unassisted agency, purified us from our sins.

(2) He is seated at the right hand of God.

(3) He has a more exalted and valuable inheritance than the angels, in
proportion as his name is more exalted than theirs; <580103>Hebrews 1:3,4.

IV. Proofs that what is here ascribed to him belongs to him, particularly
that he is declared to be superior to the angels; <580105>Hebrews 1:5-14.

(1) The angels have never been addressed with the title of Son:
<580105>Hebrews 1:5.

(2) He is declared to be the object of worship by the angels, while they are
employed merely as the messengers of God; <580106>Hebrews 1:6,7.

(3) He is addressed as God, and his throne is said to be forever and ever;
<580108>Hebrews 1:8,9.

(4) He is addressed as immutable. He is declared to have laid the
foundations of heaven and earth; and though they would perish, yet he
would remain the same; <580110>Hebrews 1:10-12.

(5) None of the angels had been addressed in this manner, but they were
employed in the subordinate work of ministering to the heirs of salvation;
<580113>Hebrews 1:13,14.

From this train of reasoning, the inference is drawn in <580201>Hebrews 2:1-4,
that we ought to give diligent heed to what had been spoken. The Great
Author of the Christian scheme had special claims to be heard, and there
was special danger in disregarding his message. The object of this chapter
is to impress those to whom the Epistle was addressed with the high claims
of the Founder of Christianity, and to show that it was superior in this
respect to any other system.

<580101>Hebrews 1:1. God who at sundry times The commencement of this
Epistle varies from all the others which Paul wrote. In every other instance
he at first announces his name, and the name of the church or of the
individual to whom he wrote. In regard to the reason why he here varies
from that custom, see the introduction, section 3. This commences with the
full acknowledgment of his belief that God had made important revelations
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in past times, but that now he had communicated his will in a manner that
more especially claimed their attention. This announcement was of
particular importance here. He was writing to those who had been trained
up in the full belief of the truths taught by the prophets. As the object of
the apostle was to show the superior claims of the gospel, and to lead them
from putting confidence in the rites instituted in accordance with the
directions of the Old Testament, it was of essential importance that he
should admit that their belief of the inspiration of the prophets was well
founded. He was not an infidel. He was not disposed to call in question the
divine origin of the books which were regarded as given by inspiration. He
fully admitted all that had been held by the Hebrews on that heart, and yet
showed that the new revelation had more important claims to their
attention. The word rendered “at sundry times” — polumerwv <4181> —
means “in many parts.” It refers here to the fact that the former revelation
had been given in various parts. It had not all been given at once. It had
been communicated from time to time as the exigencies of the people
required, and as God chose to communicate it. At one time it was by
history, then by prophecy, by poetry, by proverbs, by some solemn and
special message, etc. The ancient revelation was a collection of various
writings, on different subjects, and given at different times; but now God
had addressed us by HIS SON — the one great Messenger who had come
to finish the divine communications, and to give a uniform and connected
revelation to mankind. The contrast here is between the numerous separate
PARTS of the revelation given by the prophets, and the oneness of that
given by his Son. The word does not occur elsewhere in the New
Testament.

And in divers manners — polutropwv <4187>. In many ways. It was not all
in one mode. He had employed various methods in communicating his will.
At one time it was by direct communication, at another by dreams, at
another by visions, etc. In regard to the various methods which God
employed to communicate his will, see Introduction to Isaiah, section 7. In
contradistiction from these, God had now spoken by his Son. He had
addressed us in one uniform manner. It was not by dreams, or visions; it
was a direct communication from him. The word used here, also, occurs
nowhere else in the New Testament.

In times past Formerly; in ancient times. The series of revelations began, as
recorded by Moses, with Adam (Genesis 3), and terminated with Malachi
— a period of more than three thousand five hundred years. From Malachi
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to the time of the Saviour there were no recorded divine communications,
and the whole period of WRITTEN revelation, or when the divine
communications were recorded from Moses to Malachi, was about a
thousand years.

Unto the fathers To our ancestors; to the people of ancient times.

By the prophets The word “prophet” in the Scriptures is used in a wide
signification. It means not only those who predict future events, but these
who communicate the divine will on any subject. See notes on <451206>Romans
12:6; <461401>1 Corinthians 14:1. It is used here in that large sense — as
denoting all those by whom God had made communications to the Jews in
former times.

<580102>Hebrews 1:2. Hath in these last days In this the final dispensation; or
in this dispensation under which the affairs of the world will be wound up.
Phrases similar to this occur frequently in the Scriptures. They do not
imply that the world was soon coming to an end, but that that was the
“last” dispensation, the “last” period of the world. There had been the
patriarchal period, the period under the Law, the prophets, etc., and THIS
was the period during which God’s “last” method of communication would
be enjoyed, and under which the world would close. It might be a VERY
LONG period, but it would be the “last” one; and so far as the meaning of
the phrase is concerned, it might be the longest period, or longer than all
the others put together, but still it would be the “last” one. See notes on
<440217>Acts 2:17 <230202>Isaiah 2:2.

Spoken unto us The word “us” here does not of necessity imply that the
writer of the Epistle had actually heard him, or that they had heard him to
whom the Epistle was written. It means that God had now communicated
his will to man by his Son. It may be said with entire propriety that God
has spoken to us by his Son, though we have not personally heard or seen
him. We have what he spoke and caused to be recorded for our direction.

By his Son The title commonly given to the Lord Jesus, as denoting his
unique relation to God. It was understood by the Jews to denote equality
with God (notes, <430518>John 5:18; compare <431033>John 10:33,36), and is used
with such a reference here. See notes on <450104>Romans 1:4, where the
meaning of the phrase “Son of God” is fully considered. It is implied here
that the fact that the Son of God has spoken to us imposes the highest
obligations to attend to what he has said; that he has an authority superior
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to all those who have spoken in past times; and that there will be special
guilt in refusing to attend to what he has spoken. See <580201>Hebrews 2:1-4;
compare <581225>Hebrews 12:25. The reasons for the superior respect which
should be shown to the revelations of the Son of God may be such as
these:

(1) His rank and dignity. He is the equal with God (<430101>John 1:1), and is
himself called God in this chapter; <580108>Hebrews 1:8. He has a right,
therefore, to command, and when he speaks, people should obey

(2) The clearness of the truths which he communicated to man on a great
variety of subjects that are of the highest moment to the world. Revelation
has been gradual — like the breaking of the day in the east. At first there is
a little light; it increases and expands until objects become more and more
visible, and then the sun rises in full-orbed glory. At first we discern only
the EXISTENCE of some object — obscure and undefined; then we can trace
its outline; then its color, its size, its proportions, its drapery — until it
stands before us fully revealed. So it has been with revelation. There is a
great variety of subjects which we now see clearly, which were very
imperfectly understood by the teaching of the prophets, and would be now
if we had only the Old Testament. Among them are the following:

(a) The character of God. Christ came to make him known as a merciful
being, and to show HOW he could be merciful as well as just. The views
given of God by the Lord Jesus are far more clear than any given by the
ancient prophets; compared with those entertained by the ancient
philosophers, they are like the sun compared with the darkest midnight,

(b) The way in which man may be reconcile to God. The New Testament
— which may be considered as what God “has spoken to us by his Son” —
has told us how the great work of being reconciled to God can be effected.
The Lord Jesus told us that he came to “give his life a ransom for many;”
that he laid down his life for his friends; that he was about to die for man;
that he would draw all people to him. The prophets indeed — particularly
Isaiah — threw much light on these points. But the mass of the people did
not understand their revelations. They pertained to future events always
difficult to be understood. But Christ has told us the way of salvation, and
he has made it so plain that he who runs may read.

(c) The moral precepts of the Redeemer are superior to those of any and all
that had gone before him. They are elevated, pure, expansive, benevolent
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— such as became the Son of God to proclaim. Indeed this is admitted on
all hands. Infidels are constrained to acknowledge that all the moral
precepts of the Saviour are eminently pure and benignant. If they were
obeyed, the world would be filled with justice, truth, purity, and
benevolence. Error, fraud, hypocrisy, ambition, wars, licentiousness, and
intemperance, would cease; and the opposite virtues would diffuse
happiness over the face of the world. Prophets had indeed delivered many
moral precepts of great importance, but the purest and most extensive
body of just principles of good morals on earth are to be found in the
teachings of the Saviour.

(d) He has given to us the clearest view which man has had of the future
state; and he has disclosed in regard to that future state a class of truths of
the deepest interest to mankind, which were before wholly unknown or
only partially revealed.

1. He has revealed the certainty of a state of future existence — in
opposition to the Sadducees of all ages. This was denied before he came by
multitudes, and where it was not, the arguments by which it was supported
were often of the feeblest kind. The “truth” was held by some — like Plato
and his followers — but the “arguments” on which they relied were feeble,
and such as were untitled to give rest to the soul. The “truth” they had
obtained by TRADITION; the “arguments” were THEIR OWN.

2. He revealed the doctrine of the resurrection of the body. This before was
doubted or denied by nearly all the world. It was held to be absurd and
impossible. The Saviour taught its certainty; he raised up more than one to
show that it was possible; he was himself raised, to put the whole matter
beyond debate.

3. He revealed the certainty of future judgment — the judgment of all
mankind.

4. It disclosed great and momentous truths respecting the future state.
Before he came, all was dark. The Greeks spoke of Elysian fields, but they
were dreams of the imagination; the Hebrews had some faint notion of a
future state where all was dark and gloomy, with perhaps an occasional
glimpse of the truth that there is a holy and blessed heaven; but to the mass
of mind all was obscure. Christ revealed a heaven, and told us of a hell. He
showed us that the one might be gained and the other avoided. He
presented important motives for doing it; and had he done nothing more,
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his communications were worthy the profound attention of mankind. I may
add:

(3) That the Son of God has claims on our attention from the MANNER in
which he spoke. He spoke as one having “authority;” <400729>Matthew 7:29. He
spoke as a “witness” of what he saw and knew; <430311>John 3:11. He spoke
without doubt or ambiguity of God, and heaven, and hell. His is the
language of one who is familiar with all that he describes; who saw all, who
knew all. There is no hesitancy or doubt in his mind of the truth of what he
speaks; and he speaks as if his whole soul were impressed with its
unspeakable importance. Never were so momentous communications made
to people of hell as fell from the lips of the Lord Jesus (see notes on
<402333>Matthew 23:33); never were announcements made so suited to awe and
appall a sinful world.

Whom he hath appointed heir of all things see <190208>Psalm 2:8; compare
notes <450817>Romans 8:17. This is language taken from the fact that he is “the
Son of God.” If a son, then he is an heir — for so it is usually among
people. This is not to be taken literally, as if he inherits anything as a man
does. An heir is one who inherits anything after the death of its possessor
— usually his father. But this cannot be applied in this sense to the Lord
Jesus. The language is used to denote his rank and dignity as the Son of
God. As such all things are his, as the property of a father descends to his
son at his death. The word rendered “heir” — klhronomov <2818> — means
properly:

(1) one who acquires anything by lot; and

(2) an “heir” in the sense in which we usually understand the word.

It may also denote a “possessor” of anything received as a portion, or of
property of any kind; see <450413>Romans 4:13,14. It is in every instance
rendered “heir” in the New Testament. Applied to Christ, it means that as
the Son of God he is possessor or lord of all things, or that all things are
his; compare <440236>Acts 2:36; 10:36; <431710>John 17:10; 16:15. “All things that
the Father hath are mine.” The sense is, that all things belong to the Son of
God. Who is so “rich” then as Christ? Who so able to endow his friends
with enduring and abundant wealth?

By whom By whose agency; or who was the actual agent in the creation.
Grotius supposes that this means, “on account of whom;” and that the
meaning is, that the universe was formed with reference to the Messiah, in
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accordance with an ancient Jewish maxim. But the more common and
Classical usage of the word rendered “by” (dia <1223>), when it governs a
genitive, as here, is to denote the instrumental cause; the agent by which
anything is done; see <400122>Matthew 1:22; 2:5,15,23; <421831>Luke 18:31; <430217>John
2:17; Acts, 2:22,43; 4:16; 12:9; <450216>Romans 2:16; 5:5. IT MAY BE TRUE

that the universe was formed with reference to the glory of the Son of
God, and that this world was brought into being in order to show his glory;
but it would not do to establish that doctrine on a passage like this. Its
obvious and proper meaning is, that he was the agent of the creation — a
truth that is abundantly taught elsewhere; see <430103>John 1:3,10;
<510116>Colossians 1:16; <490309>Ephesians 3:9; <460806>1 Corinthians 8:6. This sense,
also, better agrees with the design of the apostle in this place. His object is
to set forth the dignity of the Son of God. This is better shown by the
consideration that he was the CREATOR of all things, than that all things
were made FOR him.

The worlds The universe, or creation. So the word here — aiwn <165> — is
undoubtedly used in <581103>Hebrews 11:3. The word properly means “age” —
an indefinitely long period of time; then perpetuity, ever, eternity —
“always” being. For an extended investigation of the meaning of the word,
the reader may consult an essay by Prof. Stuart, in the Spirit of the
Pilgrims, for 1829, pp. 406-452. From the sense of “age,” or “duration,”
the word comes to denote the present and future age; the present world
and the world to come; the present world, with all its cares, anxieties, and
evils; the people of this world — a wicked generation, etc. Then it means
the world — the material universe creation as it is. The only perfectly clear
use of the word in this sense in the New Testament is in <581103>Hebrews 11:3,
and there there can be no doubt. “Through faith we understand that the
worlds were made by the Word of God, so that things which are seen were
not made of things which do appear.” The passage before us will bear the
same interpretation, and this is the most obvious and intelligible. What
would be the meaning of saying that the “ages” or “dispensations” were
made by the Son of God? The Hebrews used the word — µl;wO[<h5769> — in
the same sense. It properly means “age, duration;” and thence it came to be
used by them to denote the world — made up of “ages” or generations;
and then the world itself. This is the fair, and, as it seems to me, the only
intelligible interpretation of this passage — an interpretation amply
sustained by texts referred to above as demonstrating that the universe was
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made by the agency of the Son of God. Compare notes on <580110>Hebrews
1:10, and on <430103>John 1:3.

<580103>Hebrews 1:3. Who being the brightness of his glory This verse is
designed to state the dignity and exalted rank of the Son of God, and is
exceedingly important with reference to a correct view of the Redeemer.
Every word which is employed is of great importance, and should be
clearly understood in order to a correct apprehension of the passage. First,
in what manner does it refer to the Redeemer? To his divine nature? To the
mode of his existence before he was incarnate? Or to him as he appeared
on earth? Most of the ancient commentators supposed that it referred to
his divine dignity before he became incarnate, and proceed to argue on that
supposition on the mode of the divine existence. The true solution seems to
me to be, that it refers to him as incarnate, but still has reference to him as
the incarnate “Son of God.” It refers to him as Mediator, but not simply or
mainly as a man. It is rather to him as divine — thus, in his incarnation,
being the brightness of the divine glory, and the express image of God.
That this is the correct view is apparent, I think, from the whole scope of
the passage. The drift of the argument is, to show his dignity as “he has
spoken to us” (<580101>Hebrews 1:1), and not in the period antecedent to his
incarnation. It is to show his claims to our reverence as sent from God —
the last and greatest of the messengers which God bas sent to man. But,
then it is a description of him “as he actually is” — the incarnate Son of
God; the equal of the Father in human flesh; and this leads the writer to
dwell on his divine, character, and to argue from that; Hebrews 1: 8,10-12.
I have no doubt, therefore, that this description refers to his divine nature,
but it is the divine nature as it appears in human flesh. An examination of
the words used will prepare us for a more clear comprehension of the
sense. The word “glory” — doxa <1391> — means properly “a seeming, an
appearance;” and then:

(1) praise, applause, honor:

(2) dignity, splendor, glory;

(3) brightness, dazzling light; and

(4) excellence perfection, such as belongs to God and such as there is in
heaven. It is probably used here, as the word — dwbok;<h3519> — is often
among the Hebrews, to denote splendor, brightness, and refers to the
divine perfections as resembling a bright light, or the sun. The word is
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applied to the sun and stars, <461540>1 Corinthians 15:40,41; to the light which
Paul saw on the way to Damascus, <442211>Acts 22:11; to the shining of Moses’
face, <470307>2 Corinthians 3:7; to the celestial light which surrounds the angels,
<661801>Revelation 18:1; and glorified saints, <420931>Luke 9:31,32; and to the
dazzling splendor or majesty in which God is enthroned; <530109>2
Thessalonians 1:9; <610117>2 Peter 1:17; <661508>Revelation 15:8; 21:11,23. Here
there is a comparison of God with the sun; he is encompassed with
splendor and majesty; he is a being of light and of infinite perfection. It
refers to “all in God” that is bright, splendid, glorious; and the idea is, that
the Son of God is the “brightness” of it all. The word rendered
“brightness” — apaugasma <541> — occurs nowhere else in the New
Testament. It means properly “reflected splendor,” or the light which
emanates from a luminous body. The rays or beams of the sun are its
“brightness,” or that by which the sun is seen and known. The sun itself we
do not see; the beams which flow from it we do see. The meaning here is,
that if God be represented under the image of a luminous body, as he is in
the Scriptures (see <198411>Psalm 84:11; <390402>Malachi 4:2), then Christ is the
radiance of that light, the brightness of that luminary — Stuart. He is that
by which we perceive God, or by which God is made known to us in his
real perfections; compare <430118>John 1:18; 14:9. — It is by him only that the
true character and glory of God is known to people. This is true in regard
to the great system of revelation but it is especially true in regard to the
views which people have of God. <401127>Matthew 11:27 — “No man knoweth
the Son but the Father; neither knoweth any man the Father save the Son,
and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him.” The human soul is dark
respecting the divine character until it is enlightened by Christ. It sees no
beauty, no glory in his nature — nothing that excites wonder, or that wins
the affections, until it is disclosed by the Redeemer. SOMEHOW it happens,
account for it as people may, that there are no elevating practical views of
God in the world; no views that engage and hold the affections of the soul;
no views that are transforming and purifying, but those which are derived
from the Lord Jesus. A man becomes a Christian, and at once he has
elevated, practical views of God. He is to him the most glorious of all
beings. He finds supreme delight in contemplating his perfections. But he
may be a philosopher or an infidel, and though he may profess to believe in
the existence of God, yet the belief excites no practical influence on him; he
sees nothing to admire; nothing which leads him to worship him; compare
<450121>Romans 1:21.
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And the express image The word used here — carakthr <5481> — likewise
occurs nowhere else in the New Testament. It is that from which our word
“character” is derived. It properly means a “engraving-tool;” and then
something “engraved” or “stamped” — “a character” — as a letter, mark,
sign. The image stamped on coins, seals, wax, expresses the idea: and the
sense here is, that if God be represented under the idea of a substance, or
being, then Christ is the exact resemblance of that — as an image is of the
stamp or die. The resemblance between a stamp and the figure which is
impressed is exact; and so is the resemblance between the Redeemer and
God; see <510115>Colossians 1:15. “Who is the image of the invisible God.”

Of his person The word “person” with us denotes an individual being, and
is applied to human beings, consisting of body and soul. We do not apply it
to anything dead — not using it with reference to the body when the spirit
is gone. It is applied to man — with individual and separate consciousness
and will; with body and soul; with an existence separate from others. It is
evident that it cannot be used in this sense when applied to God, and that
this word does not express the true idea of the passage here. Tyndale
renders it, more accurately, “substance.” The word in the original —
uJpostasiv <5287> — whence our word “hypostasis,” means, literally, a
“foundation,” or “substructure.” Then it means a well-founded trust, firm
expectation, confidence, firmness, boldness; and then “reality, substance,
essential nature.” In the New Testament, it is rendered “confident,” or
“confidence” (<470904>2 Corinthians 9:4; 11:17; <580314>Hebrews 3:14); “substance”
(<581101>Hebrews 11:1): and “person” in the passage before us. It is not used
elsewhere. Here it properly refers to the essential nature of God — what
distinguishes him from all other beings, and which, if I may so say,
“constitutes him God;” and the idea is, that the Redeemer is the exact
resemblance of “that.” This resemblance consists, probably, in the
following things — though perhaps the enumeration does not include all —
but in these he certainly resembles God, or is his exact image:

(1) In his original mode of being, or before the incarnation. Of this we
know little. But he had a “glory with the Father before the world was;”
<431705>John 17:5. He was “in the beginning with God, and was God;” <430101>John
1:1. He was in intimate union with the Father, and was one with Him, in
certain respects; though in certain other respects, there was a distinction. I
do not see any evidence in the Scriptures of the doctrine of “eternal
generation,” and it is certain that that doctrine militates against the “proper
eternity” of the Son of God. The natural and fair meaning of that doctrine
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would be, that there was a time when he had not an existence, and when he
began to be, or was begotten. But the Scripture doctrine is, that he had a
strict and proper eternity. I see no evidence that he was in any sense a
“derived being” — deriving his existence and his divinity from the Father.
The Fathers of the Christian church, it is believed, held that the Son of God
as to his divine, as well as his human nature, was “derived” from the
Father. Hence, the Nicene creed speaks of him as “begotten of the Father
before all worlds; God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God,
begotten not made” — language implying derivation in his divine nature.
They held, with one voice, that he was God (divine); but it was in this
manner; see Stuart, Excursus III. on the Epistle to the Hebrews. But this is
incredible and impossible. A DERIVED being cannot in any proper sense be
“God”; and if there is any attribute which the Scriptures have ascribed to
the Saviour with special clearness, it is that of proper eternity;
<660111>Revelation 1:11,17; <430101>John 1:1.

It MAY have been that it was by him that the perfections of God were
made known before the incarnation to the angelic world, but on that point
the Scriptures are silent.

(2) On earth he was the brightness of the divine glory, and the express
image of his person:

(a) It was by him, eminently, that God was made known to human beings
— as it is by the beams of the sun that that is made known.

(b) He bore an exact resemblance to God. He was just such a being as we
should suppose God to be were he to become incarnate, and to act as a
man. He was the embodied representation of the Deity. He was pure —
like God. He was benevolent — like God. He spake to the winds and
storms — like God. He healed diseases — like God. He raised the dead —
like God. He wielded the power which God only can wield, and he
manifested a character in all respects like what we should suppose God
would evince if he appeared in human flesh, and dwelt among people and
this is saying much. It is in fact saying that the account in the Gospels is
real, and that the Christian religion is true. Uninspired men could never
have drawn such a character as that of Jesus Christ, unless that character
had actually existed. The attempt has often been made to describe God, or
to show how be would speak and act if he came down to earth. Thus, the
Hindus speak of the incarnations of Vishnu; and thus Homer, and Virgil,
and most of the ancient poets, speak of the appearance of the gods, and
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describe them as they were supposed to appear. But how different from the
character of the Lord Jesus! THEY are full of passion, and lust, and anger,
and contention, and strife; they come to mingle in battles, and to take part
with contending armies, and they evince the same spirit as men, and are
merely “men of great power, and more gigantic passions; “but Christ is
GOD IN HUMAN NATURE. The form is that of man; the spirit is that of God.
He walks, and eats, and sleeps as a man; he thinks, and speaks, and acts
like God. He was born as a man — but the angels adored him as God. As a
man he ate; yet by a word he created food for thousands, as if he were
God. Like a man he slept on a pillow while the vessel was tossed by the
waves; like God be rose, and rebuked the winds and they were still. As a
man he went, with affectionate interest, to the house of Martha and Mary.
As a man he sympathized with them in their affliction, and wept at the
grave of their brother; like God he spoke, and the dead came forth to the
land of the living. As a man he traveled through the land of Judea. He was
without a home. Yet everywhere the sick were laid at his feet, and health
came from his touch, and strength from the words of his lips as if he were
God. As a man he prayed in the garden of Gethsemane; he bore his cross to
Calvary; he was nailed to the tree: yet then the heavens grew dark, and the
earth shook and the dead arose as if he were God. As a man he slept in the
cold tomb — like God he rose, and brought life and immortality to light.
He lived on earth as a man — he ascended to heaven like God. And in all
the life of the Redeemer, in all the variety of trying situations in which he
was placed, there was not a word or action which was inconsistent with the
supposition that he was the incarnate God. There was no failure of any
effort to heal the sick or to raise the dead; no look, no word, no deed that
is not perfectly consistent with this supposition; but on the contrary, his life
is full of events which can be explained on no other supposition than that
he was the appropriate shining forth of the divine glory, and the exact
resemblance of the essence of God. There are not two Gods — as there are
not two suns when the sun shines. It is THE ONE God, in a mysterious
and incomprehensible manner shining into the world in the face of Jesus
Christ. See note on <470406>2 Corinthians 4:6. As the wax bears the perfect
image of the seal — perfect not only in the outline, but in the filling up —
in all the lines, and features, and letters, so is it with the Redeemer. There
is not one of the divine perfections which has not the counterpart in him,
and if the glory of the divine character is seen at all by people, it will be
seen in and through him.



40

And upholding all things by the word of his power That is, by his powerful
word, or command. The phrase “word of his power” is a Hebraism, and
means his efficient command. There could not be a more distinct ascription
of divinity to the Son of God than this. He upholds or sustains all things —
that is, the universe. It is not merely the earth; not only its rocks,
mountains, seas, animals and human beings, but it is the universe — all
distant worlds. How can he do this who is not God? He does it by his word
— his command. What a conception! That one simple COMMAND should
do all this! So the world was made when God “spake and it was done; he
commanded and it stood fast;” <193309>Psalm 33:9. So the Lord Jesus
COMMANDED the waves and the winds, and they were still (<400826>Matthew
8:26,27); so he spoke to diseases and they departed, and to the dead land
they arose; compare <010103>Genesis 1:3. I do know how people can “explain
away” this ascription of infinite power to the Redeemer. There can be no
higher idea of omnipotence than to say that he upholds all things by his
word; and assuredly he who can “hold up” this vast universe so that it does
not sink into anarchy or into nothing, must be God. The same power Jesus
claimed for himself; see <402818>Matthew 28:18.

When he had by himself purged our sins “By himself” — not by the blood
of bulls and lambs, but by his own blood. This is designed to bring in the
grand feature of the Christian scheme, that the purification made for sin
was by his blood, instead of the blood which was shed in the temple-
service. The word rendered here “purged” means “purified” or “expiated;”
see notes on <431502>John 15:2. The literal rendering is, “having made
purification for our sins.” The purification or cleansing which he effected
was by his blood; see <620107>1 John 1:7 “The blood of Jesus Christ cleanseth
from all sin.” This the apostle here states to have been the great object for
which he came, and having done this, he sat down on the right hand of
God; see <580727>Hebrews 7:27; 9:12-14. It was not merely to teach that he
came; it was to purify the hearts of people, to remove their sins, and to put
an end to sacrifice by the sacrifice of himself.

Sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high Of God; see the notes
on <411619>Mark 16:19; <490120>Ephesians 1:20-23.

<580104>Hebrews 1:4. Being made so much better Being exalted so much
above the angels. The word “better” here does not refer to moral character,
but to exaltation of rank. As Mediator; as the Son of God in our nature, he
is exalted far above the angels.
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Than the angels Than all angels of every rank; see notes on <490121>Ephesians
1:21; compare <600322>1 Peter 3:22. “Angels, and authorities, and powers being
made subject unto him.” He is exalted to his mediatorial throne, and all
things are placed beneath his feet.

As he hath by inheritance Or in virtue of his name — the Son of God; an
exaltation such as is implied in that name. As a son has a rank in a family
above servants; as he has a control over the property above that which
servants have, so it is with the Mediator. He is the SON of God: angels are
the SERVANTS of God, and the SERVANTS of the church. They occupy a
place in the universe compared with what he occupies, similar to the place
which servants in a family occupy compared with that which a son has. To
illustrate and prove this is the design of the remainder of this chapter. The
argument which the apostle insists on is, that the title “THE Son of God is
to be given to him alone. It has been conferred on no others. Though the
angels, and though saints are called in general “sons of God,” yet the title”
THE Son of God” has been given to him only. As the apostle was writing
to Hebrews, he makes his appeal to the Hebrew Scriptures alone for the
confirmation of this opinion.

A more excellent name To wit, the name Son. It is a more honorable and
exalted name than has ever been bestowed on them. It involves more
exalted privileges, and entitles him on whom it is bestowed to higher
respect and honor than any name ever bestowed on them.

<580105>Hebrews 1:5. For unto which of the angels ... The object of this is,
to prove that the Son of God, who has spoken to people in these last days,
is superior to the angels. As the apostle was writing to those who had been
trained in the Jewish religion, and who admitted the authority of the Old
Testament, of course he made his appeal to that, and undoubtedly referred
for proof to those places which were generally admitted to relate to the
Messiah. Abarbanel says, that it was the common opinion of the Jewish
doctors that the Messiah would be exalted above Abraham, Moses, and the
angels — Stuart. There is a difficulty, as we shall see, in applying the
passages which follow to the Messiah — a difficulty which we may find it
not easy to explain. Some remarks will be made on the particular passages
as we go along. In general it may be observed here:

(1) That it is to be presumed that those passages were in the time of Paul
applied to the Messiah. He seems to argue from them as though this was
commonly understood, and is at no pains to prove it.
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(2) It is to be presumed that those to whom he wrote would at once admit
this to be so. If this were not so, we cannot suppose that he would regard
this mode of reasoning as at all efficacious, or adapted to convince those to
whom he wrote.

(3) He did not apprehend that the application which he made of these texts
would be called in question by the countrymen of those to whom he wrote.
It is to be presumed, therefore, that the application was made in
accordance with the received opinions, and the common interpretation.

(4) Paul had been instructed in early life in the doctrines of the Jewish
religion, and made fully acquainted with all their principles of
interpretation. It is to be presumed, therefore, that he made these
quotations in accordance with the prevalent belief, and with principles
which were well understood and admitted.

(5) Every age and people have their own modes of reasoning. They may
differ from others, and others may regard them as unsound, and yet to that
age and people they are satisfactory and conclusive. The ancient
philosophers employed modes of reasoning which would not strike us as
the most forcible, and which perhaps we should not regard as tenable. So it
is with the Chinese, the Hindus, the Muslims now. So it was with the
writers of the dark ages who lived under the influence of the scholastic
philosophy. They argue from admitted principles in their country and time
— just as WE do in ours. Their reasoning was as satisfactory to them as
ours is to us.

(6) In a writer of any particular age we are to expect to find the prevailing
mode of reasoning, and appeals to the usual arguments on any subject. We
are not to look for methods of argument founded on the inductive
philosophy in the writings of the schoolmen, or in the writings of the
Chinese or the Hindus. It would be unreasonable to expect it. We are to
expect that they will be found to reason in accordance with the customs of
their time; to appeal to such arguments as were commonly alleged; and if
they are reasoning with an adversary, “to make use of the points which he
concedes,” and to urge them as suited to convince “him.” And this is not
wrong. It may strike him with more force than it does us; it may be that we
can see that is not the most solid mode of reasoning, but still it may not be
in itself an improper method. That the writers of the New Testament
should have used that mode of reasoning sometimes, is no more surprising
than that we find writers in China reasoning from acknowledged principles,
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and in the usual manner there, or than that people in our own land reason
on the principles of the inductive philosophy. These remarks may not
explain ALL the difficulties in regard to the proof-texts adduced by Paul in
this chapter, but they may remove SOME of them, and may so prepare the
way that we may be able to dispose of them all as we advance. In the
passage which is quoted in this verse, there is not much difficulty in regard
to the propriety of its being thus used. The difficulty lies in the subsequent
quotations in the chapter.f2

Said he at any time He never used language respecting the angels like what
he employs respecting his Son. He never applied to any one of them the
name Son. “Thou art my Son.” The name “sons of God,” is applied in the
Scriptures to saints, and may have been given to the angels. But the
argument here is, that the name, my “Son” has never been given to any one
of them particularly and by eminence. In a large general sense, they are the
sons of God, or the children of God, but the name is given to the Lord
Jesus, the Messiah, in a special sense, implying a unique relation to him,
and a special dominion over all things. This passage is quoted from Psalm
2:— a Psalm that is usually believed to pertain particularly to the Messiah,
and one of the few Psalms that have undisputed reference to him; see notes
on <440425>Acts 4:25: 13:33.

This day see notes on <441333>Acts 13:33, where this passage is applied to the
resurrection of Christ from the dead: proving that the phrase “this day”
does not refer to the doctrine of eternal generation, but to the resurrection
of the Redeemer — “the FIRST-BEGOTTEN of the dead:” <660105>Revelation 1:5.
Thus, Theodoret says of the phrase “this day,” “it does not express his
eternal generation, but what is connected with time.” The argument of the
apostle here does not turn on the TIME when this was said, but on the fact
that this WAS said to him and not to any one of the angels, and this
argument will have equal force whether the phrase be understood as
referring to the fact of his resurrection, or to his previous existence. The
structure and scope of the second Psalm refers to his exaltation AFTER the
kings of the earth set themselves against him, and endeavored to cast off
His government from them. In spite of that, and subsequent to that, he
would set his king, which they had rejected, on his holy hill of Zion; see
<190202>Psalm 2:2-6.

Have I begotten thee See this place explained in the notes on <441333>Acts
13:33. It MUST, from the necessity of the case, be understood figuratively;
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and must mean, substantially, “I have CONSTITUTED, or APPOINTED thee.”
If it refers to his resurrection, it means that that resurrection was a kind of
“begetting” to life, or, a beginning of life; see <660105>Revelation 1:5.

And yet though Paul (<441333>Acts 13:33) has applied it to the resurrection of
the Redeemer, and though the name “Son of God” is applied to him on
account of his resurrection (see notes on <450104>Romans 1:4), yet I confess this
does not seem to me to come up to “all” that the writer here intended. The
phrase,” The Son of God,” I suppose, properly denotes that the Lord Jesus
sustained a relation to God, designated by that name, corresponding to the
relations which he sustained to man, designated by the name “the Son of
man.” The one implied that he had a special relation to God, as the other
implied that he had a special relation to man. This is indisputable. But on
what particular account the name was given him, or how he was
manifested to be the Son of God, has been the great question. Whether the
name refers to the mode of his existence before the incarnation, and to his
“being begotten from eternity,” or to the incarnation and the resurrection,
has long been a point on which people have been divided in opinion. The
natural idea conveyed by the title “THE Son of God” is, that he sustained a
relation to God which implied more than was human or angelic; and this is
certainly the drift of the argument of the apostle here. I do not see,
however, that he refers to the doctrine of “eternal generation,” or that he
means to teach that. His point is, that God had declared and treated him as
“a Son” — as superior to the angels and to human beings, and that this was
shown in what had been said of him in the Old Testament. This would be
equally clear, whether there is reference to the doctrine of eternal
generation or not. The sense is, “he is more than human.” He is more than
angelic. He has been addressed and treated as a Son — which none of the
angels have. They are regarded simply as ministering spirits. They sustain
subordinate stations, and are treated accordingly. He, on the contrary, is
the brightness of the divine glory. He is treated and addressed as a Son. In
his original existence this was so. In his incarnation this was so. When on
earth this was so; and in his resurrection, ascension, and session at the right
hand of God, he was treated in all respects “as a Son” — as superior to all
servants, and to all ministering spirits.” The exact reference, then, of the
phrase “this day have I begotten thee,” in the Psalm, is to the act of
“constituting” him in a public manner the Son of God — and refers to
God’s setting him as king on the “holy hill of Zion” — or making him king
over the church and the world as Messiah; and this was done, eminently, as
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Paul shows (Acts 13), by the resurrection. It was based, however, on what
was fit and proper. It was not arbitrary. There was a reason why he should
thus be exalted rather than a man or an angel; and this was, that he was the
God incarnate, and had a nature that qualified him for universal empire,
and he was thus “appropriately” called “THE Son of God.”f3

“And again, I will be to him a Father.” This passage is evidently quoted
from <100714>2 Samuel 7:14. A sentiment similar to this is found in <198920>Psalm
89:20-27. As these words were originally spoken, they referred to
Solomon. They occur in a promise to David that he should not fail to have
an heir to sit on his throne, or that his throne should be perpetual. The
promise was particularly designed to comfort him in view of the fact that
God would not suffer HIM to build the temple because his hands had been
defiled with blood. To console him in reference to that, God promises him
far greater honor than that would be. He promises that the house should be
built by one of his own family, and that his family and kingdom should be
established forever. That in this series of promises the “Messiah” was
included as a descendant of David, was the common opinion of the Jews,
of the early Christians, and has been of the great body of interpreters. It
was certainly from such passages as this, that the Jews derived the notion
which prevailed so universally in the time of the Saviour that the Messiah
was to be the son or the descendant of David; see <402242>Matthew 22:42-45;
9:27; 15:22; 20:30,31; <411047>Mark 10:47,48; <421838>Luke 18:38,39; <401223>Matthew
12:23; 21:9; <430742>John 7:42; <450103>Romans 1:3; <660505>Revelation 5:5; 22:16. That
opinion was universal. No one doubted it; and it must have been common
for the Jews to apply such texts as this to the Messiah. Paul would not
have done it in this instance unless it had been usual. Nor was it improper.
If the Messiah was to be a descendant of David, then it was natural to
apply these promises in regard to his posterity in an eminent and special
sense to the Messiah. They were a part of the promises which included
him, and which terminated in him. The promise, therefore, which is here
made is, that God would be to him, in a special sense, a Father, and he
should be a Son. It does not, as I suppose, pertain originally exclusively to
the Messiah, but INCLUDED him as a descendant of David. To him it would
be applicable in an eminent sense; and if applicable to him AT ALL, it
proved all that the passage here is adduced to prove — that the name
“Son” is given to the Messiah — a “name” not given to angels. That is just
the point on which the argument turns. What is IMPLIED in the bestowment
of that name is another point on which the apostle discourses in the other
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parts of the argument. I have no doubt, therefore, that while these words
originally might have been applicable to Solomon, or to any of the other
descendants of David who succeeded him on the throne, yet they at last
terminated, and were designed to terminate in the Messiah — to whom
pre-eminently God would be a Father; compare the introduction to Isaiah,
section 7, iii. (3), and the notes on <230716>Isaiah 7:16.f4

<580106>Hebrews 1:6. And again Margin, “When he bringeth in again.” The
proper construction of this sentence probably is, “But when, moreover, he
brings in,” etc. The word “again” refers not to the fact that the Son of God
is brought “again” into the world, implying that he had been introduced
before; but it refers to the course of the apostle’s argument, or to the
declaration which is made about the Messiah in another place. “The name
Son is not only given to him as above, but also in another place, or on
another occasion when he brings in the first-begotten into the world.”
“When he bringeth in.” When he introduces. So far as the “language” here
is concerned this might refer to the BIRTH of the Messiah, but it is evident
from the whole connection that the writer means to refer to something that
is SAID in the Old Testament. This is plain because the passage occurs
among quotations designed to prove a specific point — that the Son of
God, the Author of the Christian system, was superior to the angels. A
declaration of the writer here, however true and solemn, would not have
answered the purpose. A “proof-text” was missing; a text which would be
admitted by those to whom he wrote to bear on the point under
consideration. The meaning then is, “that on another occasion different
from those to which he had referred, God, when speaking of the Messiah,
or when introducing him to mankind, had used language showing that he
was superior to the angels.” The meaning of the phrase, “when he bringeth
in,” therefore, I take to be, when he introduces him to people; when he
makes him known to the world — to wit, by the declaration which he
proceeds immediately to quote. “The first-begotten.” Christ is called the
“first-begotten,” with reference to his resurrection from the dead, in
<660105>Revelation 1:5, and <510118>Colossians 1:18. It is probable here, however,
that the word is used, like the word “first-born,” or “first-begotten” among
the Hebrews, by way of eminence. As the first-born was the principal heir,
and had special privileges, so the Lord Jesus Christ sustains a similar rank
in the universe of which God is the Head and Father; see notes on <430114>John
1:14, where the word “only-begotten” is used to denote the dignity and
honor of the Lord Jesus. “Into the world.” When he introduces him to
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mankind, or declares what he is to be. “He saith, And let all the angels of
God worship him.” Much difficulty has been experienced in regard to this
quotation, for it cannot be denied that it is intended to be a quotation. In
the Septuagint these very words occur in <053243>Deuteronomy 32:43, where
they are inserted in the Song of Moses. But they are not in the Hebrew, nor
are they in all the copies of the Septuagint. The Hebrew is, “Rejoice, O ye
nations with his people; for he will avenge the blood of his servants, and
will render vengeance to his adversaries.” The Septuagint is, “Rejoice ye
heavens with him; and let all the angels of God worship him. Let the
nations rejoice with his people, and let all the sons of God be strong in him,
for he has avenged the blood of his sons.” But there are objections to our
supposing that the apostle had this place in his view, which seem to me to
settle the matter.

(1) One is, that the passage is not in the Hebrew; and it seems hardly
credible that in writing to Hebrews, and to those residing in the very
country where the Hebrew Scriptures were constantly used, he should
adduce as a proof-text on an important doctrine what was not in their
Scriptures.

(2) A second is, that it is omitted in all the ancient versions except the
Septuagint.

(3) A third is, that it is impossible to believe that the passage in question in
Deuteronomy had any reference to the Messiah. It does not relate to his
“introduction” to the world. It would not occur to any reader that it had
any such reference. The context celebrates the victory over the enemies of
Israel which God will achieve. After saying that “his arrows would be
drunk with blood, and that his sword would devour flesh with the blood of
the slain and of captives, from the time when he begans to take vengeance
on an enemy,” the Septuagint (not the Hebrew) immediately asserts, “let
the heavens rejoice at the same time with him, and let all the angels of God
worship him.” That is, “Let the inhabitants of the heavenly world rejoice in
the victory of God over the enemies of his people, and let them pay their
adoration to him.” But the Messiah does not appear to be alluded to
anywhere in the context; much less described as “introduced into the
world.” There is, moreover, not the slightest evidence that it was ever
supposed by the Jews to have any such reference; and though it MIGHT be
said that the apostle merely quoted “language” that expressed his meaning
— as we often do when we are familiar with any well-known phrase that
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will exactly suit our purpose and convey an idea — yet it should be
remarked that this is not the way in which this passage is quoted. It is a
“proof-text,” and Paul evidently meant to be understood as saying that that
passage had a “fair” reference to the Messiah. It is evident, moreover, that
it would be admitted to have such a reference by those to whom he wrote.
It is morally certain, therefore, that this was not the passage which the
writer intended to quote. The probability is, that the writer here referred to
<199707>Psalm 97:7, (in the Septuagint <199607>Psalm 96:7). In that place, the
Hebrew is, “worship him, all ye gods” µyjil]a’<h430> lk;<h3605> — “all ye
‘elohiym.” In the Septuagint it is, “Let all his angels worship him;” where
the translation is literal, except that the word “God” — “angels of God” —
is used by the apostle instead of “his” — “all his angels” — as it is in the
Septuagint. The word “gods” — µyjil]a’<h430> — is rendered by the word
“angels” — but the word may have that sense. Thus, it is rendered by the
Septuagint; in <182015>Job 20:15; and in <190806>Psalm 8:6; 137:1. It is well known
that the word µyjil]a’<h430> may denote “kings” and “magistrates,” because
of their rank and dignity; and is there anything improbable in the
supposition that, for a similar reason, the word may be given also to
“angels”? The fair interpretation of the passage then would be, to refer it to
“angelic beings” — and the command in Psalm 97 is for them to do
homage to the Being there referred to. The only question then is, whether
the Psalm can be regarded properly as having any reference to the
Messiah? Did the apostle fairly and properly use this language as referring
to him? On this we may remark:

(1) That the FACT that he uses it thus may be regarded as proof that it
would be admitted to be proper by the Jews in his time, and renders it
probable that it was in fact so used.

(2) Two JEWISH Rabbis of distinction — Rashi and Kimchi — affirm that
all the Psalms (Psalm 93—101) are to be regarded as referring to the
Messiah. Such was, and is, the opinion of the Jews.

(3) There is nothing in the Psalm which FORBIDS such a reference, or
which can be shown to be inconsistent with it. Indeed the whole Psalm
MIGHT be taken as beautifully descriptive of the “introduction” of the Son
of God into the world, or as a sublime and glorious description of his
advent. Thus, in <580101>Hebrews 1:1, the earth is called on to rejoice that the
Lord reigns. In <580102>Hebrews 1:2-5, he is introduced or described as coming
in the most magnificent manner — clouds and darkness attend him; a fire
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goes before him; the lightnings play; and the hills melt like wax — a
sublime description of his coming, with appropriate symbols, to reign, or to
judge the world. In <580106>Hebrews 1:6, it is said that all people shall see his
glory; in <580107>Hebrews 1:7, that all who worship graven images shall be
confounded, and “all the angels are required to do him homage;” and in
<580108>Hebrews 1:8-12, the effect of his advent is described as filling Zion with
rejoicing, and the hearts of the people of God with gladness. It cannot be
PROVED, therefore, that this Psalm had no reference to the Messiah; but
the presumption is that it had, and that the apostle has quoted it not only as
it was USUALLY regarded in his time, but as it was designed by the Holy
Ghost. If so, then it PROVES, what the writer intended, that the Son of God
should be adored by the angels; and of course that he was superior to
them. It proves also more. Whom would God require the angels to adore?
A creature? A man? A fellow-angel? To ask these questions is to answer
them. He could require them to worship none but God, and the passage
proves that the Son of God is divine.

<580107>Hebrews 1:7. And of the angels he saith, Who maketh his angels
spirits He gives to them an inferior name, and assigns to them a more
humble office. They are mere ministers, and have not ascribed to them the
name of “Son.” They have a name which implies a more humble rank and
office — the name “spirit,” and the appellation of a “flame of fire.” They
obey his will as the winds and the lightnings do. The “object” of the apostle
in this passage is to show that the angels serve God in a ministerial capacity
— as the winds do; while the Son is Lord of all. The one serves him
passively, as being wholly under his control; the other acts as a Sovereign,
as Lord over all, and is addressed and regarded as the equal with God. This
quotation is made from <19A404>Psalm 104:4. The passage “might” be
translated, “Who maketh his angels winds, and his ministers a flame of
fire;” that is, “who makes his angels like the winds, or as swift as the
winds, and his ministers as rapid, as terrible, and as resistless as the
lightning.” So Doddridge renders it; and so did the late Dr.John P. Wilson
(manuscript notes). The passage in the Psalm is susceptible, I think, of
another interpretation, and MIGHT be regarded as meaning, “who makes
the winds his messengers, and the flaming fire his ministers;” and perhaps
this is the sense which would most naturally occur to a reader of the
Hebrew. The Hebrew, however, will admit of the construction here put
upon it, and it cannot be proved that it was the original intention of the
passage to show that the angels were the mere servants of God, rapid,
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quick, and prompt to do his will — like the winds. The Chaldee Paraphrase
renders this passage in the Psalm, “Who makes his messengers swift as the
wind; his ministers strong like a flame of fire.” Prof. Stuart maintains that
the passage in the Psalms cannot mean “who makes the winds his
messengers,” but that the intention of the Psalmist is to describe the
“invisible” as well as the “visible” majesty of God, and that he refers to the
angels as a part of the retinue which goes to make up His glory. This does
not seem to me to be perfectly certain; but still it cannot be demonstrated
that Paul has made an improper use of the passage. It is to be presumed
that HE, who had been trained in the knowledge of the Hebrew language,
would have had a better opportunity of knowing its fair construction than
we can; and it is morally certain that he would employ the passage “in an
argument” as it was commonly understood by those to whom he wrote —
that is, to those who were familiar with the Hebrew language and
literature. If he has so used the passage; if he has — as no one can disprove
— put the fair construction on it, then it is just in point. It proves that the
angels are the “attendant servants” of God; employed to grace his train, to
do his will, to accompany him as the clouds and winds and lightnings do,
and to occupy a subordinate rank in his creation. “Flame of fire.” This
probably refers to lightning — which is often the meaning of the phrase.
The word “ministers” here, means the same as angels, and the sense of the
whole is, that the attending retinue of God, when he manifests himself with
great power and glory, is like the winds and the lightning. His angels are
like them. They are prompt to do his will — rapid, quick, obedient in his
service; they are in all respects subordinate to him, and occupy, as the
winds and the lightnings do, the place of servants. They are not addressed
in language like what is applied to the Son of God, and they must all be far
inferior to him.

<580108>Hebrews 1:8. But unto the Son he saith In <194506>Psalm 45:6,7. The fact
that the writer of this Epistle makes this application of the Psalm to the
Messiah, proves that it was so applied in his time, or that it would be
readily admitted to be applicable to him. It has been generally admitted, by
both Jewish and Christian interpreters, to have such a reference. Even
those who have doubted its primary applicability to the Messiah, have
regarded it as referring to him in a secondary sense. Many have supposed
that it referred to Solomon in the primary sense, and that it has a secondary
reference to the Messiah. To me it seems most probable that it had an
original and exclusive reference to the Messiah. It is to be remembered that
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the hope of the Messiah was the special hope of the Jewish people. The
coming of the future king, so early promised, was the great event to which
they all looked forward with the deepest interest. That hope inspired their
prophets and their bards, and cheered the hearts of the nation in the time of
despondency. The Messiah, if I may so express it, was the “hero” of the
Old Testament — more so than Achilles is of the Iliad, and Aeneas of the
Aenead. The sacred poets were accustomed to employ all their most
magnificent imagery in describing him, and to present him in every form
that was beautiful in their conception, and that would be gratifying to the
pride and hopes of the nation. Everything that is gorgeous and splendid in
description is lavished on him, and they were never under any apprehension
of attributing to him too great magnificence in his personal reign; too great
beauty of moral character; or too great an extent of dominion. That which
would be regarded by them as a magnificent description of a monarch, they
freely applied to him; and this is evidently the case in this Psalm. That the
description may have been in part derived from the view of Solomon in the
magnificence of his court, is possible, but no more probable than that it
was derived from the general view of the splendor of any Oriental
monarch, or than that it might have been the description of a monarch
which was the pure creation of inspired poetry. Indeed, I do see not why
this Psalm should ever have been supposed to be applicable to Solomon.
His “name” is not mentioned. It has no special applicability to him. There is
nothing that would apply to him which would not also apply to many an
Oriental prince. There are some things in it which are much less applicable
to him than to many others. The king here described is a conqueror. He
girds his sword on his thigh, and his arrows are sharp in the hearts of his
foes, and the people are subdued under him. This was not true of Solomon.
His was a reign of peace and tranquillity, nor was he ever distinguished for
war. On the whole, it seems clear to me, that this Psalm is designed to be a
beautiful poetic description of the Messiah as king. The images are drawn
from the usual characteristics of an Oriental prince, and there are many
things in the poem — as there are in parables — for the sake of keeping, or
verisimilitude, and which are not, in the interpretation, to be cut to the
quick. The writer imagined to himself a magnificent and beautiful prince; a
prince riding prosperously in his conquests; swaying a permanent and wide
dominion; clothed in rich and splendid vestments; eminently upright and
pure; and scattering blessings everywhere — and that prince was the
Messiah. The Psalm, therefore, I regard as relating originally and
exclusively to Christ; and though in the interpretation, the circumstances
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should not be unduly pressed, nor an attempt be made to spiritualize them,
yet the whole is a glowing and most beautiful description of Christ as a
King. The same principles of interpretation should be applied to it which
are applied to parables, and the same allowance be made for the
introduction of circumstances for the sake of keeping, or for finishing the
story. If this be the correct view, then Paul has quoted the Psalm in
conformity exactly with its original intention, as he undoubtedly quoted it
as it was understood in his time. “Thy throne.” A throne is the seat on
which a monarch sits, and is here the symbol of dominion, because kings
when acting as rulers sit on thrones. Thus, a throne becomes the emblem of
authority or empire. Here it means, that his “rule” or “dominion” would be
perpetual — “forever and ever” — which assuredly could not be applied to
Solomon. “O God.” This certainly could not be applied to Solomon; but
applied to the Messiah it proves what the apostle is aiming to prove — that
he is above the angels. The argument is, that a name is given to “him”
which is never given to “them.” They are not called “God” in any strict and
proper sense. The “argument” here requires us to understand this word, as
used in a sense more exalted than any name which is ever given to angels,
and though it may be maintained that the name µyhilia’<h430>, is given to
magistrates or to angels, yet HERE the argument requires us to understand
it as used in a sense SUPERIOR to what it ever is when applied to an angel
— or of course to any creature, since it was the express design of the
argument to prove that the Messiah was superior to the angels. The word
“God” should be taken in its natural and obvious sense, unless there is
some necessary reason for limiting it. If applied to magistrates (<198206>Psalm
82:6), it MUST be so limited. If applied to the Messiah, there is no such
necessity, (<430101>John 1:1; <230906>Isaiah 9:6; <620520>1 John 5:20; <501706>Philippians 2:6),
and it should be taken in its natural and proper sense. The “form” here — oJ
<3588> Qeov <2316> — is in the vocative case and not the nominative. It is the
usual form of the vocative in the Septuagint, and nearly the only form of it
— Stuart. This then is a direct address to the Messiah, calling him God;
and I see not why it is not to be used in the usual and proper sense of the
word. Unitarians proposed to translate this, “God is thy throne;” but how
can God be “a throne” of a creature? What is the meaning of such an
expression? Where is there one parallel? And what must be the nature of
that cause which renders such an argument necessary? — This refers, as it
seems to me, to the Messiah “as king.” It does not relate to his mode of
existence BEFORE the incarnation, but to him as the magnificent monarch
of his people. Still, the ground or reason why this name is given to him is
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that he is “divine.” It is language which properly expresses his nature. He
must have a divine nature, or such language would be improper. I regard
this passage, therefore, as full proof that the Lord Jesus is divine; nor is it
possible to evade this conclusion by any fair interpretation of it. It cannot
be wrong to address him as God; nor addressing him as such, not to regard
him as divine. “Is forever and ever.” This could not in any proper sense
apply to Solomon. As applied to the Messiah, it means that his essential
kingdom will be perpetual, Luke 1: 33. As Mediator his kingdom will be
given up to the Father, or to God without reference to a mediatorial work,
(<461524>1 Corinthians 15:24,28 — see notes on these verses), but his reign
over his people will be perpetual. There never will come a time when they
shall not obey and serve him, though the special form of his kingdom, as
connected with the work of mediation, will be changed. The form of the
organized church, for example, will be changed, for there shall be no
necessity for it in heaven, but the essential dominion and power of the Son
of God will not cease. He shall have the same dominion which he had
before he entered on the work of mediation; and that will be eternal. It is
also true that, compared with earthly monarchs, his kingdom shall be
perpetual. They soon die. Dynasties pass away. But HIS empire extends
from age to age, and is properly a perpetual dominion. The fair and
obvious interpretation of this passage would satisfy me, were there nothing
else, that this Psalm had no reference to Solomon, but was designed
originally as a description of the Messiah as the expected King and Prince
of his people. “A scepter of righteousness.” That is, a right or just scepter.
The phrase is a Hebraism. The former expression described the
PERPETUITY of his kingdom; this describes its “equable nature.” It would
be just and equal; see notes on <231105>Isaiah 11:5. A “scepter” is a staff or
wand usually made of wood, five or six feet long, and commonly overlaid
with gold, or ornamented with golden rings. Sometimes, however, the
scepter was made of ivory, or wholly of gold. It was borne in the hands of
kings as an emblem of authority and power. Probably it had its origin in the
staff or crook of the shepherd — as kings were at first regarded as the
“shepherds” of their people. Thus, Agamemnon is commonly called by
Homer the “shepherd” of the people. The “scepter” thus becomes the
emblem of kingly office and power — as when we speak of “swaying a
scepter;” — and the idea here is, that the Messiah would be a “king,” and
that the authority which he would wield would be equitable and just. He
would not be governed, as monarchs often are, by mere caprice, or by the
wishes of courtiers and flatterers; he would not be controlled by mere
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“will” and the love of arbitrary lower; but the execution of his laws would
be in accordance with the principles of equity and justice. — How well this
accords with the character of the Lord Jesus we need not pause to show;
compare notes on <231102>Isaiah 11:2-5.

<580109>Hebrews 1:9. Thou hast loved righteousness Thou hast been
obedient to the Law of God, or holy and upright. Nothing can be more
truly adapted to express the character of anyone than this is to describe the
Lord Jesus, who was “holy, harmless, undefiled,” who “did no sin, and in
whose mouth no guile was found;” but it is with difficulty that this can be
applied to Solomon. Assuredly, for a considerable part of his life, this
declaration could not well be appropriate to him; and it seems to me that it
is not to be regarded as descriptive of him at all. It is language prompted
by the warm and pious imagination of the Psalmist describing the future
Messiah — and, as applied to him, is true to the letter. “Therefore God,
even thy God.” The word “even” inserted here by the translators, weakens
the force of the expression. This MIGHT be translated, “O God, thy God
hath anointed thee.” So it is rendered by Doddridge, Clarke, Stuart, and
others. The Greek will bear this construction, as well the Hebrew in
<194507>Psalm 45:7. In the margin in the Psalm it is rendered “O God.” This is
the most natural construction, as it accords with what is just said before.
“Thy throne, O God, is forever. Thou art just and holy, therefore, O God,
thy God hath anointed thee,” etc. It is not material, however, which
construction is adopted. “Hath anointed thee.” Anciently kings and priests
were consecrated to their office by pouring oil on their heads; see
<030812>Leviticus 8:12; <040303>Numbers 3:3; <091001>1 Samuel 10:1; <100207>2 Samuel 2:7;
<190202>Psalm 2:2; <236101>Isaiah 61:1; <440427>Acts 4:27; 10:38; Note, <400101>Matthew 1:1.
The expression “to anoint,” therefore, comes to mean to consecrate to
office, or to set apart to some public work. This is evidently the meaning in
the Psalm, where the whole language refers to the appointment of the
personage there referred to to the kingly office. “The oil of gladness.” This
probably means the perfumed oil that was poured on the head, attended
with many expressions of joy and rejoicing. The inauguration of the
Messiah as king would be an occasion of rejoicing and triumph. Thousands
would exult at it as in the coronation of a king; and thousands would be
made glad by such a consecration to the office of Messiah. “Above thy
fellows.” Above thine associates; that is, above all who sustain the kingly
office. He would be more exalted than all other kings. Doddridge supposes
that it refers to angels, who might have been associated with the Messiah in
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the government of the world. But the more natural construction is to
suppose that it refers to kings, and to mean that he was the most exalted of
all.

<580110>Hebrews 1:10. And That is, “To add another instance;” or, “to the
Son he saith in another place, or in the following language.” This is
connected with <580108>Hebrews 1:8. “Unto the Son he saith (<580108>Hebrews 1:8),
Thy throne,” etc. — and (<580110>Hebrews 1:10) he “also” saith, “Thou Lord,”
etc. That this is the meaning is apparent, because:

(1) the “object” of the whole quotation is to show the exalted character of
the Son of God, and

(2) an address here to Yahweh would be wholly irrelevant.

Why, in an argument designed to prove that the Son of God was superior
to the angels, should the writer break out in an address to Yahweh in view
of the fact that he had laid the foundations of the world, and that he himself
would continue to live when the heavens should be rolled up and pass
away? Such is not the manner of Paul or of any other good writer, and it is
clear that the writer here designed to adduce this as applicable to the
Messiah. Whatever difficulties there may be about the principles on which
it is done, and the reason why THIS passage was selected for the purpose,
there can be no doubt about the DESIGN of the writer. He meant to be
understood as applying it to the Messiah beyond all question, or the
quotation is wholly irrelevant, and it is inconceivable why it should have
been made. “Thou Lord.” This is taken from <19A225>Psalm 102:25-27. The
quotation is made from the Septuagint with only a slight variation, and is
an accurate translation of the Hebrew. In the Psalm, there can be no doubt
that Yahweh is intended. This is apparent on the face of the Psalm, and
particularly because the “name” Yahweh is introduced in <580112>Hebrews 1:12,
and because He is addressed as the Creator of all things, and as immutable.
No one, on reading the Psalm, ever would doubt that it referred to God,
and if the apostle meant to apply it to the Lord Jesus it proves most
conclusively that he is divine. In regard to the difficult inquiry WHY he
applied this to the Messiah, or on what principle such an application can be
vindicated, we may perhaps throw some light by the following remarks. It
must be admitted that probably few persons, if any, on reading the
“Psalm,” would suppose that it referred to the Messiah; but:
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(1) the fact that the apostle thus employs it, proves that it was understood
in his time to have such a reference, or at least that those to whom he
wrote would admit that it had such a reference. On no other principle
would he have used it in an argument. This is at least of some consequence
in showing what the prevailing interpretation was.

(2) It cannot be demonstrated that it had no such reference, for such was
the habit of the sacred writers in making the future Messiah the theme of
their poetry, that no one can PROVE that the writer of this Psalm did not
design that the Messiah should be the sub ject of his praise here.

(3) There is nothing in the Psalm which MAY not be applied to the
Messiah; but there is much in it that is especially applicable to him.
Suppose, for example, that the Psalmist (<580101>Hebrews 1:1-11), in his
complaints, represents the people of God before the Redeemer appeared —
as lowly, sad, dejected, and afflicted — speaking of himself as one of them,
and as a fair representative of that people, the remainder of the Psalm will
well agree with the promised redemption. Thus, having described the
sadness and sorrow of the people of God, he speaks of the act that God
would arise and have mercy upon Zion (<580113>Hebrews 1:13,14), that the
pagan would fear the name of the Lord, and all the kings of the earth
would see his glory (<580101>Hebrews 1:15), and that when the Lord should
build up Zion, he would appear in his glory; <580101>Hebrews 1:16. To whom
else could this be so well applied as to the Messiah? To what time so well
as to his time? Thus, too in <580102>Hebrews 1:20, it is said that the Lord would
look down from heaven “to hear the groaning of the prisoner, and to loose
them that are appointed to death” — language remarkably resembling that
used by Isaiah, <236101>Isaiah 61:1, which the Saviour applies to himself, in
<420417>Luke 4:17-21. The passage then quoted by the apostle (<19A225>Psalm
102:25-27) is designed to denote the “immutability” of the Messiah, and
the fact that in him all the interests of the church were safe. He would not
change. He had formed all things, and he would remain the same. His
kingdom would be permanent amidst all the changes occurring on earth,
and his people had no cause of apprehension or alarm; verse 28.

(4) Paul applies this language to the Messiah in accordance with the
doctrine which he had stated (<580102>Hebrews 1:2), that it was by him that
God “made the worlds.” Having stated that, he seems to have felt that it
was not improper to apply to him the passages occurring in the Old
Testament that speak of the work of creation. The argument is this, “He
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was in fact the creator of all things.” But to the Creator there is applied
language in the Scriptures which shows that he was far exalted above the
angels. He would remain the same, while the heavens and the earth should
fade away. His years are enduring and eternal. “Such” a being must be
superior to the angels; such a being must be divine. The words “Thou
Lord” — su <4771> Kurie <2962> — are not in the Hebrew of the Psalm, though
they are in the Septuagint. In the Hebrew, in the Psalm (verse 24,), it is an
address to God — “I said, O my God” — yliae<h410> — but there can be no
doubt that the Psalmist meant to address YAHWEH, and that the word
“God” is used in its proper sense, denoting divinity; see verses 1,12, of the
Psalm. “In the beginning;” see <010101>Genesis 1:1. When the world was made;
compare notes on <430101>John 1:1, where the same phrase is applied to the
Messiah — “In the beginning was the word.” “Hast laid the foundation of
the earth.” Hast made the earth. This language is such as is common in the
Scriptures, where the earth is represented as laid on a foundation, or as
supported. It is figurative language, derived from the act of rearing an
edifice. The meaning here is, that the Son of God was the ORIGINAL

creator or founder of the universe. He did not merely arrange it out of pre-
existing materials, but he was properly its creator or founder. “And the
heavens are the works of thine hands.” This must demonstrate the Lord
Jesus to be divine. He that made the vast heavens must be God. No
creature could perform a work like that; nor can we conceive that power to
create the vast array of distant worlds could possibly be delegated. If that
power could be delegated, there is not an attribute of Deity which may not
be, and thus all our notions of what constitutes divinity would be utterly
confounded. The word “heavens” here, must mean all parts of the universe
except the earth; see <010101>Genesis 1:1. The word “hands” is used, because it
is by the hands that we usually perform any work.

<580111>Hebrews 1:11. They shall perish That is, the heavens and the earth.
They shall pass away; or they shall be destroyed. Probably no more is
meant by the phrase here, than that important changes will take place in
them, or than that they will change their form. Still it is not possible to
foresee what changes may yet take place in the heavenly bodies, or to say
that the present universe may not at some period be destroyed, and be
succeeded by another creation still more magnificent. He that created the
universe by a word, can destroy it by a word and he that formed the
present frame of nature can cause it to be succeeded by another not less
wonderful and glorious. The Scriptures seem to hold out the idea that the
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present frame of the universe shall be destroyed; see <610310>2 Peter 3:10-13;
<402435>Matthew 24:35. “But thou remainest.” Thou shalt not die or be
destroyed. What a sublime thought! The idea is, that though the heavens
and earth should suddenly disappear, or though they should gradually wear
out and become extinct, yet there is one infinite being who remains
unaffected and unchanged. Nothing can reach or disturb him. All these
changes shall take place under his direction, and by his command; see
<662011>Revelation 20:11. Let us not be alarmed then at any revolution. Let us
not fear though we should see the heavens rolled up as a scroll, and the
stars falling from their places. God, the Creator and the Redeemer, presides
over all. He is unchanged. He ever lives; and though the universe should
pass away, it will be only at his bidding, and under his direction. “And they
all shall wax old.” Shall “grow” or become old. The word “wax” is an Old
Saxon word, meaning to grow, or increase, or become. The heavens here
are compared to a garment, meaning that as that grows old and decays, so
it will be with the heavens and the earth. The language is evidently
figurative; and yet who can tell how much literal truth there may be
couched under it? Is it absurd to suppose that that sun which daily sends
forth so many countless millions of beams of light over the universe, may in
a course of ages become diminished in its splendor, and shine with feeble
lustre? Can there be constant exhaustion, a constant burning like that, and
yet no tendency to decay at some far distant period? Not unless the
material for its splendor shall be supplied from the boundless resources of
the Great Source of Light — God; and when he shall choose to withhold
it, even that glorious sun must be dimmed of its splendor, and shine with
enfeebled beams.

<580112>Hebrews 1:12. And as a vesture A garment; literally something
thrown around — peribolaion <4018> — and denoting properly the outer
garment, the cloak or mantle; see notes, <400540>Matthew 5:40. “Shalt thou fold
them up.” That is, the heavens. They are represented in the Scriptures as an
“expanse.” or something spread out (the Hebrew text of <010107>Genesis 1:7):
as a “curtain,” or “tent” (<234022>Isaiah 40:22), and as a “scroll” that might be
spread out or rolled up like a book or volume, <233404>Isaiah 34:4;
<660614>Revelation 6:14. Here they are represented as a garment or mantle that
might be folded up — language borrowed from folding up and laying aside
garments that are no longer fit for use. “And they shall be changed.” That
is, they shall be exchanged for others, or they shall give place to the new
heavens and the new earth; <610313>2 Peter 3:13. The meaning is, that the
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present form of the heavens and the earth is not to be permanent, but is to
be succeeded by others, or to pass away, but that the Creator is to remain
the same. “Thou art the same.” Thou wilt not change. “And thy years shall
not fail.” Thou wilt exist forever unchanged. What could more clearly
prove that he of whom this is spoken is immutable? Yet it is indubitably
spoken of the Messiah, and must demonstrate that he is divine. These
attributes cannot be conferred on a creature; and nothing can be clearer
than that he who penned the Epistle believed that the Son of God was
divine.

<580113>Hebrews 1:13. But to which of the angels The apostle adduces one
other proof of the exaltation of the Son of God above the angels. He asks
where there is an instance in which God had addressed any one of the
angels, and asked him to sit at his right hand until he should subdue his
enemies under him? Yet that high honor had been conferred on the Son of
God; and he was therefore far exalted above them. “Sit on my right hand;”
see notes on <580103>Hebrews 1:3. This passage is taken from <19B001>Psalm 110:1,
a Psalm that is repeatedly quoted in this Epistle as referring to the Messiah,
and the very passage before is applied by the Saviour to himself, in
<402243>Matthew 22:43,44, and by Peter it is applied to him in <440234>Acts 2:34,35.
There can be no doubt, therefore, of its applicability to the Messiah. “Until
I make thine enemies thy footstool.” Until I reduce them to entire
subjection. A footstool is what is placed under the feet when we sit on a
chair, and the phrase here means that an enemy is entirely subdued;
compare notes on <461525>1 Corinthians 15:25. The phrase “to make an enemy
a footstool,” is borrowed from the custom of ancient warriors who stood
on the necks of vanquished kings on the occasion of celebrating a triumph
over them as a token of their complete prostration and subjection; see
notes on <231006>Isaiah 10:6. The enemies here referred to are the foes of God
and of his religion, and the meaning is, that the Messiah is to be exalted
UNTIL all those foes are subdued. Then he will give up the kingdom to the
Father; see notes on <461524>1 Corinthians 15:24-28. The exaltation of the
Redeemer, to which the apostle refers here, is to the mediatorial throne. In
this he is exalted far above the angels. His foes are to be subdued to him,
but angels are to be employed as mere instruments in that great work.

<580114>Hebrews 1:14. Are they not all There is not one of them that is
elevated to the high rank of the Redeemer. Even the most exalted angel is
employed in the comparatively humble office of a ministering spirit
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appointed to aid the heirs of salvation. “Ministering spirits.” A
“ministering” spirit is one that is employed to execute the will of God. The
proper meaning of the word here — leitourgika <3010> — (whence our
word “liturgy”) is, “pertaining to public service,” or “the service of the
people” (laov <2992>); and is applied particularly to those who were engaged
in the public service of the temple. They were those who rendered aid to
others; who were helpers, or servants. Such is the meaning as used here.
They are employed to render “aid” or “assistance” to others — to wit, to
Christians. “Sent forth.” Appointed by God for this. They are “sent;” are
under his control; are in a subordinate capacity. Thus, Gabriel was SENT
forth to convey an important message to Daniel; <270921>Daniel 9:21-23. “To
minister.” For the help or succour of such. They come to render them
assistance — and, if employed in this humble office, how much inferior to
the dignity of the Son of God — the Creator and Ruler of the worlds!
“Who shall be heirs of salvation.” To the saints; to Christians. They are
called “heirs of salvation” because they are adopted into the family of God,
and are treated as his sons; see notes on <450814>Romans 8:14-17. The main
point here is, that the angels are employed in a much more humble capacity
than the Son of God; and, therefore, that he sustains a far more elevated
rank. But while the apostle has proved that, he has incidentally stated an
exceedingly interesting and important doctrine, that the angels are
employed to further the salvation of the people of God, and to aid them in
their journey to heaven. In this doctrine there is nothing absurd. It is no
more improbable that angels should be employed to aid man, than that one
man should aid another; certainly not as improbable as that the Son of God
should come down “not to be ministered unto but to minister,”
(<402028>Matthew 20:28), and that he performed on earth the office of a
servant; <431301>John 13:1-15. Indeed it is a great principle of the divine
administration that one class of God’s creatures are to minister to others;
that one is to aid another to assist him in trouble, to provide for him when
poor, and to counsel him in perplexity. We are constantly deriving benefit
from others, and are dependent on their counsel and help. Thus, God has
appointed parents to aid their children; neighbors to aid their neighbors: the
rich to aid the poor; and all over the world the principle is seen, that one is
to derive benefit from the aid of others. Why may not the angels be
employed in this service? They are pure, benevolent, powerful; and as man
was ruined in the fall by the temptation offered by one of an angelic,
though fallen nature, why should not others of angelic, unfallen holiness
come to assist in repairing the evils which their fallen, guilty brethren have
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inflicted on the race? To me there seems to be a beautiful propriety in
bringing “aid” from another race, as “ruin” came from another race; and
that as those endowed with angelic might, though with fiendish malignity,
ruined man, those with angelic might, but heavenly benevolence, should aid
in his recovery and salvation. Further, it is, from the necessity of the case, a
great principle, that the weak shall be aided by the strong; the ignorant by
the enlightened; the impure by the pure; the tempted by those who have not
fallen by temptation. All over the world we see this in operation; and it
constitutes the beauty of the moral arrangements on the earth; and why
shall not this be extended to the inhabitants of other abodes? Why shall not
angels, with their superior intelligence, benevolence, and power, come in to
perfect this system, and show how much adapted it is to glorify God? In
regard to the WAYS in which angels become ministering spirits to the heirs
of salvation, the Scriptures have not fully informed us, but facts are
mentioned which will furnish some light on this inquiry. What they do
NOW may be learned from the Scripture account of what they HAVE
done — as it seems to be a fair principle of interpretation that they are
engaged in substantially the same employment in which they have ever
been. The following methods of angelic interposition in behalf of man are
noted in the Scriptures:

(1) They feel a deep interest in man. Thus, the Saviour says,

“there is joy in the presence of the angels of God over one sinner
that repenteth;” <421510>Luke 15:10.

Thus also he says, when speaking of the “little ones” that compose his
church,

“in heaven their angels do always behold the face of my Father who
is in heaven;” <401810>Matthew 18:10.

(2) They feel a special interest in all that relates to the redemption of man.
Thus, Peter says of the things pertaining to redemption, “which things the
angels desire to look into;” <600112>1 Peter 1:12. In accordance with this they
are represented as praising God over the fields of Bethlehem, where the
shepherds were to whom it was announced that a Saviour was born
(<420213>Luke 2:13); an angel announced to Mary that she would be the mother
of the Messiah (<420126>Luke 1:26); an angel declared to the shepherds that He
was born (<420210>Luke 2:10); the angels came and ministered to Him in His
temptation (<400411>Matthew 4:11); an angel strengthened Him in the garden of
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Gethsemane (<422243>Luke 22:43); angels were present in the sepulchre where
the Lord Jesus had been laid, to announce His resurrection to His disciples
(<432012>John 20:12); and they reappeared to his disciples on Mount Olivet to
assure them that he would return and receive his people to him self,
<440110>Acts 1:10.

(3) They appear for the defense and protection of the people of God. Thus
it is said (<193407>Psalm 34:7), “The angel of the Lord encampeth round about
them that fear him, and delivereth them.” Thus, two angels came to hasten
Lot from the cities of the plain, and to rescue him from the impending
destruction; <011901>Genesis 19:1,15. Thus, an angel opened the prison doors of
the apostles, and delivered them when they had been confined by the Jews;
<440519>Acts 5:19. Thus, the angel of the Lord delivered Peter from prison
when he had been confined by Herod; <441207>Acts 12:7,8.

(4) Angels are sent to give us strength to resist temptation. Aid was thus
furnished to the Redeemer in the garden of Gethsemane, when there
“appeared an angel from heaven strengthening him;” <422243>Luke 22:43. The
great trial there seems to have been somehow connected with temptation;
some influence of the power of darkness, or of the Prince of evil; <422253>Luke
22:53; compare <431430>John 14:30. In this aid which they rendered to the
tempted Redeemer, and in the assistance which they render to us when
tempted, there is a special fitness and propriety. Man was at first tempted
by a fallen angel. No small part — if not all the temptations in the world —
are under the direction now of fallen angels. They roam at large “seeking
whom they may devour;” <600508>1 Peter 5:8. The temptations which occur in
life, the numerous allurements which beset our path, all have the marks of
being under the control of dark and malignant spirits. What, therefore, can
be more appropriate than for the pure angels of God to interpose and aid
man against the skill and wiles of their fallen and malignant fellow-spirits?
Fallen angelic power and skill — power and skill far above the capability
and the strength of man — are employed to ruin us, and how desirable is it
for like power and skill, under the guidance of benevolence, to come in to
aid us!

(5) They support us in affliction. Thus, an angel brought a cheering
message to Daniel; the angels were present to give comfort to the disciples
of the Saviour when he had been taken from them by death, and when he
ascended to heaven. Why may it not be so now, that important
consolations, in some way, are imparted to us by angelic influence? And
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(6) they attend dying saints, and conduct them to glory. Thus, the Saviour
says of Lazarus that when he died he was “carried by the angels into
Abraham’s bosom;” <421622>Luke 16:22. Is there any impropriety in supposing
that the same thing may be done still? Assuredly, if anywhere heavenly aid
is needed, it is when the spirit leaves the body. If anywhere a guide is
needed, it is when the ransomed soul goes up the unknown path to God.
And if angels are employed on any messages of mercy to mankind, it is
proper that it should be when life is closing, and the spirit is about to
ascend to heaven. Should it be said that they are invisible, and that it is
difficult to conceive how we can be aided by beings whom we never see, I
answer, I know that they are unseen. They no longer APPEAR as they once
did to be the VISIBLE protectors and defenders of the people of God. But
no small part of the aid which we receive from others comes from sources
unseen by us. We owe more to UNSEEN benefactors than to those whom
we see, and the most grateful of all aid, perhaps, is what is furnished by a
hand which we do not see, and from quarters which we cannot trace. How
many an orphan is benefited by some unseen and unknown benefactor! So
it may be a part of the great arrangements of Divine Providence that many
of the most needed and acceptable interpositions for our welfare should
come to us from invisible sources, and be conveyed to us from God by
unseen hands.

REMARKS

1. The Christian religion has a claim on the attention of man. God has
spoken to us in the Gospel by his Son; <580101>Hebrews 1:1,2. This fact
constitutes a CLAIM on us to attend to what is spoken in the New
Testament. When God sent prophets to address people, endowing them
with more than human wisdom and eloquence, and commanding them to
deliver solemn messages to mankind, THAT was a reason why people
should hear. But how much more important is the message which is
brought by his own Son! How much more exalted the Messenger! How
much higher his claim to our attention and regard! compare <402137>Matthew
21:37. Yet it is lamentable to reflect how few attended to him when he
lived on the earth, and how few comparatively regard him now. The great
mass of people feel no interest in the fact that the Son of God has come
and spoken to the human race. Few take the pains to READ what he said,
though all the records of the discourses of the Saviour could be read in a
few hours. A newspaper is read; a poem; a novel; a play; a history of
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battles and sieges; but the New Testament is neglected, and there are
thousands even in Christian lands who have not even read through the
Sermon on the Mount! Few also listen to the truths which the Redeemer
taught when they are proclaimed in the sanctuary. Multitudes never go to
the place where the gospel is preached; multitudes when there are engaged
in thinking of other things, or are wholly inattentive to the truths which are
proclaimed. Such a reception has the Son of God met with in our world!
The most wonderful of all events is, that he should have come from heaven
to be the teacher of mankind; next to that, the most wonderful event is
that, when he has come, people feel no interest in the fact, and refuse to
listen to what he says of the unseen and eternal world. What a man will say
about the POSSIBILITY of making a fortune by some wild speculation will
be listened to with the deepest interest; but what the Redeemer says about
the “certainty” of heaven and eternal riches there, excites no emotion: what
one from the dead might say about the unseen world would excite the
profoundest attention; what he has said who has always dwelt in the unseen
world, and who knows all that has occurred there, and all that is yet to
occur, awakens no interest, and excites no inquiry. Such is man. The visit,
too, of an illustrious stranger — like Lafayette to America — will rouse a
nation, and spread enthusiasm everywhere; the visit of the Son of God to
the earth on a great errand of mercy is regarded as an event of no
importance, and excites no interest in the great mass of human hearts.

2. Christ is divine. In the view of the writer of this Epistle he was
undoubtedly regarded as equal with God. This is so clear that it seems
wonderful that it should ever have been called in question. He who made
the worlds; who is to be worshipped by the angels; who is addressed as
God; who is said to have laid the foundation of the earth, and to have made
the heavens, and to be unchanged when all these things shall pass away,
must be divine. These are the attributes of God, and belong to him alone.
These things could not be spoken of a man, an angel, an archangel. It is
impossible to conceive that attributes like these could belong to a creature.
If they could, then all our notions of what constitutes the distinction
between God and his creatures are confounded, and we can have no
intelligible idea of God.

3. It is not improbable that Christ is the medium of communicating the
knowledge of the divine essence and perfections to all worlds. He is the
brightness of the divine glory — the showing forth — the manifestation of
God; <580103>Hebrews 1:3. The body of the sun is not seen — certainly not by
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the naked eye. We cannot look upon it. But there is a shining, a brightness,
a glory, a manifestation which is seen! It is in the sun-beams, the
manifestation of the glory and the existence of the sun. By his shining the
sun is known. So the Son of God — incarnate or not — may be the
manifestation of the divine essence. And from this illustration, may we not
without irreverence derive an illustration of the doctrine of the glorious
Trinity? There is the body of the sun — to us invisible — yet great and
glorious, and the source of all light, and heat, and life. The vast body of the
sun is the source of all this radiance, the fountain of all that warms and
enlivens. All light and heat and life depend on him, and should he be extinct
all would die. Thus, may it not be with God the Father; God the eternal and
unchanging essence — the fountain of all light, and life in the universe. In
the sun there is also the “manifestation” — the shining — the glorious
light. The brightness which we see emanates from that — emanates at
once, continually, always. While the sun exists, that exists, and cannot be
separated from it. By that brightness the sun is seen; by that the world is
enlightened. Without these beams there would be no light, but all would be
involved in darkness. What a beautiful representation of the Son of God —
the brightness of the divine glory; the medium by which God is made
known; the source of light to man, and for anything we know, to the
universe! When he shines upon people, there is light when he does not
shine, there is as certain moral darkness as there is night when the sun sinks
in the west. And for aught we can see, the manifestation which the Son of
God makes may be as necessary in all worlds to a proper contemplation of
the divine essence, as the beams of the sun are to understand its nature.
Then there are the warmth and heat and vivifying influences of the sun —
an influence which is the source of life and beauty to the material world. It
is not the mere shining — it is the attendant warmth and vivifying power.
All nature is dependent on it. Each seed, and bud, and leaf, and flower;
each spire of grass, and each animal on earth, and each bird on the wing, is
dependent on it. Without that, vegetation would decay at once, and animal
life would be extinct, and universal death would reign. What a beautiful
illustration of the Holy Spirit, and of his influences on the moral world!
“The LORD God is a Sun” (<198411>Psalm 84:11); and I do not see that it is
improper thus to derive from the sun an illustration of the doctrine of the
Trinity. I am certain we should know nothing of the sun but for the beams
that reveal him, and that enlighten the world; and I am certain that all
animal and vegetable life would die if it were not for his vivifying and
quickening rays. I do not see that it may not be equally probable that the



66

nature — the essence of God would be unknown were it not manifested by
the Son of God; and I am certain that all moral and spiritual life would die
were it not for the quickening and vivifying influences of the Holy Spirit on
the human soul.

4. Christ has made an atonement for sin; <580103>Hebrews 1:3. He has done it
by “himself.” It was not by the blood of bulls and of goats; it was by his
own blood. Let us rejoice that we have not now to come before God with
a bloody offering; that we need not come leading up a lamb to be slain, but
that we may come confiding in that blood which has been shed for the sins
of mankind. The great sacrifice has been made. The victim is slain. The
blood has been offered which expiates the sin of the world. We may now
come at once to the throne of grace, and plead the merits of that blood.
How different is our condition from that of the ancient Jewish worshippers!
They were required to come leading the victim that was to be slain for sin,
and to do this every year and every day. We may come with the feeling that
the one great sacrifice has been made for us; that it is never to be repeated,
and that in that sacrifice there is merit sufficient to cancel all our sins. How
different our condition from that of the pagan! They too lead up sacrifices
to be slain on bloody altars. They offer lambs, and goats, and bullocks, and
captives taken in war, and slaves, and even their own children! But amidst
these horrid offerings, while they show their deep conviction that SOME
sacrifice is necessary, they have no promise — no evidence whatever, that
the sacrifice will be accepted. They go away unpardoned. They repeat the
offering with no evidence that their sins are forgiven, and at last they die in
despair! We come assured that the “blood of Jesus Christ cleanseth from all
sin,” and the soul rejoices in the evidence that all past sins are forgiven, and
is at peace with God.

5. Let us rejoice that the Lord Jesus is thus exalted to the right hand of
God; <580103>Hebrews 1:3,4. He has gone into heaven. He is seated on the
throne of glory. He has suffered the last pang, and shed the last drop of
blood that will ever be necessary to be shed for the sins of the world. No
cold tomb is again to hold him; and no spear of a soldier is again to enter
his side. He is now happy and glorious in heaven. The angels there render
him homage (<580106>Hebrews 1:6), and the universe is placed under his
control.

6. It is right to WORSHIP the Lord Jesus. When he came into the world the
angels were required to do it (<580106>Hebrews 1:6), and it cannot be wrong for
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us to do it now. If the angels in heaven might properly worship him, we
may. If they worshipped him, he is divine. Assuredly, God would not
require them to worship a fellow-angel or a man! I feel safe in adoring
where angels adore; I do not feel that I have a right to withhold my
homage where they have been required to render theirs.

7. It is right to address the Lord Jesus as God; <580108>Hebrews 1:8. If he is so
addressed in the language of inspiration, it is not improper for us so to
address him. We do not err when we adhere closely to the language of the
Bible; nor can we have a stronger evidence that we are right than that we
express our sentinements and our devotions in the very language of the
sacred Scriptures.

8. The kingdom of the Redeemer is a righteous kingdom. It is founded in
equity; <580108>Hebrews 1:8,9. Other kingdoms have been kingdoms of cruelty,
oppression, and blood. Tyrants have swayed an iron scepter over people.
But not thus with the Redeemer in his kingdom. There is not a law there
which is not equal and mild; not a statute which it would not promote the
temporal and eternal welfare of man to obey. Happy is the man that is
wholly under his scepter; happy the kingdom that yields entire obedience to
his laws!

9. The heavens shall perish; the earth shall decay; <580110>Hebrews 1:10,11.
Great changes have already taken place in the earth — as the researches of
geologists show; and we have no reason to doubt that similar changes may
have occurred in distant worlds. Still greater changes may be expected to
occur in future times, and some of them we may be called to witness. Our
souls are to exist forever; and far on in future ages — far beyond the
utmost period which we can now compute — we may witness most
important changes in these heavens and this earth. God may display his
power in a manner which has never been seen yet; and safe near his throne
his people may be permitted to behold the exhibition of power of which the
mind has never yet had the remotest conception.

10. Yet amidst these changes, the Saviour will be the same; <580112>Hebrews
1:12. He changes not. In all past revolutions, he has been the same. In all
the changes which HAVE occurred in the physical world, he has been
unchanged; in all the revolutions which have occurred among kingdoms, he
has been unmoved. One change succeeds another; kingdoms rise and fall
and empires waste away; one generation goes off to be succeeded by
another, but he remains the same. No matter what tempests howl, or how
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wars rage, or how the pestilence spreads abroad, or how the earth is
shaken by earthquakes, still the Redeemer is the same. And no matter what
are OUR external changes, he is the same. We pass from childhood to
youth, to manhood, to old age, but he changes not. We are in prosperity or
adversity; we may pass from affluence to poverty, from honor to dishonor,
from health to sickness, but he is the same. We may go and lie down in the
cold tomb, and our mortal frames may decay, but he is the same during our
long sleep, and he will remain the same till he shall return and summon us
to renovated life. I rejoice that in all the circumstances of life I have the
same Saviour. I know what he is. I know, if the expression may be
allowed, “where he may be found.” Man may change by caprice, or whim,
or by some new suggestion of interest, of passion, or ambition. I go to my
friend today, and find him kind and true — but I have no absolute certainty
that I shall find him such tomorrow. His feelings, from some unknown
cause, may have become cold toward me. Some enemy may have breathed
suspicion into his ear about me, or he may have formed some stronger
attachment, or he may be sick, or dead. But nothing like this can happen in
regard to the Redeemer. He changes not. I am sure that he is always the
same. No one can influence him by slander; no new friendship can weaken
the old; no sickness or death can occur to him to change him; and though
the heavens be on fire, and the earth be convulsed, he is THE SAME. In
such a Saviour I may confide; in such a friend why should not all confide?
Of earthly attachments it has been too truly said:

“And what is friendship but a name,
A charm that lulls to sleep;

A shade that follows wealth or fame,
But leaves the wretch to weep?”

But this can never be said of the attachment formed between the Christian
and their gracious Redeemer. That is unaffected by all external changes;
that shall live in all the revolutions of material things, and when all earthly
ties shall be severed; that shall survive the dissolution of all things.

11. We see the dignity of man; <580113>Hebrews 1:13,14. Angels are sent to be
his attendants. They come to minister to him here, and to conduct him
home “to glory.” Kings and princes are surrounded by armed men, or by
sages called to be their counselors; but the most humble saint MAY be
encompassed by a retinue of beings of far greater power and more elevated
rank. The angels of light and glory feel a deep interest in the salvation of
people. They come to attend the redeemed; they wait on their steps; they
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sustain them in trial; they accompany them when departing to heaven. It is
a higher honor to be attended by one of those pure intelligences than by the
most elevated monarch that ever swayed a scepter or wore a crown; and
the humblest and obscurest Christian shall soon be himself conducted to a
throne in heaven, compared with which the most splendid seat of royalty
on earth loses its luster and fades away:

“And is there care in heaven? and is there love
In heavenly spirits to these creatures base,
That may compassion of their evils move?

There is: else much more wretched were the case

Of men than beasts; But O! th’ exceeding grace
Of Highest God that loves his creatures so,
And all his works of mercy doth embrace,
That blessed angels he sends to and fro,

To serve to wicked man, to serve his wicked foe!

“How oft do they their silver bowers leave,
To come to succour us that succour want!

How do they with golden pinions cleave
The yielding skies, like flying pursuivant.

Against foul fiends to aid us militant!
They for us fight, they watch and duly ward,

And their bright squadrons round about us plant;
And all for love and nothing for reward;

O why should Heavenly God to men have such regard!”

“Spenser’s Faery Queen,” B. II. Canto 8:l,2.

12. What has God done for the salvation of man! He formed an eternal
plan. He sent his prophets to communicate his will. He sent his Son to bear
a message of mercy, and to die the just for the unjust. He exalted him to
heaven, and placed the universe under his control that man may be saved.
He sent his Holy Spirit; his ministers and messengers for this. And last, to
complete the work, he sends his angels to be ministering spirits; to sustain
his people; to comfort them in dying; to attend them to the realms of glory.
What an interest is felt in the salvation of a single Christian! What a value
he has in the universe! And how important it is that he should be holy! A
man who has been redeemed by the blood of the Son of God should be
pure. He who is an heir of life should be holy. He who is attended by
celestial beings, and who is soon — he knows not “how” soon — to be
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transported to heaven, should be holy. Are angels my attendants? Then I
should walk worthy of my companionship. Am I soon to go and dwell with
angels? Then I should be pure. Are these feet soon to tread the courts of
heaven? Is this tongue soon to unite with heavenly beings in praising God?
Are these eyes soon to look on the throne of eternal glory, and on the
ascended Redeemer? Then these feet, and eyes, and lips should be pure and
holy, and I should be dead to the world, and should live only for heaven.
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 2

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

The main object of Hebrews 2 is, to show that we should attend diligently
to the things which were spoken by the Lord Jesus, and not suffer them to
glide away from us. The apostle seems to have supposed that some might
be inclined to disregard what was spoken by one of so humble appearance
as the Lord Jesus; and that they would urge that the Old Testament had
been given by the interposition of angels, and was therefore more worthy
of attention. To meet this, he shows that important objects were
accomplished by his becoming a man; and that even as a man, power and
dignity had been conferred on him superior to that of the angels. In
illustration of these points, the chapter contains the following subjects:

(1) An exhortation not to suffer the things which had been spoken to slip
from the mind — or in other words, to attend to them diligently and
carefully. The argument is, that if what was spoken by the angels under the
old dispensation claimed attention, much more should that be regarded
which was spoken by the Son of God; <580201>Hebrews 2:1-4.

(2) Jesus had been honored, as incarnate, in such a way as to show that he
had a right to be heard, and that what he said should receive the profound
attention of people; <580205>Hebrews 2:5-9. The world to come had not been
put under the angels as it had been under him (<580205>Hebrews 2:5); the
general principle had been stated in the Scriptures that all things were put
under man (<580207>Hebrews 2:7,8), but this was fulfilled only in the Lord
Jesus, who had been made a little lower than the angels, and when so made
crowned with glory and honor; <580209>Hebrews 2:9. His appearance as a man,
therefore, was in no way inconsistent with what had been said of his
dignity, or his claim to be heard.

(3) The apostle then proceeds to show why he became a man, and why,
though he was so exalted, he was subjected to so severe sufferings: and
with this the chapter closes; <580210>Hebrews 2:10-18. It was because this was
“proper” from the relation which he sustained to man. The argument is,
that the Redeemer and his people were identified; that he did not come to
save “angels,” and that, therefore, there was a propriety in his assuming the
nature of man, and being subjected to trials like those whom he came to
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save. In all things it behoved him to be made like his brethren, in order to
redeem them, and in order to set them an example, and show them how to
suffer. The humiliation, therefore, of the Redeemer; the fact that he
appeared as a man, and that he was a sufferer, so far from being a reason
why he should not be “heard,” was rather an additional reason why we
should attend to what he said. He had a claim to the right of being heard
not only from his original dignity, but from the friendship which he has
evinced for us in taking upon himself our nature, and suffering in our
behalf.

<580201>Hebrews 2:1. Therefore Greek “On account of this” — Dia <1223>

touto <5124> — that is, on account of the exalted dignity and rank of the
Messiah as stated in the previous chapter. The sense is: “Since Christ, the
author of the new dispensation, is so far exalted above the prophets, and
even the angels, we ought to give the more earnest attention to all that has
been spoken.”

We ought It is suitable or proper (Greek dei <1163>) that we should attend to
those things. When the Son of God speaks to people, every consideration
makes it appropriate that we should attend to what is spoken.

To give the more earnest heed. To give the more strict attention.

To the things which we have heard. Whether directly from the Lord Jesus,
or from his apostles. It is possible that some of those to whom the apostle
was writing had heard the Lord Jesus himself preach the gospel: others had
heard the same truths declared by the apostles.

Lest at any time. We ought to attend to those things at all times. We ought
never to forget them; never to be indifferent to them. We are sometimes
interested in them, and then we feel indifferent to them; sometimes at
leisure to attend to them, and then the cares of the world, or a heaviness
and dullness of mind, or a cold and languid state of the affections, renders
us indifferent to them, and they are suffered to pass out of the mind
without concern. Paul says, that this ought NEVER to be done. At no time
should we be indifferent to those things. They are always important to us,
and we should never be in a state of mind when they would be
uninteresting. At all times; in all places; and in every situation of life, we
should feel that the truths of religion are of more importance to us than all
other truths, and nothing should be suffered to efface their image from the
heart.
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We should let them slip. Margin, “Run out as leaking vessels.” Tyndale
renders this, “lest we be spilt.” The expression here has given rise to much
discussion as to its meaning; and has been very differently translated.
Doddridge renders it, “lest we let them flow out of our minds.” Prof.
Stuart, “lest at any time we should slight them.” Whitby: “that they may
not entirely slip out of our memories.” The word used here —
pararruew <3901> — occurs nowhere else in the New Testament. The
Septuagint translators have used the word only once. <200321>Proverbs 3:21.
“Son, do not pass by (mh <3361> pararruhv <3901>) but keep my counsel;” that
is, do not pass by my advice by neglect, or suffer it to be disregarded. The
word means, according to Passow, to flow by, to flow over; and then to go
by, to fall, to go away. It is used to mean to flow near, to flow by — as of
a river; to glide away, to escape — as from the mind, that is, to forget; and
to glide along — as a thief does by stealth. See Robinson’s Lexicon. The
Syriac and Arabic translators have rendered it: “that we may not fall.”
After all that has been said on the meaning of the word here (compare
Stuart in loc.), it seems to me that the true sense of the expression is that of
flowing, or gliding by — as a river; and that the meaning here is, that we
should be very cautious that the important truths spoken by the Redeemer
and his apostles should not be suffered to “glide by” us without attention,
or without profit. We should not allow them to be like a stream that glides
on by us without benefiting us; that is, we should endeavor to secure and
retain them as our own. The truth taught, is that there is great danger, now
that the true system of religion has been revealed, that it will not profit us,
but that we shall lose all the benefit of it. This danger may arise from many
sources — some of which are the following:

(1) We may not feel that the truths revealed are important — and before
their importance is felt, they may be beyond our reach. So we are often
deceived in regard to the importance of objects — and before we perceive
their value they are irrecoverably gone. So it is often with time, and with
the opportunities of obtaining an education, or of accomplishing any object
which is of value. The opportunity is gone before we perceive its
importance. So the young suffer the most important period of life to glide
away before they perceive its value, and the opportunity of making much
of their talents is lost because they did not embrace the suitable
opportunities.

(2) By being engrossed in business. We feel that THAT is now the most
important thing. That claims all our attention. We have no time to pray, to
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read the Bible, to think of religion, for the cares of the world engross all
the time — and the opportunities of salvation glide insensibly away, until it
is too late.

(3) By being attracted by the pleasures of life. We attend to them now, and
are drawn along from one to another, until religion is suffered to glide
away with all its hopes and consolations, and we perceive, too late, that we
have let the opportunity of salvation slip forever. Allured by those
pleasures, the young neglect it; and new pleasures starting up in future life
carry on the delusion, until every favorable opportunity for salvation has
passed away.

(4) We suffer favorable opportunities to pass by without improving them.
Youth is by far the best time, as it is the most appropriate time, to become
a Christian — and yet how easy is it to allow that period to slip away
without becoming interested in the Saviour! One day glides on after
another, and one week, and one month, one year passes away after another
— like a gently-flowing stream — until all the precious time of youth has
gone, and we are still not Christians. So a revival of religion is a favorable
time — and yet many suffer this to pass by without becoming interested in
it. Others are converted, and the heavenly influences descend all around us,
but we are unaffected, and the season so full of happy and heavenly
influences is gone — to return no more.

(5) We let the favorable season slip, because we design to attend to it at
some future period of life. So youth defers it to manhood — manhood to
old age — old age to a death-bed — and then neglects it — until the whole
of life has glided away, and the soul is not saved. Paul knew man. He knew
how prone he was to let the things of religion slip out of the mind — and
hence, the earnestness of his caution that we should give heed to the
subject now — lest the opportunity of salvation should soon glide away.
When once passed, it can never be recalled. Hence, learn:

(1) the truths of religion will not benefit us unless we give heed to them. It
will not save us that the Lord Jesus has come and spoken to people, unless
we are disposed to listen. It will not benefit us that the sun shines, unless
we open our eyes. Books will not benefit us, unless we read them;
medicine, unless we take it; nor will the fruits of the earth sustain our lives,
however rich and abundant they may be, if we disregard and neglect them.
So with the truths of religion. There is truth enough to save the world —
but the world disregards and despises it.
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(2) It needs not great sins to destroy the soul. Simple “neglect” will do it as
certainly as atrocious crimes. Every person has a sinful heart that will
destroy him unless he makes an effort to be saved; and it is not merely the
great sinner, therefore, who is in danger. It is the man who “neglects” his
soul — whether a moral or an immoral man — a daughter of amiableness,
or a daughter of vanity and vice.

<580202>Hebrews 2:2. For if the word spoken by angels The revelation in the
Old Testament. It was indeed given by Yahweh, but it was the common
opinion of the Hebrews that it was by the ministry of angels; see notes on
<440738>Acts 7:38,53, and <480319>Galatians 3:19, where this point is fully
considered. As Paul was discoursing here of the superiority of the
Redeemer to the angels, it was to the point to refer to the fact that the Law
had been given by the ministry of angels.

Was steadfast Was firm — bebaiov <949>; settled — established. It was not
vacillating and fluctuating. It determined what crime was, and it was firm in
its punishment. It did not yield to circumstances; but if not obeyed in all
respects, it denounced punishment. The idea here is not that everything
was “fulfilled,” but it is that the Law so given could not be violated with
impunity. It was not SAFE to violate it, but it took notice of the slightest
failure to yield perfect obedience to its demands.

And every transgression Literally, “going beyond, passing by.” It means
every instance of “disregarding” the Law.

And disobedience. Every instance of “not hearing” the Law — parakoh
<3876> — and hence, every instance of disobeying it. The word here stands
opposite to “hearing” it, or attending to it — and the sense of the whole is,
that the slightest infraction of the Law was sure to be punished. It made no
provision for indulgence in sin; it demanded prompt, implicit, and entire
obedience. “Received a just recompense of reward.” Was strictly punished.
Subjected to equal retribution. This was the character of the Law. It
threatened punishment for each and every offence, and made no allowance
for transgression in any form; compare <041530>Numbers 15:30,31.

<580203>Hebrews 2:3. How shall we escape How shall we escape the just
recompense due to transgressors? What way is there of being saved from
punishment, if we suffer the great salvation to be neglected, and do not
embrace its offers? The sense is, that there is no other way of salvation,
and the neglect of this will be followed by certain destruction. WHY it will,
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the apostle proceeds to show, by stating that this plan of salvation was
proclaimed first by the Lord himself, and had been confirmed by the most
decided and amazing miracles.

If we neglect It is not merely if we commit great sins. Not, if we are
murderers, adulterers, thieves, infidels, atheists, scoffers. It is, if we merely
“neglect” this salvation — if we do not embrace it — if we suffer it to pass
unimproved. “Neglect” is enough to ruin a man. A man who is in business
need not commit forgery or robbery to ruin himself; he has only to
“neglect” his business, and his ruin is certain. A man who is lying on a bed
of sickness, need not cut his throat to destroy himself; he has only to
“neglect” the means of restoration, and he will be ruined. A man floating in
a skiff above Niagara, need not move an oar or make an effort to destroy
himself; he has only to “neglect” using the oar at the proper time, and he
will certainly be carried over the cataract. Most of the calamities of life are
caused by simple “neglect.” By neglect of education children grow up in
ignorance; by neglect a farm grows up to weeds and briars; by neglect a
house goes to decay; by neglect of sowing, a man will have no harvest; by
neglect of reaping, the harvest would rot in the fields. No worldly interest
can prosper where there is neglect; and why may it not be so in religion?
There is nothing in earthly affairs that is valuable that will not be ruined if it
is not attended to — and why may it not be so with the concerns of the
soul? Let no one infer, therefore, that because he is not a drunkard, or an
adulterer, or a murderer, that, therefore, he will be saved. Such an
inference would be as irrational as it would be for a man to infer that
BECAUSE he is not a murderer his FARM will produce a harvest, or that
BECAUSE he is not an adulterer THEREFORE his merchandise will take care
of itself. Salvation would be worth nothing if it cost no effort — and there
will be NO salvation where no effort is put forth.

So great salvation. Salvation from sin and from hell. It is called “great”
because:

(1) Its author is great. This is perhaps the main idea in this passage. It
“began to be spoken by the Lord;” it had for its author the Son of God,
who is so much superior to the angels; whom the angels were required to
worship (<580106>Hebrews 1:6); who is expressly called God (<580108>Hebrews 1:8);
who made all things, and who is eternal; <580110>Hebrews 1:10-12. A system of
salvation promulgated by him “must” be of infinite importance, and have a
claim to the attention of man.
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(2) It is “great” because it saves from great sins. It is adapted to deliver
from ALL sins, no matter how aggravated. No one is saved who feels that
his sins are small, or that they are of no consequence. Each one sees his
sins to be black and aggravated, and each one who enters heaven, will go
there feeling and confessing that it is a great salvation which has brought
such a sinner there. Besides, this salvation delivers from all sin — no
matter how gross and aggravated. The adulterer, the murderer, the
blasphemer, may come and be saved, and the salvation which redeems such
sinners from eternal ruin is “great.”

(3) It is great because it saves from great dangers. The danger of an eternal
hell besets the path of each one. All do not see it; and all will not believe it
when told of it. But this danger hovers over the path of every mortal. The
danger of an eternal hell! Salvation from everlasting burnings! Deliverance
from unending ruin! Surely that salvation must be great which shall save
from such a doom! If that salvation is neglected, that danger still hangs
over each and every man. The gospel did not CREATE that danger — it
came to deliver from it. Whether the gospel be true or false, each man is by
nature exposed to eternal death — just as each one is exposed to temporal
death whether the doctrine of the immortality of the soul and of the
resurrection be true or false. The gospel comes to provide a remedy for
dangers and woes — it does not create them; it comes to deliver people
from great dangers — not to plunge them into them. “Back of the gospel,”
and before it was preached at all, people were in danger of everlasting
punishment, and that system which came to proclaim deliverance from such
a danger, is great.

(4) The salvation itself is great in heaven. It exalts people to infinite
honors, and places on their heads an eternal crown. Heaven with all its
glories is offered to us; and SUCH a deliverance, and such an elevation to
eternal honors, deserves to be called GREAT. If that is neglected, there is
no other salvation; and man must be inevitably destroyed.

(5) It is “great” because it was effected by infinite displays of power, and
wisdom, and love. It was procured by the incarnation and humiliation of
the Son of God. It was accomplished amidst great sufferings and self-
denials. It was attended with great miracles. The tempest was stilled, and
the deaf were made to hear, and the blind to see, and the dead were raised,
and the sun was darkened, and the rocks were rent. The whole series of
wonders connected with the incarnation and death of the Lord Jesus, was
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such as the world had not seen elsewhere, and such as was suited to hold
the race in mute admiration and astonishment. If this be so, then religion is
no trifle. It is not a matter of little importance whether we embrace it or
not. It is the most momentous of all the concerns that pertain to man; and
has a claim on his attention which nothing else can have. Yet the mass of
people live in the “neglect” of it. It is not that they are professedly atheists,
or deists, or that they are immoral or profane; it is not that they oppose it,
and ridicule it, and despise it; it is that they simply “neglect” it. They pass it
by. They attend to other things. They are busy with their pleasures, or in
their counting-houses, in their workshops, or on their farms; they are
engaged in politics, or in bookmaking, and they “neglect” religion now as a
thing of small importance — proposing to attend to it hereafter, as if they
acted on the principle that everything else was to be attended to BEFORE
religion.

Which at the first Greek “Which received the beginning of being spoken.”
The meaning is correctly expressed in our translation. Christ “began” to
preach the gospel; the apostles followed him. John prepared the way; but
the Saviour was properly the first preacher of the gospel.

By the Lord By the Lord Jesus; see notes on <440124>Acts 1:24.

And was confirmed unto us ... They who heard him preach, that is, the
apostles, were witnesses of what he said, and certified us of its truth. When
the apostle here says “us,” he means the church at large. Christians were
assured of the truth of what the Lord Jesus spake by the testimony of the
apostles; or the apostles communicated it to those who had not heard him
in such a manner as to leave no room for doubt.

<580204>Hebrews 2:4. God also bearing them witness By miracles. Giving
them the sanction of his authority, or showing that they were sent by him.
No man can work a miracle by his own power. When the dead are raised,
the deaf made to hear and the blind to see by a word, it is the power of
God alone that does it. He thus becomes a “witness” to the divine
appointment of him by whose instrumentality the miracle is performed; or
furnishes an attestation that what he SAYS is true; see notes on <441403>Acts
14:3.

With signs and wonders. These words are usually connected in the New
Testament. The word rendered “signs” — shmeion <4592> — means any
miraculous event that is suited to show that what had been predicted by a
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prophet would certainly take place; see <401238>Matthew 12:38; compare note
on <230711>Isaiah 7:11. A “wonder” — terav <5059> — denotes a portent, or
prodigy — something that is suited to excite wonder or amazement — and
hence, a miracle. The words together refer to the various miracles which
were performed by the Lord Jesus and his apostles, designed to confirm the
truth of the Christian religion.

And with divers miracles. Various miracles, such as healing the sick,
raising the dead, etc. The miracles were not of one class merely, but were
various, so that all pretence of deception should be taken away.

And gifts of the Holy Ghost. Margin, “Distributions.” The various
influences of the Holy Spirit enabling them to speak different languages,
and to perform works beyond the power of man; see notes on <461204>1
Corinthians 12:4-11.

According to his will As he chose. He acted as a sovereign in this. He gave
them where he pleased, and imparted them in such measure as he chose.
The sense of this whole passage is, “The gospel has been promulgated to
man in a solemn manner. It was first published by the Lord of glory
himself. It was confirmed by the most impressive and solemn miracles. It is
undoubtedly a revelation from heaven; was given in more solemn
circumstances than the Law of Moses, and its threatenings are more to be
dreaded than those of the Law. Beware, therefore, how you trifle with it,
or disregard it. It cannot be neglected with safety; its neglect or rejection
must be attended with condemnation.”

<580205>Hebrews 2:5. For unto the angels hath he not put in subjection In
this verse the apostle returns to the subject which he had been discussing in
Hebrews 1 — the superiority of the Messiah to the angels. From that
subject he had been diverted (<580201>Hebrews 2:1-4), by showing them what
must be the consequences of defection from Christianity, and the danger of
neglecting it. Having shown that, he now proceeds with the discussion, and
shows that an honor had been conferred on the Lord Jesus which had never
been bestowed on the angels — to wit, the “supremacy over this world.”
This he does by proving from the Old Testament that such a dominion was
given to “man” (<580206>Hebrews 2:6-8), and that this dominion was IN FACT
exercised by the Lord Jesus; <580209>Hebrews 2:9. At the same time, he meets
an objection which a Jew would be likely to make. It is, that Jesus
appeared to be far inferior to the angels. He was a man of a humble
condition. He was poor, and despised. He had none of the external honor
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which was shown to Moses — the founder of the Jewish economy; none of
the apparent honor which belonged to angelic beings. This implied
objection he removes by showing the reason why he became so. It was
proper, since he came to redeem man, that he should be a man, and not
take on himself the nature of angels; and for the same reason it was proper
that he should be subjected to sufferings, and be made a man of sorrows;
<580210>Hebrews 2:10-17. The remark of the apostle in the verse before us is,
that God had never put the world in subjection to the angels as he had to
the Lord Jesus. They had no jurisdiction over it; they were mere
ministering spirits; but the world had been put under the dominion of the
Lord Jesus.

The world to come The word rendered here “world” — oikoumenh <3625> —
means properly the “inhabited,” or “inhabitable” world; see <402414>Matthew
24:14; <420201>Luke 2:1; 4:5; 21:26 (Greek); <441128>Acts 11:28; 17:6,31; 19:27;
24:5; <451018>Romans 10:18; <580106>Hebrews 1:6; <660310>Revelation 3:10; 12:9; 16:14
— in all which places, but one, it is rendered “world.” It occurs nowhere
else in the New Testament. The proper meaning is the world or earth
considered as inhabitable — and here the jurisdiction refers to the control
over man, or the dwellers on the earth. The phrase “the world to come,”
occurs not unfrequently in the New Testament; compare <490207>Ephesians 2:7;
<461011>1 Corinthians 10:11; <580605>Hebrews 6:5. The same phrase “the world to
come,” aB;h1<h935> µl;wO[<h5769>  — occurs often in the Jewish writings.
According to Buxtorf (Lexicon Ch. Talm. Rab.) it means, as some
suppose, “the world which is to exist after this world is destroyed, and
after the resurrection of the dead, when souls shall be again united to their
bodies.” By others it is supposed to mean “the days of the Messiah, when
he shall reign on the earth.” To me it seems to be clear that the phrase here
means, “the world under the Messiah” — the world, age, or dispensation
which was to succeed the Jewish, and which was familiarly known to them
as “the world to come;” and the idea is, that that world, or age, was placed
under the jurisdiction of the Christ, and not of the angels. This point the
apostle proceeds to make out; compare notes on <230202>Isaiah 2:2.

Whereof we speak. “Of which I am writing;” that is, of the Christian
religion, or the reign of the Messiah.

<580206>Hebrews 2:6. But one in a certain place testified The apostle was
writing to those who were supposed to be familiar with the Hebrew
Scriptures, and where it would be necessary only to make a reference in
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general without mentioning the name. The place which is quoted here is
<190804>Psalm 8:4-6. The “argument” of the apostle is this, that there stood in
the sacred Scriptures a declaration that “all things were placed under the
control and jurisdiction of MAN,” but that that had not yet been
accomplished. It was not true (ver. 8) that all things were subject to him,
and the complete truth of that declaration would be found only in the
jurisdiction conferred on the Messiah — THE MAN by way of eminence
— the incarnate Son of God. It would not occur to anyone probably in
reading the Psalm that the verse here quoted had any reference to the
Messiah. It seems to relate to the dominion which God had given man over
his works in this lower world, or to the fact that he was made lord over all
things. That dominion is apparent, to a considerable extent, everywhere,
and is a standing proof of the truth of what is recorded in <010126>Genesis 1:26,
that God originally gave dominion to man over the creatures on earth,
since it is only by this supposition that it can be accounted for that the
horse, and the elephant, and the ox, and even the panther and the lion, are
subject to the control of man. The argument of Paul seems to be this:
Originally this control was given to man. It was absolute and entire. All
things were subject to him, and all obeyed. Man was made a little lower
than the angels, and was the undisputed lord of this lower world. He was in
a state of innocence. But he rebelled, and this dominion has been in some
measure lost. It is found complete only in the “second man the Lord from
heaven” (<461547>1 Corinthians 15:47), the Lord Jesus to whom this control is
absolutely given. He comes up to the complete idea of man — man as he
was in innocence, and man as he was described by the Psalmist, as having
been made a little lower than the angels, and having entire dominion over
the world. Much difficulty has been felt by commentators in regard to this
passage, and to the principle on which it is quoted. The above seems to me
to be what is most probably true. There are two other methods by which an
attempt has been made to explain it. One is, that Paul uses the words here
by way of “allusion,” or “accommodation” (Doddridge), as words that will
express his meaning, without designing to say that the Psalm originally had
any reference to the Messiah. Most of the later commentators accord with
this opinion. The other opinion is, that David originally referred to the
Messiah — that he was deeply and gratefully affected in view of the honor
that God had conferred on him; and that in looking down by faith on the
posterity that God had promised him (see <100716>2 Samuel 7:16), he saw one
among his own descendants to whom God would give this wide dominion,
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and expresses himself in the elevated language of praise. This opinion is
defended by Prof. Stuart; see his Commentary on Hebrews, Excursus IX.f5

What is man ... What is there in man that entitles him to so much notice?
Why has God conferred on him so signal honors? Why has he placed him
over the works of his hands? He seems so insignificant; his life is so much
like a vapor; he so soon disappears, that the question may well be asked
why this extraordinary dominion is given him? He is so sinful also, and so
unworthy; so much unlike God, and so passionate and revengeful; is so
prone to ABUSE his dominion, that it may well be asked why God has given
it to him? Who would suppose that God would give such a dominion over
his creatures to one who was so prone to abuse it as man has shown
himself to be? He is so feeble, also, compared with other creatures — even
of those which are made subject to him — that the question may well be
asked why God has conceded it to him? Such question may be asked when
we contemplate man AS HE IS. But similar questions may be asked, if, as
was probably the case, the Psalm here be supposed to have had reference
to man “as he was created.” Why was one so feeble, and so comparatively
without strength, placed over this lower world, and the earth made subject
to his control? Why is it that when the heavens are so vast and glorious
(<190803>Psalm 8:3), God has taken such notice of man? Of what consequence
can HE be amidst works so wonderful? “When I look on the heavens and
survey their greatness and their glory,” is the sentiment of David, “why is it
that man has attracted so much notice, and that he has not been wholly
overlooked in the vastness of the works of the Almighty? Why is it that
instead of this he has been exalted to so much dignity and honor?” This
question, thus considered, strikes us with more force now than it could
have struck David. Let anyone sit down and contemplate the heavens as
they are disclosed by the discoveries of modern astronomy, and he may
well ask the question, “What is man that he should have attracted the
attention of God, and been the object of so much care?” The same question
would not have been inappropriate to David if the Psalm be supposed to
have had reference originally to the Messiah, and if he was speaking of
himself particularly as the ancestor of the Messiah. “What is man; what am
I; what can any of my descendants be, who must be of mortal frame, that
this dominion should be given him? Why should anyone of a race so feeble,
so ignorant, so imperfect, be exalted to such honor?” We may ask the
question here, and it may be asked in heaven with pertinency and with
power, ‘Why was man so honored as to be united to the Godhead? Why
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did the Deity appear in the human form? What was there in man that
should entitle him to this honor of being united to the Divinity, and of
being thus exalted above the angels?’ The wonder is not yet solved; and we
may well suppose that the angelic ranks look with amazement — but
without envy — on the fact that “man,” by his union with the Deity in the
person of the Lord Jesus, has been raised above them in rank and in glory.
“Or the son of man.” This phrase means the same as “man,” and is used
merely to give VARIETY to the mode of expression. Such a change or
variety in words and phrases, when the same thing is intended, occurs
constantly in Hebrew poetry. The name “son of man” is often given to
Christ to denote his intimate connection with our race, and the interest
which he felt in us, and is the COMMON term which the Saviour uses when
speaking of himself. Here it means “man,” and maybe applied to human
nature everywhere — and therefore to human nature in the person of the
Messiah.

That thou visitest him That thou shouldst regard him or treat him with so
much honor. Why is he the object of so much interest to the Divine Mind?

<580207>Hebrews 2:7. Thou madest him a little lower than the angels
Margin, “A little while inferior to.” The Greek may here mean a little
inferior in rank, or inferior for a little time. But the probable meaning is,
that it refers to inferiority of rank. Such is its obvious sense in Psalm 8,
from which this is quoted. The meaning is, that God had made man but
little inferior to the angels in rank. He WAS inferior, but still God had
exalted him almost to their rank. Feeble, and weak, and dying as he was,
God had exalted him, and had given him a dominion and a rank almost like
that of the angels. The wonder of the Psalmist is, that God had given to
human nature so much honor — a wonder that is not at all diminished
when we think of the honor done to man by his connection with the divine
nature in the person of the Lord Jesus. If in contemplating the race as it
appears; if when we look at the dominion of man over the lower world, we
are amazed that God has bestowed so much honor on our nature, how
much more should we wonder that he has honored man by his connection
with the divinity. Paul applies this to the Lord Jesus. His object is to show
that he is superior to the angels. In doing this he shows that he had a nature
given him in itself but little inferior to the angels, and then that that had
been exalted to a rank and dominion far above theirs. That such honor
should be put on “man” is what is suited to excite amazement, and well
may one continue to ask WHY it has been done? When we survey the
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heavens, and contemplate their glories, and think of the exalted rank of
other beings, we may well inquire why has such honor been conferred on
man?

Thou crownedst him with glory and honor. That is, with exalted honor.
Glory and honor here are nearly synonymous. The meaning is, that elevated
honor had been conferred on human nature. A most exalted and extended
dominion had been given to “man,” which showed that God had greatly
honored him. This appeared eminently in the person of the Lord Jesus, “the
exalted Man,” to whom this dominion was given in the widest extent.

And didst set him over ... “Man” has been placed over the other works of
God:

(1) by the original appointment (<010126>Genesis 1:26);

(2) man at large — though fallen, sinful, feeble, dying;

(3) man, eminently in the person of the Lord Jesus, in whom human nature
has received its chief exaltation. This is what is particularly in the eye of the
apostle — and the language of the Psalm will accurately express this
exaltation.

<580208>Hebrews 2:8. Thou hast put all things in subjection ... <190806>Psalm 8:6.
That is, all things are put under the control of man, or thou hast given him
dominion over all things.

For in that he put all in subjection The meaning of this is, that the “fair
interpretation” of the passage in the Psalm is, that the dominion of “man,”
or of human nature over the earth, was to be absolute and total. Nothing
was to be excepted. But this is not now the fact in regard to man in
general, and can be true only of human nature in the person of the Lord
Jesus. There the dominion is absolute and universal.” The point of the
argument of the apostle may be this. It was the original appointment
(<010126>Genesis 1:26) that man should have dominion over this lower world,
and be its absolute lord and sovereign. Had he continued in innocence, this
dominion would have been entire and perpetual. But he fell, and we do not
now see him exerting this dominion. What is said of the dominion of man
can be true only of human nature in the person of the Lord Jesus, and there
it is completely fulfilled.
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But now we see not yet all things put under him That is, “It is not now true
that all things are subject to the control of man. There is indeed a general
dominion over the works of God, and over the inferior creation. But the
control is not universal. A large part of the animal creation rebels, and is
brought into subjection only with difficulty. The elements are not entirely
under his control; the tempest and the ocean rage; the pestilence conveys
death through city and hamlet; the dominion of man is a broken dominion.
His government is an imperfect government. The world is not yet put
wholly under his dominion, but enough has been done to constitute a
pledge that it will yet be done. It will be fully accomplished only in him
who sustains our nature, and to whom dominion is given over the worlds.”

<580209>Hebrews 2:9. But we see Jesus We do not see that mankind has the
extended dominion of which the Psalmist speaks elsewhere. But we see the
fulfillment of it in Jesus, who was crowned with glory and honor, and who
has received a dominion that is superior to that of the angels. The POINT of
this is, not that he suffered, and not that he tasted death for every man; but
that “on account of this,” or “as a reward” for thus suffering, he was
crowned with glory and honor, and that he thus fulfilled all that David
(Psalm 8) had said of the dignity and honor of man. The object of the
apostle is, to show that he was “exalted,” and in order to this he shows
WHY it was — to wit, because he had suffered death to redeem man;
compare <502308>Philippians 2:8,9.

Who was made a little lower than the angels. That is, as a man, or when on
earth. His assumed rank was inferior to that of the angels. He took upon
himself not the nature of angels (<580216>Hebrews 2:16), but the nature of man.
The apostle is probably here answering some implied objections to the rank
which it was claimed that the Lord Jesus had, or which MIGHT be urged to
the views which he was defending. These objections were mainly two.
First, that Jesus was a man; and secondly, that he suffered and died. If that
was the fact, it was natural to ask HOW he could be superior to the angels?
How could he have had the rank which was claimed for him? This he
answers by showing first, that his condition as a man was “voluntarily”
assumed — “he was made lower than the angels;” and secondly, by
showing that as a consequence of his sufferings and death, he was
immediately crowned with glory and honor. This state of humiliation
became him in the great work which he had undertaken, and he was
immediately exalted to universal dominion, and as Mediator was raised to a
rank far above the angels.
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For the suffering of death. Margin, “By.” The meaning of the preposition
rendered here “for” (dia <1223>, here governing the accusative) is, “on
account of;” that is, Jesus on account of the sufferings of death, or in virtue
of that, was crowned with glory and honor. His crowning was the result of
his condescension and sufferings; see notes <502308>Philippians 2:8,9. It does
not here mean, as our translation would seem to imply, that he was made a
little lower than the angels in order to suffer death, but that as a reward for
having suffered death he was raised up to the right hand of God.

Crowned with glory and honor. That is, at the right hand of God. He was
raised up to heaven; <440233>Acts 2:33; <411619>Mark 16:19. The meaning is, that he
was crowned with the highest honor on account of his sufferings; compare
<502308>Philippians 2:8,9; <581202>Hebrews 12:2; 5:7-9; <490120>Ephesians 1:20-23.

That he. Or rather, “since he by the grace of God tasted death for every
man.” The sense is, that AFTER he had thus tasted death, and as a
consequence of it, he was thus exalted. The word rendered here “that” —
oJpwv <3704> — means usually and properly “that, so that, in order that, to the
end that,” etc. But it MAY also mean “when, after that, after;” see the
notes at <440319>Acts 3:19. This is the interpretation which is given by Prof.
Stuart (in loc.), and this interpretation seems to be demanded by the
connection. The general interpretation of the passage has been different.
According to that, the sense is, “We see Jesus, for the suffering of death,
crowned with glory and honor, so as that, by the grace of God, he might
taste of death for every man;’ see Robinson’s Lexicon on the word oJpwv
<3704>, and Doddridge on the place. But it is natural to ask WHEN Jesus was
thus crowned with glory and honor? It was not BEFORE the crucifixion —
for he was then poor and despised. The connection seems to require us to
understand this of the glory to which he was exalted in heaven, and this
was AFTER his death, and could not be IN ORDER that he might taste of
death. I am disposed, therefore, to regard this as teaching that the Lord
Jesus was exalted to heaven in virtue of the atonement which he had made,
and this accords with <502308>Philippians 2:8,9, and <581202>Hebrews 12:2. It
accords both with “the fact” in the case, and with the design of the apostle
in the argument before us.

By the grace of God By the favor of God, or by his benevolent purpose
toward people. It was not by any CLAIM which man had, but was by his
special favor.
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Should taste death Should die; or should experience death; see
<401628>Matthew 16:28. Death seems to be represented as something bitter and
unpalatable — something unpleasant — as an object may be to the taste.
Or the language may be taken from a cup — since to experience calamity
and sorrow is often represented as drinking a cup of woes; <191106>Psalm 11:6;
73:10; 75:8; <235117>Isaiah 51:17; <402022>Matthew 20:22; 26:39.

For every man For all — UJper <5228> pantov <3956> — for each and all —
whether Jew or Gentile, bond or free, high or low, elect or non-elect. How
could words affirm more clearly that the atonement made by the Lord
Jesus was unlimited in its nature and design? How can we express that idea
in more clear or intelligible language? That this refers to the atonement is
evident — for it says that he “tasted death” for them. The friends of the
doctrine of general atonement do not desire any other than Scripture
language in which to express their belief. It expresses it exactly — without
any need of modification or explanation. The advocates of the doctrine of
limited atonement CANNOT thus use Scripture language to express their
belief. They cannot incorporate it with their creeds that the Lord Jesus
“tasted death FOR EVERY MAN.” They are compelled to modify it, to limit
it, to explain it, in order to prevent error and misconception. But that
system CANNOT be true which requires people to shape and modify the
plain language of the Bible in order to keep people from error! compare
the notes at <470514>2 Corinthians 5:14, where this point is considered at
length.f6

Hence, learn (<580206>Hebrews 2:6-9), from the incarnation of the Son of God,
and his exaltation to heaven, what an honor has been conferred on human
nature. When we look on the weakness and sinfulness of our race, we may
well ask, what is man that God should honor him or regard him? he is the
creature of a day. He is feeble and dying. he is lost and degraded.
Compared with the universe at large, he is a speck, an atom. he has done
nothing to deserve the divine favor or notice, and when we look at the race
at large we can do it only with sentiments of the deepest humiliation and
mortification. But when we looker human nature in the person of the Lord
Jesus, we see it honored there to a degree that is commensurate with all
our desires, and that fills us with wonder. We feel that it is an honor to
human nature — that it has done much to elevate man — when we look on
such a man ad Howard or Washington. But how much more has that
nature been honored in the person of the Lord Jesus!
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(1) What an honor to us it was that he should take our nature into intimate
union with himself — passing by the angelic hosts, and becoming a man!

(2) What an honor it was that human nature there was so pure and holy;
that “man” — everywhere else so degraded and vile — “could” be seen to
be noble, and pure, and godlike!

(3) What an honor it was that the divinity should speak to people in
connection with human nature, and perform such wonderful works — that
the pure precepts of religion should come forth from human lips — the
great doctrines of eternal life be uttered by “a man,” and that from human
hands should go forth power to heal the sick and to raise the dead!

(4) What an honor to man it was that the atonement for sin should be made
in is own nature, and that the universe should be attracted to that scene
where one in our form, and with flesh and blood like our own, should
perform that great work.

(5) What an honor it is to man that his own nature is exalted far above all
heavens! That one in our form sits on the throne of the universe! That
adoring angels fall prostrate before him! That to him is intrusted all power
in heaven and on earth!

(6) What an honor to man that one in his nature should be appointed to
judge the worlds! That one in our own form, and with a nature like ours,
shall sit on the throne of judgment and pronounce the final doom on angels
and human beings! Those assembled millions shall be constrained to bow
before him, and receive their eternal doom from his hands! That prince and
potentate — the illustrious dead of all past times, and the mighty men who
are yet to live, shall all appear before him, and all receive from him there
the sentence of their final destiny! I see, therefore, the most honor done to
my nature as a man, not in the deeds of proud conquerors; not in the lives
of sages and philanthropists; not in those who have carried their
investigations farthest into the obscurity of matter and of mind; not in the
splendid orators, poets, and historians of other times, or that now live —
much as I may admire them, or feel it an honor to belong to a race which
has produced such illustrious men — but in the fact that the Son of God
has chosen a body like my own in which to dwell; in the inexpressible
loveliness evinced in his pure morals, his benevolence, his blameless life; in
the great deeds that he performed on earth; in the fact that it was this form
that was chosen in which to make atonement for sin; in the honors that
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now cluster around him in heaven, and the glories that shall attend him
when he shall come to judge the world.

“Princes to his imperial name
Bend their bright scepters down;

Dominions, thrones, and powers rejoice,
To see him wear the crown.

“Archangels sound his lofty praise
Through every heavenly street,

And lay their highest honors down,
Submissive at his feet.

“Those soft, those blessed feet of his,
That once rude iron tore —

high on a throne of light they stand,
And all the saints adore.

“His head, the dear, majestic head,
That cruel thorns did wound —

See — what immortal glories shine,
And circle it around!

“This is the Man, th’ exalted Man,
Whom we, unseen, adore;

But when our eyes behold his face,
Our hearts shall love him more.”

<580210>Hebrews 2:10. For it became him There was a fitness or propriety in
it; it was such an arrangement as became God to make, in redeeming many,
that the great agent by whom it was accomplished, should be made
complete in all respects by sufferings. The apostle evidently means by this
to meet an objection that might be offered by a Jew to the doctrine which
he had been stating — an objection drawn from the fact that Jesus was a
man of sorrows, and that his life was a life of affliction. This he meets by
stating that there was a “fitness” and “propriety” in that fact. There was a
reason for it — a reason drawn from the plan and character of God. It was
fit, in the nature of the case, that he should be qualified to be “a complete”
or “perfect Saviour” — a Saviour just adapted to the purpose undertaken,
by sufferings. The “reasons” of this fitness, the apostle does not state. The
amount of it probably was, that it became him as a Being of infinite
benevolence; as one who wished to provide a perfect system of
redemption, to subject his Son to such sufferings as should completely
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qualify him to be a Saviour for all people. This subjection to his humble
condition, and to his many woes, made him such a Saviour as man needed,
and qualified him fully for his work. There was a propriety that he who
should redeem the suffering and the lost should partake of their nature;
identify himself with them; and share their woes, and the consequences of
their sins.

For whom are all things With respect to whose glory the whole universe
was made; and with respect to whom the whole arrangement for salvation
has been formed. The phrase is synonymous with “the Supreme Ruler;”
and the idea is, that it became the Sovereign of the universe to provide a
PERFECT scheme of salvation — even though it involved the humiliation
and death of his own Son.

And by whom are all things By whose agency everything is made. As it
was by his agency, therefore, that the plan of salvation was entered into,
there was a “fitness” that it should be perfect. It was not the work of fate
or chance, and there was a propriety that the whole plan should bear the
mark of the infinite wisdom of its Author.

In bringing many sons unto glory To heaven. This was the plan — it was
to bring many to heaven who should be regarded and treated as his sons. It
was not a plan to save a FEW — but to save many. hence, learn:

(1) that the plan was full of benevolence.

(2) No representation of the gospel should ever be made which will leave
the impression that only a few, or a small part of the whole race, will be
saved.

There is no such representation in the Bible, and it should not be made.
God intends, taking the whole race together, to save a large part of the
human family. Few in ages that are past, it is true, may have been saved;
few now are his friends and are traveling to heaven; but there are to be
brighter days on earth. The period is to arrive when the gospel shall spread
over all lands, and during that long period of the millennium, innumerable
millions will be brought under its saving power, and be admitted to heaven.
All exhibitions of the gospel are wrong which represent it as narrow in its
design; narrow in its offer; and narrow in its result.

To make the captain of their salvation The Lord Jesus, who is represented
as the leader or commander of the army of the redeemed — “the
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sacramental host of God’s elect.” The word “captain” we apply now to an
inferior officer — the commander of a “company” of soldiers. The Greek
word — archgov <747> — is a more general term, and denotes, properly, the
author or source of anything; then a leader, chief prince. In <440315>Acts 3:15, it
is rendered “prince” — “and killed the prince of life.” So in <440531>Acts 5:31.
“Him hath God exalted to be a prince and a Saviour.” In <581202>Hebrews 12:2,
it is rendered “author.” “Jesus, the author and finisher of our faith;”
compare the notes at that place.

Perfect through sufferings Complete by means of sufferings; that is, to
render him wholly qualified for his work, so that he should be a Saviour
just adapted to redeem man. This does not mean that he was SINFUL before
and was made HOLY by his sufferings; nor that he was not in all respects a
perfect man before; but it means, that by his sufferings he was made
“wholly suited” to be a Saviour of people; and that, therefore, the fact of
his being a suffering man was no evidence, as a Jew might have urged, that
he was not the Son of God. There was a “completeness,” a “filling up,” of
all which was necessary to his character as a Saviour, by the sufferings
which he endured. We are made morally “better” by afflictions, if we
receive them in a right manner — for we are sinful, and need to be purified
in the furnace of affliction; Christ was not made “better,” for he was before
perfectly holy, but he was completely endowed for the work which he
came to do, by his sorrows. Nor does this mean here precisely that he was
exalted to heaven as a “reward” for his sufferings, or that he was raised up
to glory as a consequence of them — which was true in itself — but that
he was rendered “complete” or “fully qualified” to be a Saviour by his
sorrows. Thus, he was rendered complete:

(1) Because his suffering in all the forms that flesh is liable to, made him an
example to all his people who shall pass through trials. They have before
them a perfect model to show them how to bear afflictions. Had this not
occurred, he could not have been regarded as a “complete” or “perfect”
Saviour — that is, such a Saviour as we need.

(2) He is able to sympathize with them, and to succour them in their
temptations, <580218>Hebrews 2:18.

(3) By his sufferings an atonement was made for sin. He would have been
an “imperfect” Saviour — if the name “Saviour” could have been given to
him at all — if he had not died to make an atonement for transgression. To
render him “complete” as a Saviour, it was necessary that he should suffer
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and die; and when he hung on the cross in the agonies of death, he could
appropriately say, “it is “finished.” The work is complete. All has been
done that could be required to be done; and man may now have the
assurance that he has a perfect Saviour, perfect not only in moral character
— but perfect in his work, and in his adaptedness to the condition of
people;” compare <580508>Hebrews 5:8,9. See the note at <421332>Luke 13:32.

<580211>Hebrews 2:11. For both he that sanctifieth This refers, evidently, to
the Lord Jesus. The object is to show that there was such a union between
him and those for whom he died, as to make it necessary that he should
par- take of the same nature, or that he should be a suffering man;
<580214>Hebrews 2:14. he undertook to redeem and sanctify them. He called
them brethren. He identified them with himself. There was, in the great
work of redemption, a ONENESS between him and them, and hence, it was
necessary that he should assume their nature — and the fact, therefore, that
he appeared as a suffering “man,” does not at all militate with the doctrine
that he had a more exalted nature, and was even above the angels. Prof.
Stuart endeavors to prove that the word “sanctify” here is used in the sense
of, “to make expiation” or “atonement,” and that the meaning is, “he who
maketh expiation, and they for whom expiation is made.” Bloomfield gives
the same sense to the word, as also does Rosenmuller. That the word
MAY have such a signification it would be presumptuous in anyone to
doubt, after the view which such people have taken of it; but it may be
doubted whether this idea is necessary here. The word “sanctify” is a
general term, meaning to make holy or pure; to consecrate, set apart,
devote to God; to regard as holy, or to hallow. Applied to the Saviour
here, it may be used in this general sense — that he consecrated, or
devoted himself to God — as eminently “the consecrated” or “holy one”
— the Messiah (compare the note at <431719>John 17:19); applied to his people,
it may mean that THEY in like manner were THE consecrated, the holy, the
pure, on earth. There is a richness and fulness in the word when so
understood which there is not when it is limited to the idea of expiation;
and it seems to me that it is to be taken in its richest and fullest sense, and
that the meaning is, “the great consecrated Messiah — the Holy One of
God — and his consecrated and holy followers, are all of one.” “All of
one.” Of one family; spirit; Father; nature. Either of these significations will
suit the connection, and some such idea must be understood. The meaning
is, that they were united, or partook of SOMETHING in common, so as to
constitute a ONENESS, or a brotherhood; and that since this was the case,
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there was a propriety in his taking their nature. It does not mean that they
were originally of one nature or family; but that it was understood in the
writings of the prophets that the Messiah should partake of the nature of
his people, and that, “therefore,” though he was more exalted than the
angels, there was a propriety that he should appear in the human form;
compare <431721>John 17:21.

For which cause That is, because he is thus united with them, or has
undertaken their redemption.

He is not ashamed As it might be supposed that one so exalted and pure
would be. It might have been anticipated that the Son of God would refuse
to give the name “brethren” to those who were so humble, and sunken and
degraded as those whom he came to redeem. But he is willing to be ranked
with them, and to be regarded as one of their family.

To call them brethren To acknowledge himself as of the same family, and
to speak of them as his brothers. That is, “he is so represented as speaking
of them in the prophecies respecting the Messiah” — for this interpretation
the argument of the apostle demands. It was material for him to show that
he was so represented in the Old Testament. This he does in the following
verses.

<580212>Hebrews 2:12. Saying This passage is found in <192222>Psalm 22:22. The
whole of that Psalm has been commonly referred to the Messiah; and in
regard to such a reference there is less difficulty than attends most of the
other portions of the Old Testament that are usually supposed to relate to
him. The following verses of the Psalm are applied to him, or to
transactions connected with him, in the New Testament, <580201>Hebrews
2:1,8,18; and the whole Psalm is so strikingly descriptive of his condition
and sufferings, that there can be no reasonable doubt that it had an original
reference to him. There is much in the Psalm that cannot be well applied to
David; there is nothing which cannot be applied to the Messiah; and the
proof seems to be clear that Paul quoted this passage in accordance with
the original sense of the Psalm. The point of the quotation here is not that
he would “declare the name” of God — but that he gave the name brethren
to those whom he addressed.

I will declare thy name I will make thee known. The word “name” is used,
as it often is, to denote God himself. The meaning is, that it would be a
part of the Messiah’s work to make known to his disciples the character
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and perfections of God — or to make them acquainted with God. He
performed this. In his parting prayer (<431706>John 17:6), he says, “I have
manifested thy name unto the men whom thou gavest me out of the
world.” And again, <580202>Hebrews 2:26, “And I have declared unto them thy
name, and will declare it.”

Unto my brethren The point of the quotation is in this. He spoke of them
as “brethren.” Paul is showing that he was not ashamed to call them such.
As he was reasoning with those who had been “Jews,” and as it was
necessary as a part of his argument to show that what he maintained
respecting the Messiah was found in the Old Testament, he makes his
appeal to that, and shows that the Redeemer is represented as addressing
his people as “brethren.” It would have been easy to appeal to “facts,” and
to have shown that the Redeemer used that term familiarly in addressing
his disciples, (compare <401248>Matthew 12:48,49; 25:40; 28:10; <420821>Luke 8:21;
<432017>John 20:17), but that would not have been pertinent to his object. It is
full proof to us, however, that the prediction in the Psalm was literally
fulfilled.

In the midst of the church That is, in the assembly of my brethren. The
point of the proof urged by the apostle lies in the first part of the quotation.
This latter part seems to have been adduced because it might assist their
memory to have the whole verse quoted; or because it contained an
interesting truth respecting the Redeemer — though not precisely a
“proof” of what he was urging; or because it “implied” substantially the
same truth as the former member. It shows that he was united with his
church; that he was one of them; and that he mingled with them as among
brethren.

Will I sing praise That the Redeemer united with his disciples in singing
praise, we may suppose to have been in the highest degree probable —
though, I believe, but a single case is mentioned — that at the close of the
Supper which he instituted to commemorate his death; <402630>Matthew 26:30.
This, therefore, proves what the apostle intended — that the Messiah was
among them as his brethren — that he spoke to them as such — and
mingled in their devotions as one of their number.

<580213>Hebrews 2:13. And again That is, it is said in another place, or
language is used of the Messiah in another place, indicating the confidence
which he put in God, and showing that he partook of the feelings of the
children of God, and regarded himself as one of them.
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I will put my trust in him I will confide in God; implying:

(1) a sense of dependence on God; and

(2) confidence in him.

It is with reference to the former idea that the apostle seems to use it here
— as denoting a condition where there was felt to be need of divine aid.
His object is to show that he took part with his people, and regarded them
as brethren — and the purpose of this quotation seems to be to show that
he was in such a situation as to make an expression of dependence proper.
He was one with his people, and shared their “dependence” and their piety
— using language which showed that he was identified with them, and
could mingle with the tenderest sympathy in all their feelings. It is not
certain from what place this passage is quoted. In <191802>Psalm 18:2, and the
corresponding passage in <102203>2 Samuel 22:3, the Hebrew is wOB<h8700>

hs,j’a,<h2620> — “I will trust in him;” but this Psalm has never been regarded
as having any reference to the Messiah, even by the Jews, and it is difficult
to see how it could be considered as having any relation to him. Most
critics, therefore, as Rosenmuller, Calvin, Koppe, Bloomfield, Stuart, etc.,
regard the passage as taken from <230817>Isaiah 8:17. The reasons for this are

(1) that the words are the same in the Septuagint as in the Epistle to the
Hebrews;

(2) the apostle quotes the next verse immediately as applicable to the
Messiah;

(3) no other place occurs where the same expression is found.

The Hebrew in <230817>Isaiah 8:17, is wOl<h8705> ytiyKHiw]<h6960> — “I will wait for
him,” or I will trust in him — rendered by the Septuagint pepoiqwv <3982>

esomai <2071> ep’ <1909> autw<846> — the same phrase precisely as is used by
Paul — and there can be no doubt that he meant to quote it here. The
sense in Isaiah is, that he had closed his message to the people; he had been
directed to seal up the testimony; he had exhorted the nation to repent, but
he had done it in vain; and he had now nothing to do but to put his trust in
the Lord, and commit the whole cause to him. His only hope was in God;
and he calmly and confidently committed his cause to him. Paul evidently
designs to refer this to the Messiah; and the sense as applied to him is,
“The Messiah in using this language expresses himself as a man. It is
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people who exercise dependence on God; and by the use of this language
he speaks as one who had the nature of man, and who expressed the
feelings of the pious, and showed that he was one of them, and that he
regarded them as brethren.” There is not much difficulty in the “argument”
on the passage; for it is seen that in such language he must speak as “a
man,” or as one having human nature; but the main difficulty is on the
question how this and the verse following can be applied to the Messiah?
In the prophecy, they seem to refer solely to Isaiah, and to be expressive of
his feelings alone — the feelings of a man who saw little encouragement in
his work, and who having done all that he could do, at last put his sole
trust in God. In regard to this difficult, and yet unsettled question, the
reader may consult my Introduction to Isaiah, section 7. The following
remarks may serve in part to remove the difficulty.

(1) The passage in Isaiah (<230817>Isaiah 8:17,18), occurs “in the midst” of a
number of predictions relating to the Messiah — preceded and followed by
passages that had an ultimate reference undoubtedly to him; see <230714>Isaiah
7:14; 8:8; 9:1-7, and the notes at those passages.

(2) The language, if used of Isaiah, would as accurately and fitly express
the feelings and the condition of the Redeemer. There was such a
remarkable similarity in the circumstances that the same language would
express the condition of both. Both had delivered a solemn message to
people; both had come to exhort them to turn to God, and to put their trust
in him and both with the same result. The nation had disregarded them
alike, and now their only hope was to confide in God, and the language
used here would express the feelings of both — “I will trust in God. I will
put confidence in him, and look to him.”

(3) There can be little doubt that in the time of Paul this passage was
regarded by the Jews as applicable to the Messiah. This is evident, because:

(a) Paul would not have so quoted it as a “proof text” unless it would be
admitted to have such a reference by those to whom he wrote; and

(b) because in <450932>Romans 9:32,33, it is evident that the passage in
<230814>Isaiah 8:14, is regarded as having reference to the Messiah, and as being
so admitted by the Jews. It is true that this may be considered merely as an
argument “ad hominem” — or an argument from what was admitted by
those with whom he was reasoning, without vouching for the precise
accuracy of the manner in which the passage was applied — but that
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method of argument is admitted elsewhere, and why should we not expect
to find the sacred writers reasoning as other people do, and especially as
was common in their own times?f7

The apostle is showing them that according to “their own Scriptures,” and
in accordance with principles which they themselves admitted, it was
necessary that the Messiah should be a man and a sufferer; that he should
be identified with his people, and be able to use language which would
express that condition. In doing this, it is not remarkable that he should
apply to him language which “they” admitted to belong to him, and which
would accurately describe his condition.

(4) It is not necessary to suppose that the passage in Isaiah had an
ORIGINAL and PRIMARY reference to the Messiah. It is evident from the
whole passage that it had not. There was a “primary” reference to Isaiah
himself, and to his children as being emblems of certain truths. But still,
there was a strong “resemblance,” in certain respects, between his feelings
and condition and those of the Messiah. There was such a resemblance that
the one would not unaptly symbolize the other. There was such a
resemblance that the mind — probably of the prophet himself, and of the
people — would look forward to the more remote but similar event — the
coming and the circumstances of the Messiah. So strong was this
resemblance, and so much did the expressions of the prophet here agree
with his declarations elsewhere pertaining to the Messiah, that in the
course of time they came to be regarded as relating to him in a very
important sense, and as destined to have their complete fulfillment when he
should come. As such they seem to have been used in the time of Paul; and
no one can PROVE that the application was improper. Who can
demonstrate that God did not “intend” that those transactions referred to
by Isaiah should be designed as symbols of what would occur in the time of
the Redeemer? They were certainly symbolical actions — for they are
expressly so said to have been by Isaiah himself (<230818>Isaiah 8:18), and none
can demonstrate that they might not have had an ultimate reference to the
Redeemer.

And again In another verse, or in another declaration; to wit, <230818>Isaiah
8:18.

Behold I and the children which God hath given me This is only a part of
the passage in Isaiah, and seems to have been partially quoted because the
“point” of the quotation consisted in the fact that he sustained to them
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somewhat of the relation of a parent toward his children — as having the
same “nature,” and being identified with them in interest and feeling. As it
is used by Isaiah, it means that he and his children were “for signs and
emblems” to the people of his time — to communicate and confirm the will
of God, and to be PLEDGES of the divine favor and protection; see the
notes at the passage in Isaiah. As applied to the Messiah, it means that he
unstained to his people a relation so intimate that they could be addressed
and regarded as his children. They were of one family; one nature. He
became one of them, and had in them all the interest which a father has in
his sons. He had, therefore, a nature like ours; and though he was exalted
above the angels, yet his relation to man was like the most tender and
intimate earthly connections, showing that he took part in the same nature
with them. The “point” is, that he was a man; that since those who were to
be redeemed partook of flesh and blood, HE also took part of the same
(<580214>Hebrews 2:14), and thus identified himself with them.

<580214>Hebrews 2:14. Forasmuch then Since; or because.

As the children Those who were to become the adopted children of God;
or who were to sustain that relation to him.

Are partakers of flesh and blood Have a human and not an angelic nature.
Since they are men, he became a man. There was a fitness or propriety that
he should partake of their nature; see the notes at <461550>1 Corinthians 15:50;
<401617>Matthew 16:17.

He also himself, ... He also became a man, or partook of the same nature
with them; see the notes at <430114>John 1:14.

That through death By dying. It is implied here:

(1) that the work which he undertook of destroying him that had the power
of death, was to be accomplished by “his own dying;” and

(2) that in order to this, it was necessary that he should be a man. An angel
does not die, and therefore he did not take on him the nature of angels; and
the Son of God in his divine nature could not die, and therefore he assumed
a form in which he COULD die — that of a man. In that nature the Son of
God could taste of death; and thus he could destroy him that had the
power of death.
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He might destroy That he might “subdue,” or that he might overcome him,
and “destroy” his dominion. The word “destroy” here is not used in the
sense of “closing life,” or of “killing,” but in the sense of bringing into
subjection, or crushing his power. This is the work which the Lord Jesus
came to perform — to destroy the kingdom of Satan in the world, and to
set up another kingdom in its place. This was understood by Satan to be his
object: see the notes at <400829>Matthew 8:29; <410124>Mark 1:24.

That had the power of death I understand this as meaning that the devil
was the cause of death in this world. He was the means of its introduction,
and of its long and melancholy reign. This does not “affirm” anything of his
power of inflicting death in particular instances — whatever may be true on
that point — but that “death” was a part of his dominion; that he
introduced it; that he seduced man from God, and led on the train of woes
which result in death. He also made it terrible. Instead of being regarded as
falling asleep, or being looked on without alarm, it becomes under him the
means of terror and distress. What “power” Satan may have in inflicting
death in particular instances no one can tell. The Jewish Rabbis speak much
of Sammael, “the angel of death” — tw,m;h1<h4191> Ëa1l]m1<h4397>— who they
supposed had the control of life, and was the great messenger employed in
closing it. The Scriptures, it is believed, are silent on that point. But that
Satan was the means of introducing “death into the world, and all our
woe,” no one can doubt; and over the whole subject, therefore, he may be
said to have had POWER. To “destroy” that dominion: to rescue man; to
restore him to life; to place him in a world where death is unknown; to
introduce a state of things where “not another one would ever die,” was
the great purpose for which the Redeemer came. What a noble object!
What enterprise in the universe has been so grand and noble as this! Surely
an undertaking that contemplates the annihilation of DEATH; that designs to
bring this dark dominion to an end, is full of benevolence, and commends
itself to every man as worthy of his profound attention and gratitude. What
woes are caused by death in this world! They are seen everywhere. The
earth is “arched with graves.” In almost every dwelling death has been
doing his work of misery. The palace cannot exclude him; and he comes
unbidden into the cottage. He finds his way to the dwelling of ice in which
the Esquimaux and the Greenlander live; to the tent of the Bedouin Arab,
and the wandering Tartar; to the wigwam of the Indian, and to the harem
of the Turk; to the splendid mansion of the rich, as well as to the abode of
the poor. That reign of death has now extended near 6,000 years, and will
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travel on to future times — meeting each generation, and consigning the
young, the vigorous, the lovely, and the pure, to dust. Shall that gloomy
reign continue forever? Is there no way to arrest it? Is there no place where
death can be excluded? Yes: HEAVEN — and the object of the Redeemer is
to bring us there.

<580215>Hebrews 2:15. And deliver them Not all of them “in fact,” though
the way is open for all. This deliverance relates:

(1) to the DREAD of death. He came to free them from that.

(2) From death itself — that is, ultimately to bring them to a world where
death shall be unknown. The DREAD of death may be removed by the work
of Christ, and they who had been subject to constant alarms on account of
it may be brought to look on it with calmness and peace; and ultimately
they will be brought to a world where it will be wholly unknown. The
DREAD of death is taken away, or they are delivered from that, because

(a) the CAUSE of that dread — to wit, sin, is removed; see the notes at
<461554>1 Corinthians 15:54,55.

(b) Because they are enabled to look to the world beyond with triumphant
joy. Death conducts them to heaven. A Christian has nothing to fear in
death; nothing beyond the grave. In no part of the universe has he any
thing to dread, for God is his friend, and he will be his Protector
everywhere. On the dying bed; in the grave; on the way up to the
judgment; at the solemn tribunal; and in the eternal world, he is under the
eye and the protection of his Saviour — and of what should he be afraid?

Who through fear of death From the dread of dying — that is, whenever
they think of it, and they think of it “so often” as to make them slaves of
that fear. This obviously means the natural dread of dying, and not
particularly the fear of punishment beyond. It is that indeed which often
gives its principal terror to the dread of death, but still the apostle refers
here evidently to natural death — as an object which people fear. All men
have, by nature, this dread of dying — and perhaps some of the inferior
creation have it also. It is certain that it exists in the heart of every man,
and that God has implanted it there for some wise purpose. There is the
dread:

(1) of the dying pang, or pain
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(2) Of the darkness and gloom of mind that attends it.

(3) Of the unknown world beyond — the “evil that we know not of.”

(4) Of the chilliness, and loneliness, and darkness of the grave.

(5) Of the solemn trial at the bar of God.

(6) Of the condemnation which awaits the guilty — the apprehension of
future wo.

There is no other evil that we fear so much as we do DEATH — and there is
nothing more clear than that God INTENDED that we should have a dread
of dying. The REASONS why he designed this are equally clear:

(1) One may have been to lead people to PREPARE for it — which
otherwise they would neglect.

(2) Another, to “deter them from committing self-murder” — where
nothing else would deter them. Facts have shown that it was necessary that
there should be some strong principle in the human bosom to prevent this
crime — and even the dread of death does not ALWAYS do it. So sick do
people become of the life that God gave them; so weary of the world; so
overwhelmed with calamity; so oppressed with disappointment and cares,
that they lay violent hands on themselves, and rush unbidden into the awful
presence of their Creator. This would occur more frequently by far than it
now does, if it were not for the salutary fear of death which God has
implanted in every bosom. The feelings of the human heart; on this subject
were never more accurately or graphically drawn than in the celebrated
Soliloquy of Hamlet:

  — to die; — to sleep —  No more; — and by a sleep, to say we end  The
heart-ache, and the thousand natural shocks  That flesh is heir to, — ‘tis a
consummation  Devoutly to be wished. To die — to sleep —  To sleep: —
perchance to dream; — ay, there’s the rub;  For in that deep of death what
dreams may come,  When we have shuffled off this mortal coil,  Must give us
pause: — there’s the respect  That makes calamity of so long a life:  For who
would bear the whips and scorns of time,  The oppressor’s wrong, the proud
man’s contumely,  The pangs of despised love, the law’s delay,  The insolence
of office, and the spurns  That patient merit of the unworthy takes,  When he
himself might his quietus make  With a bare bodkin? Who would fardels bear,
To grunt and sweat under a weary life;  But that the dread of something after
death,  The undiscovered country from whose bourne  No traveler returns,
puzzles the will;  And makes us rather bear those ills we have,  Than fly to
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others that we know not of?  Thus conscience does make cowards of us all,
And thus the native hue of resolution  Is sicklied o’er with the pale cast of
thought;  And enterprises of great pith and moment  With this regard their
currents turn awry,  And lose the name of action.

God PLANNED that man should be deterred from rushing uncalled into His
awful presence, by this salutary dread of death — and his implanting this
feeling in the human heart is one of the most striking and conclusive proofs
of a moral government over the world. This instinctive dread of death can
be overcome ONLY by religion — and THEN man does not need it to
reconcile him to life. He becomes submissive to trials. He is willing to bear
all that is laid on him. He resigns himself to the dispensations of
Providence, and feels that life, even in affliction, is the gift of God, and is a
valuable endowment. He now dreads “self-murder” as a crime of deep dye,
and religion restrains him and keeps him by a more mild and salutary
restraint than the dread of death. The man who has true religion is willing
to live or to die; he feels that life is the gift of God, and that he will take it
away in the best time and manner; and feeling this, he is willing to leave all
in his hands. We may remark:

(1) How much do we owe to religion! It is the only thing that will
effectually take away the dread of death, and yet secure this point — to
make man willing to live in all the circumstances where God may place
him. It is possible that philosophy or stoicism may remove to a great extent
the dread of death — but then it will be likely to make man willing to take
his life if he is placed in trying circumstances. Such an effect it had on Cato
in Utica; and such an effect it had on Hume, who maintained that suicide
was lawful, and that to turn a current of blood from its accustomed channel
was of no more consequence than to change the course of any other fluid!

(2) In what a sad condition is the sinner! There are thousands who never
think of death with composure, and who all their life long are subject to
bondage through the fear of it. They never think of it if they can avoid it;
and when it is forced upon them, it fills them with alarm. They attempt to
drive the thought away. They travel; they plunge into business; they occupy
the mind with trifles; they drown their fears in the intoxicating bowl: but all
this tends only to make death more terrific and awful when the reality
comes. If man were wise, he would seek an interest in that religion which,
if it did nothing else, would deliver him from the dread of death; and the
influence of the gospel in this respect, if it exerted no other, is worth to a
man all the sacrifices and self-denials which it would ever require.
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All their life-time subject to bondage Slaves of fear; in a depressed and
miserable condition, like slaves under a master. They have no freedom; no
comfort; no peace. From this miserable state Christ comes to deliver man.
Religion enables him to look calmly on death and the judgment, and to feel
that all will be well.

<580216>Hebrews 2:16. For verily Truly.

He took not on him the nature of angels Margin, “He taketh not hold of
angels, but of the seed of Abraham he taketh hold.” The word used here —
epilambanetai <1949> — means, to take hold upon; to seize; to surprise; to
take hold with a view to detain for oneself. Robinson. Then it means to
take hold of one as by the hand — with a view to aid, conduct, or succour;
<410823>Mark 8:23; <442319>Acts 23:19. It is rendered “took,” <410823>Mark 8:23;
<420947>Luke 9:47; 14:4; <440927>Acts 9:27; 17:19; 18:17; 21:30,33; 23:19;
<580809>Hebrews 8:9; “caught,” <401431>Matthew 14:31; <441619>Acts 16:19; “take hold,”
<422020>Luke 20:20,26; “lay hold,” and “laid hold,” <422326>Luke 23:26; <540612>1
Timothy 6:12. The general idea is that of seizing upon, or laying hold of
anyone — no matter what the object is — whether to aid, or to drag to
punishment, or simply to conduct. Here it means to lay hold with reference
to “aid,” or “help;” and the meaning is, that he did not seize the nature of
angels, or take it to himself with reference to rendering “them” aid, but he
assumed the nature of man — in order to aid “him.” He undertook the
work of human redemption, and consequently it was necessary for him to
be man.

But he took on him the seed of Abraham He came to help the descendants
of Abraham, and consequently, since they were men, he became a man.
Writing to Jews, it was not unnatural for the apostle to refer particularly to
them as the descendants of Abraham, though this does not exclude the idea
that he died for the whole human race. It was true that he came to render
aid to the descendants of Abraham, but it was also true that he died for all.
The fact that I love one of my children, and that I make provision for his
education, and TELL him so, does not exclude the idea that I love the
others also — and that I may make to them a similar appeal when it shall
be proper.

<580217>Hebrews 2:17. Wherefore in all things In respect to his body; his
soul; his rank and character. There was a propriety that he should be like
them, and should partake of their nature. The meaning is, that there was a
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fitness that nothing should be wanting in him in reference to the innocent
propensities and sympathies of human nature.

It behoved him It became him; or there was a fitness and propriety in it.
The reason why it was proper, the apostle proceeds to state.

Like unto his brethren Like unto those who sustained to him the relation of
brethren; particularly as he undertook to redeem the descendants of
Abraham, and as he was a descendant of Abraham himself, there was a
propriety that he should be like them. He calls them brethren; and it was
proper that he should show that he regarded them as such by assuming
their nature.

That he might be a merciful and faithful high priest

(1) That he might be “merciful;” that is, compassionate. That he might
know how to pity us in our infirmities and trials, by having a nature like
our own.

(2) That he might be “faithful;” that is, perform with fidelity all the
functions pertaining to the office of high priest. The idea is, that it was
needful that he should become a man; that he should experience as we do
the infirmities and trials of life, and that by being a man, and partaking of
all that pertained to man except his sins, he might feel how necessary it was
that there should be “fidelity” in the office of high priest. Here was a race
of sinners and sufferers. They were exposed to the wrath of God. They
were liable to everlasting punishment. The judgment impended over the
race, and the day of vengeance hastened on. “All now depended on the
great high priest.” All their hope Was in his “fidelity” to the great office
which he had undertaken. If he were faithful, all would be safe; if he were
unfaithful, all would be lost. Hence, the necessity that he should enter fully
into the feelings, fears, and dangers of man; that he should become one of
the race and be identified with them, so that he might be qualified to
perform with faithfulness the great trust committed to him.

High priest The Jewish high priest was the successor of Aaron, and was at
the head of the ministers of religion among the Jews. He was set apart with
solemn ceremonies — clad in his sacred vestments — and anointed with
oil; <022905>Exodus 29:5-9; <030802>Leviticus 8:2. He was by his office the general
judge of all that pertained to religion, and even of the judicial affairs of the
Jewish nation; <051708>Deuteronomy 17:8-12; 19:17; 21:5; 33:9,10. He only
had the privilege of entering the most holy place once a year, on the great
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day of expiation, to make atonement for the sins of the whole people;
<031602>Leviticus 16:2, etc. He was the oracle of truth — so that when clothed
in his proper vestments, and having on the Urim and Thummim, he made
known the will of God in regard to future events. The Lord Jesus became
in the Christian dispensation what the Jewish high priest was in the old; and
an important object of this Epistle is to show that he far surpassed the
Jewish high priest, and in what respects the Jewish high priest was
designed to typify the Redeemer. Paul, therefore, early introduces the
subject, and shows that the Lord Jesus came to perform the functions of
that sacred office, and that he was eminently endowed for it.

In things pertaining to God In offering sacrifice; or in services of a
religious nature. The GREAT purpose was to offer sacrifice, and make
intercession; and the idea is, that Jesus took on himself our nature that he
might sympathize with us; that thus he might be faithful to the great trust
committed to him — the redemption of the world. Had HE been unfaithful,
all would have been lost, and the world would have sunk down to wo.

To make reconciliation By his death as a sacrifice. The word used here —
iJlaskomai <2433> — occurs but in one other place in the New Testament
(<421813>Luke 18:13), where it is rendered “God be merciful to me a sinner;”
that is, reconciled to me. The noun (iJlasmov <2434> — “propitiation”) is
used in <620202>1 John 2:2; 4:10. The word here means properly to “appease,”
to reconcile, to conciliate; and hence, to “propitiate” as to “sins;” that is, to
propitiate God in reference to sins, or to render him propitious. The Son of
God became a man, that he might so fully enter into the feelings of the
people as to be faithful, and that he might be qualified as a high priest to
perform the great work of rendering God propitious in regard to sins. How
he did this, is fully shown in the subsequent parts of the Epistle.

<580218>Hebrews 2:18. For in that he himself ... “Because” he has suffered,
he is able to sympathize with sufferers.

Being tempted Or, being “tried.” The Greek word used here is more
general in its meaning than the English word “tempted.” It means to “put
to the proof;” to try the nature or character of; and this may be done either:

(1) by subjecting a person to “afflictions” or “sufferings” that his true
character may be tried — that it may be seen whether he has sincere piety
and love to God; or
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(2) by allowing one to fall into “temptation,” properly so called — where
some strong inducement to evil is presented to the mind, and where it
becomes thus a “trial” of virtue. The Saviour was subjected to both these
in as severe a form as was ever presented to people. His sufferings
surpassed all others; and the temptations of Satan (see Matthew 4) were
presented in the most alluring form in which he could exhibit them. Being
“proved” or “tried” in both these respects, he showed that he had a
strength of virtue which could bear all that could ever occur to seduce him
from attachment to God; and at the same time to make him a perfect model
for those who should be tried in the same manner.

He is able to succour ... This does not mean that he would not have had
“power” to assist others if he had not gone through these sufferings, but
that he is now qualified to sympathize with them from the fact that he has
endured like trials.

“He knows what sore temptations mean,
For he has felt the same.”

The idea is, that one who has himself been called to suffer is able to
sympathize with those who suffer; one who has been tempted, is able to
sympathize with those who are tempted in like manner. One who has been
sick is qualified to sympathize with the sick; one who has lost a child, can
sympathize with him who follows his beloved son or daughter to the grave;
one who has had some strong temptation to sin urged upon himself can
sympathize with those who are now tempted; one who has never been sick,
or who has never buried a friend, or been tempted, is poorly qualified to
impart consolation in such scenes. Hence, it is that ministers of the gospel
are often — like their Master — much persecuted and afflicted, that they
may be able to assist others. Hence, they are called to part with the
children of their love; or to endure long and painful sicknesses, or to pass
through scenes of poverty and want, that they may sympathize with the
most humble and afflicted of their flock. And they should be willing to
endure all this; because:

(1) thus they are like their Master (compare <510124>Colossians 1:24;
<500310>Philippians 3:10); and

(2) they are thus enabled to be far more extensively useful. Many a minister
owes a large part of his usefulness to the fact that he has been much
afflicted; and for those afflictions, therefore, he should unfeignedly thank



107

God. The idea which is here expressed by the apostle — that one is
enabled to sympathize with others from having himself suffered, was long
since beautifully expressed by Virgil:

“Me quoque per multos similis fortuna labores,
Jactatam, hac demum voluit consistere terra.

Non ignara mali, miseris succurrere disco — Aeneid I. 628.

“For I myself like you have been distressed,
Till heaven afforded me this place of rest:

Like you, an alien in a land unknown,
I learn to pity woes so like my own — Dryden

Jesus is thus able to alleviate the sufferer. In all our temptations and trials
let us remember:

(1) that he suffered more — infinitely more — than we can do, and that in
all our sorrows we shall never reach what he endured. We enter no region
of trial where he has not gone beyond us; we tread no dark and gloomy
way where he has not gone before us.

(2) that he is to us “a brother,” for he “is not ashamed to call us brethren.”
He had a nature like ours; he condescended to appear as one of our race,
with all the innocent propensities and passions of a man. What matchless
condescension! And what an honor for us to be permitted to address him
as an “older brother,” and to know that he feels a deep sympathy in our
woes!

(3) Let us then, in all times of affliction, look to him. Go not, suffering
Christian, to philosophy; attempt not to deaden your feelings by the art of
the Stoic; but go at once to the Saviour — the great, sympathizing High
Priest, who is able to succour you — and rest your burdens on him.

“His heart is made of tenderness,
His soul is filled with love.

“Touch’d with a sympathy within,
He knows our feeble frame;

He knows what sore temptations mean,
For he has felt the same.

“Then let our humble faith address
His mercy and his power;

We shall obtain delivering grace,
In every trying hour.”
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 3

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

In Hebrews 3, the Jews valued their religion on many accounts. One was
that it had been given by the instrumentality of distinguished prophets sent
from God, and by the medium of angels. The apostle, in the previous
chapters, had shown that in these respects the Christian religion had the
advantage over theirs, for it had been communicated by one who was
superior to any of the prophets, and who had a rank above the angels. Next
to this, they valued their religion because it had been imparted by a Law-
giver so eminent as Moses — a man more distinguished than any other one
on earth as a legislator. To him they looked with pride as the founder of
their economy, and the medium through whom God had given them their
special laws. Next to him, their high priest was the most important
functionary in the nation. He was at the head of their religion, and served
to distinguish it from all others, for they had no conception of any form of
true religion unless the office of high priest was recognized. The apostle,
therefore, proceeds to show that in these respects the Christian religion had
lost nothing, but had the advantage altogether — that it was founded by
one superior to Moses, and that Christ as high priest was superior by far to
the high priest of the Jews.

This chapter (Hebrews 3), and to <580413>Hebrews 4:13, relates to the first of
these points, and is occupied with showing the superiority of the Redeemer
to Moses, and the consequences which result from the admission of that
fact. It consists, therefore, of two parts.

I. The first is employed in showing that if the Author of the Christian
religion is compared with Moses, he has the preference; <580301>Hebrews 3:1-6.
Moses was indeed faithful, but it was “as a servant.” Christ was faithful,
“as a son.” He had a rank as much above that of Moses as one who builds
a house has over the house itself.

II. The consequences that resulted from that; <580307>Hebrews 3:7-19, and
<580401>Hebrews 4:1-13. The general doctrine here is, that there would be
special danger in apostatising from the Christian religion — danger far
superior to that which was threatened to the Israelites if they were
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disobedient to Moses. In illustrating this, the apostle is naturally led to a
statement of the warnings against defection under Moses, and of the
consequences of unbelief and rebellion there. He entreats them, therefore,

(1) not to harden their hearts against God, as the Israelites did, who were
excluded from Canaan; <580307>Hebrews 3:7-11.

(2) To be on their guard against unbelief; Hebrews 2: 12.

(3) To exhort one another constantly, and to stimulate one another, that
they might not fall away; <580213>Hebrews 2:13.

(4) To hold the beginning of their confidence steadfast unto the end, and
not to provoke God as they did who came out of Egypt; <580314>Hebrews 3:14-
19. In the following chapter (<580301>Hebrews 3:1-13) he completes the
exhortation, by showing them that many who came out of Egypt were
excluded from the promised land, and that there was equal danger now;
and then proceeds with the comparison of Christ with the Jewish high
priest, and extends that comparison through the remainder of the doctrinal
part of the Epistle.

<580301>Hebrews 3:1. Wherefore That is, since Christ sustains such a
character as has been stated in the previous chapter; since he is so able to
succour those who need assistance; since he assumed our nature that he
might be a merciful and faithful high priest, his character ought to be
attentively considered, and we ought to endeavor fully to understand it.

Holy brethren The name “brethren” is often given to Christians to denote
that they are of one family. It is “possible,” also, that the apostle may have
used the word here in a double sense — denoting that they were his
brethren as “Christians,” and as “Jews.” The word “holy” is applied to
them to denote that they were set apart to God, or that they were
sanctified. The Jews were often called a “holy people,” as being
consecrated to God; and Christians are holy, not only as consecrated to
God, but as sanctified.

Partakers of the heavenly calling On the meaning of the word “calling,”
see the notes at <490401>Ephesians 4:1. The “heavenly calling” denotes the
calling which was given to them from heaven, or which was of a heavenly
nature. It pertained to heaven, not to earth; it came from heaven, not from
earth; it was a calling TO the reward and happiness of heaven, and not to
the pleasures and honors of the world.
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Consider Attentively ponder all that is said of the Messiah. Think of his
rank; his dignity; his holiness; his sufferings; his death; his resurrection,
ascension, intercession. Think of him that you may see the claims to a holy
life; that you may learn to bear trials; that you may be kept from apostasy.
The character and work of the Son of God are worthy of the profound and
prayerful consideration of every man; and especially every Christian should
reflect much on him. Of the friend that we love we think much; but what
friend have we like the Lord Jesus?

The apostle The word “apostle” is nowhere else applied to the Lord Jesus.
The word means one who “is sent” — and in this sense it might be applied
to the Redeemer as one “sent” by God, or as by way of eminence THE one
sent by him. But the connection seems to demand that; there should be
some allusion here to one who sustained a similar rank among the Jews;
and it is probable that the allusion is to Moses, as having been the great
apostle of God to the Jewish people, and that Paul here means to say, that
the Lord Jesus, under the new dispensation, filled the place of Moses AND
of the high priest under the old, and that the office of “apostle” and “high
priest,” instead of being now separated, as it was between Moses and
Aaron under the old dispensation, was now blended in the Messiah. The
name “apostle” is not indeed given to Moses directly in the Old Testament,
but the verb from which the Hebrew word for apostle is derived is
frequently given him. Thus, in <020310>Exodus 3:10, it is said, “Come now,
therefore, and I will send thee unto Pharaoh.” And in <580313>Hebrews 3:13,
“The God of your fathers hath sent me unto you.” So also in <580314>Hebrews
3:14,15, of the same chapter. From the word there used — jl1v;<h7971> —

“to send.” The word denoting “apostle” — j1yliv] — is derived; and it is
not improbable that Moses would be regarded as being by way of eminence
THE one “sent” by God. Further, the Jews applied the word j1yliv] —
“apostle,” to the minister of the synagogue; to him who presided over its
affairs, and who had the general charge of the services there; and in this
sense it might be applied by way of eminence to Moses as being the general
director and controller of the religious affairs of the nation, and as “sent”
for that purpose. The object of Paul is to show that the Lord Jesus in the
Christian system — as the great apostle sent from God — sustained a rank
and office similar to this, but superior in dignity and authority.

And High Priest One great object of this Epistle is to compare the Lord
Jesus with the high priest of the Jews, and to show that he was in all
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respects superior. This was important, because the office of high priest was
what eminently distinguished the Jewish religion, and because the Christian
religion proposed to abolish that. It became necessary, therefore, to show
that all that was dignified and valuable in that office was to be found in the
Christian system. This was done by showing that in the Lord Jesus was
found all the characteristics of a high priest, and that all the functions
which had been performed in the Jewish ritual were performed by him, and
that all which had been prefigured by the Jewish high priest was fulfilled in
him. The apostle here merely alludes to him, or names him as the high
priest, and then postpones the consideration of his character in that respect
until after he had compared him with Moses.

Of our profession Of our religion; of that religion which we profess. The
apostle and high priest whom we confessed as ours when we embraced the
Christian religion.

<580302>Hebrews 3:2. Who was faithful see the note, <580217>Hebrews 2:17. He
performed with fidelity all the functions entrusted to him.

To him that appointed him Margin, “made.” The word “made,” however,
is used in the sense of constituted, or appointed. The meaning is, that he
was faithful to God. Perhaps Paul urges on them the necessity of
considering “his fidelity” in order to keep “them” from the danger of
apostasy. A leading object of this Epistle was to preserve those whom he
had addressed from apostatizing from God amidst the temptations and
trials to which they were exposed. In doing this, what could be a more
powerful argument than to direct their attention to the unwavering
constancy and fidelity of the Lord Jesus? The “importance” of such a virtue
in the Saviour is manifest. It is seen everywhere; and all the great interests
of the world depend on it. A husband should maintain inviolate fidelity
toward a wife, and a wife toward her husband; a child should be faithful to
a parent, a clerk and apprentice to his employer, a lawyer to his client, a
physician to his patient, an ambassador to the government that
commissions him. No matter what may be the temptations in the way, in all
these, and in all other relations, there should be inviolate fidelity. The
welfare of the world depended on the faithfulness of the Lord Jesus. Had
HE failed in that, all would have been lost. His fidelity was worthy of the
more attentive consideration from the numerous temptations which beset
his path, and the attempts which were made to turn him aside from his
devotedness to God. Amidst all the temptations of the adversary, and all
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the trials through which he passed, he never for a moment swerved from
fidelity to the great trust which had been committed to his hands. What
better example to preserve them from the temptations to apostasy could
the apostle propose to the Christians whom he addressed? What, in these
temptations and trials, could be more appropriate than for them to consider
the example of the great apostle and high priest of their profession? What
more proper for us now in the trials and temptations of our lives, than to
keep that great and glorious example continually before our eyes?

As also Moses was faithful Fidelity to God was remarkable in Moses. In all
the provocations and rebellions of the Jews, he was firm and unwavering.
This is affirmed of him in <041207>Numbers 12:7, to which place the apostle
here alludes, “My servant, Moses, is not so, who is faithful in all his
house.” The word “house,” as applied to Moses, is used probably in the
sense of “family,” as it often is, and refers to the “family” over which he
presided — that is, the Jewish nation. The whole Jewish people were a
“household,” or the family of God, and Moses was appointed to preside
over it, and was faithful in the functions of his office there.

<580303>Hebrews 3:3. For this man The Lord Jesus. The word “man” is
understood, but there can be no doubt that he is referred to.

Was counted more worthy Was more worthy; or is more worthy. The word
used here does not refer to anything that had been SAID of him, or to any
estimate which had been made of him. It means simply that he was worthy
of more honor than Moses. HOW he was so, Paul proceeds to show.

Of more glory — doxhv <1391>. Honor, dignity, regard. He really had a
higher rank, and was worthy of more respect. This was saying much for the
Messiah, and that it was proper to say this, Paul proceeds to show. He did
not attempt in any way to undervalue Moses and his institutions. He gave
him all the honor which the Jews were themselves disposed to render him.
He admitted that he had been eminently faithful in the station where God
had placed him; and he then proceeds to show that the Lord Jesus was
entitled to honor superior to that, and that hence the Christian religion had
more to attach its friends to it than the Jewish had.

Inasmuch as he who hath builded the house The idea here is, either that he
who is the maker of a house — the architect — is worthy of more respect
than the house itself; or that he who is the founder of a family is worthy of
more honor than the family of which he is the founder. It seems to me that
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the former is the meaning — for the latter is not always true. The founder
of a family may be really deserving of much less respect than some of his
descendants. But it is always true that the architect is worthy of more
respect than the house which he makes. He exhibits intellect and skill. The
house, however splendid, has neither. The plan of the house was drawn by
him; its beauty, its proportions, its ornaments, are what he made them, and
but for him they would not have existed. Michelangelo was worthy of more
honor than “St. Peter’s Cathedral” at Rome; and Sir Christopher Wren
worthy of more than “St. Paul’s Cathedral” at London. Galileo is worthy
of more praise than the telescope, and Fulton more than a steam-engine.
All the evidence of skill and adaptedness that there is in the invention had
its origin in the inventor all the beauty of the statue or the temple had its
origin in the mind of him that designed it. An author is worthy of more
honor than a book; and he that forms a work of art is worthy of more
respect than the work itself. This is the idea here. Paul assumes that all
things owed their origin to the Son of God; <580102>Hebrews 1:2,8,10. He was
the author of the universe; the source of all wise and well-founded systems;
the originator of the Jewish dispensation over which Moses presided.
Whatever beauty or excellence there might have been, therefore, in that
system, was to be traced to him; and whatever ability even Moses
displayed was imparted by him. Christ is really the head of the family over
which Moses presided, and has claims, therefore, to higher honor as such.

<580304>Hebrews 3:4. For every house is builded by some man The words in
this verse are plain, and the sentiment in it clear. The only difficulty is in
seeing the connection, and in understanding how it is intended to bear on
what precedes, or on what follows. It is clear that every house must have a
builder, and equally clear that God is the Creator of all things. But what is
the meaning of this passage in this connection? What is its bearing on the
argument? If the verse was entirely omitted, and the fifth verse read in
connection with the third, there would be apparently nothing wanting to
complete the sense of the writer, or to finish the comparison which he had
commenced. Various ways have been adopted to explain the difficulty.
Perhaps the following observations may remove it, and express the true
sense:

(1) Every family must have a founder; every dispensation an author; every
house a builder. There must be someone, therefore, over ALL
dispensations — the old and the new — the Jewish and the Christian.
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(2) Paul “assumes” that the Lord Jesus was divine. He had demonstrated
this in Hebrews 1; and he argues AS IF this were so, without now stopping
to prove it, or even to affirm it expressly.

(3) God must be over “all things.” He is Creator of all, and he must,
therefore, be over all. As the Lord Jesus, therefore, is divine, he must be
over the Jewish dispensation as well as the Christian — or he must, as
God, have been at the head of that — or over his own family or household.

(4) As such, he must have a glory and honor which could not belong to
Moses. He, in his divine character, was the Author of both the Jewish and
the Christian dispensations, and he must, therefore, have a rank far superior
to that of Moses — which was the point which the apostle designed to
illustrate. The meaning of the whole may be thus expressed. “The Lord
Jesus is worthy of more honor than Moses. He is so, as the maker of a
house deserves more honor than the house. He is divine. In the beginning
he laid the foundation of the earth, and was the agent in the creation of all
things; <580102>Hebrews 1:2,10. He presides, therefore, over everything; and
was over the Jewish and the Christian dispensations — for there must have
been someone over them, or the author of them, as really as it must be true
that every house is built by some person. Being, therefore, over all things,
and at the head of all dispensations, he MUST be more exalted than
Moses.” This seems to me to be the argument — an argument which is
based on the supposition that he is at the head of all things, and that he was
the agent in the creation of all worlds. This view will make all consistent.
The Lord Jesus will be seen to have a claim to a far higher honor than
Moses, and Moses will be seen to have derived his honor, as a servant of
the Mediator, in the economy which he had appointed.

<580305>Hebrews 3:5. Moses was faithful ... as a servant Not as the head of
the dispensation; not as having originated it; but as in the employ and under
the direction of its great Founder and Author — the Messiah. As such a
servant he deserves all the honor for fidelity which has ever been claimed
for him, but it cannot be the honor which is due to him who is at the head
of the family or house. Paul “assumed” that Moses was a “servant,” and
argued on that supposition, without attempting to prove it, because it was
so often affirmed in the Old Testament, and must have been conceded by
all the Jews. In numerous instances he is spoken of as “THE servant of the
Lord;” see <060101>Joshua 1:1,2; 9:24; <130649>1 Chronicles 6:49; <142409>2 Chronicles
24:9; Nehemiah 10: 29; <270911>Daniel 9:11; <021431>Exodus 14:31; <110856>1 Kings
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8:56; <19A526>Psalm 105:26. As this point was undisputed, it was only
necessary to show that the Messiah was superior to a “servant,” in order to
make the argument clear.

For a testimony To bear witness to those truths which were to be revealed;
that is, he was the instrument of the divine communications to the people,
or the medium by which God made his will known. He did not ORIGINATE

the truths himself; but he was the mere medium by which God made known
his truth to his people — a servant whom He employed to make his will
known. The word AFTER here is not necessary in order to a just translation
of this passage, and obscures the sense. It does not mean that he was a
witness of those truths which were to be spoken “subsequently” to his time
under another dispensation, nor those truths which the apostle proposed to
consider in another part of the Epistle, as Doddridge supposes; but it
means merely that Moses stood forth as a public witness of the truths
which God designed to reveal, or which were to be spoken. God did not
speak to his people “directly,” and face to face, but he spoke through
Moses as an organ, or medium. The sense is, Moses was a mere SERVANT

of God to communicate his will to man.

<580306>Hebrews 3:6. But Christ as a Son over his own house He is not a
servant. To the whole household or family of God he sustains the same
relation which a son and heir in a family does to the household. That
relation is far different from that of a servant. Moses was the latter; Christ
was the former. To God he sustained the relation of a Son, and recognized
Him as his Father, and sought in all things to do his will; but over the
whole family of God — the entire Church of all dispensations — he was
like a son over the affairs of a family. Compared with the condition of a
servant, Christ is as much superior to Moses as a son and heir is to the
condition of a servant. A servant owns nothing; is heir to nothing; has no
authority, and no right to control anything, and is himself wholly at the will
of another. A son is the heir of all; has a prospective right to all; and is
looked up to by all with respect. But the idea here is not merely that Christ
is a son; it is that as a son he is placed over the whole arrangements of the
household, and is one to whom all is entrusted as if it were His own.

Whose house we are Of whose family we are a part, or to which we
belong. That is, we belong to the family over which Christ is placed, and
not to what was subject to Moses.
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If we hold fast A leading object of this Epistle is to guard those to whom it
was addressed against the danger of apostasy. Hence, this is introduced on
all suitable occasions, and the apostle here says, that the only evidence
which they could have that they belonged to the family of Christ, would be
that they held fast the confidence which they had unto the end. If they did
not do that, it would demonstrate that they never belonged to his family,
for evidence of having belonged to his household was to be furnished only
by perseverance to the end.

The confidence The word used here originally means “the liberty of
speaking boldly and without restraint;” then it means boldness or
confidence in general.

And the rejoicing The word used here means properly “glorying,
boasting,” and then rejoicing. These words are used here in an adverbial
signification, and the meaning is, that the Christian has “a confident and a
rejoicing hope.” It is:

(1) confident — bold — firm. It is not like the timid hope of the Pagan,
and the dreams and conjectures of the philosopher; it is not that which
gives way at every breath of opposition; it is bold, firm, and manly. It is

(2) “rejoicing” — triumphant, exulting. Why should not the hope of heaven
fill with joy? Why should not he exult who has the prospect of everlasting
happiness?

Unto the end To the end of life. Our religion, our hope, our confidence in
God must he persevered in to the end of life, if we would have evidence
that we are his children. If hope is cherished for a while and then
abandoned; if people profess religion and then fall away, no matter what
were their raptures and triumphs, it proves that they never had any real
piety. No evidence can be strong enough to prove that a man is a Christian,
unless it leads him to persevere to the end of life.

<580307>Hebrews 3:7. Wherefore In view of the fact that the Author of the
Christian dispensation has a rank far superior to that of Moses. Because
Christ has claims on us far greater than those which Moses had, let us
hearken to his voice, and dread his displeasure.

As the Holy Ghost saith In <199507>Psalm 95:7-11. This is full proof that in the
estimation of the author of this Epistle the writer of this Psalm was
inspired. The Holy Spirit speaks through the word which he has revealed.
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The apostle quotes this passage and applies it to those whom he addressed,
because the admonition was as pertinent and important under the Christian
dispensation, as it was under the Jewish. The danger of hardening the heart
by neglecting to hear his voice was as great, and the consequences would
be as fearful and alarming. We should regard the solemn warnings in the
Old Testament against sin, and against the danger of apostasy, as
addressed by the Holy Spirit to us. They are as applicable to us as they
were to those to whom they were at first addressed; and we need all the
influence of such appeals, to keep us from apostasy as much as they did.

Today Now; at present. At the very time when the command is addressed
to you. It is not to be put off until tomorrow. All God’s commands relate
to “the present” — to this day — to the passing moment. He gives us no
commands “about the future.” He does not require us to repent and to turn
to him “tomorrow,” or 10 years hence. The reasons are obvious:

(1) Duty pertains to the present. It is our duty to turn from sin, and to love
him now.

(2) We know not that we shall live to another day. A command, therefore,
could not extend to that time unless it were accompanied with “a
revelation” that we should live until then — and such a revelation God
does not choose to give. Every one, therefore, should feel that whatever
commands God addresses to him are addressed to him NOW. Whatever
guilt he incurs by neglecting those commands is incurred now. For the
present neglect and disobedience each one is to answer — and each one
must give account to God for what he does today.

If ye will hear In case you are willing to hearken to God, listen now, and
do not defer it to a future period. There is much in a “willingness” to hear
the voice of God. A willingness to learn is usually the precursor of great
attainments in knowledge. A “willingness” to reform, is usually the
precursor of reformation. Get a man “willing” to break off his habits of
profaneness or intemperance, and usually all the rest is easy. The great
difficulty in the mind of a sinner is in his WILL. He is unwilling to hear the
voice of God; unwilling that he should reign over him; unwilling now to
attend to religion. While this unwillingness lasts he will make no efforts,
and he sees, or creates a thousand difficulties in the way of his becoming a
Christian. But when that unwillingness is overcome, and he is disposed to
engage in the work of religion, difficulties vanish, and the work of
salvation becomes easy.
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His voice The voice of God speaking to us:

(1) in his written word;

(2) in the preached gospel;

(3) in our own consciences;

(4) in the events of his Providence;

(5) in the admonitions of our relatives and friends.

Whatever conveys to us the truth of God, or is adapted to impress that on
us, may be regarded as “his voice” speaking to us. He thus speaks to us
“every day” in some of these ways; and every day, therefore, he may
entreat us not to harden our hearts.

<580308>Hebrews 3:8. Harden not your hearts Do not render the heart
insensible to the divine voice and admonition. A hard heart is that where
the conscience is seared and insensible; where truth makes no impression;
where no religious effect is produced by afflictions; where preaching is
listened to without interest; and where the mind is unaffected by the
appeals of friends. The idea here is, that a refusal to listen to the voice of
God is connected with a hardening of the heart. It is in two ways:

(1) The very refusal to do this tends to harden it. And

(2) in order to resist the appeals of God, people must resort to the means
of “voluntarily” hardening the heart.

This they do by setting themselves against the truth; by the excuses which
they offer for not becoming Christians: by plunging into sin in order to
avoid serious impressions; and by direct resistance of the Holy Spirit. No
inconsiderable part of the efforts of sinners consists in endeavoring to
produce insensibility in their minds to the truth and the appeals of God.

As in the provocation Literally, “in the embittering” — en <1722> tw <3588>

parapikrasmw <3894>. Then it means what embitters or provokes the mind
— as disobedience. Here it refers to what they did to “embitter” the mind
of God against them; that is to the course of conduct which was adopted to
provoke him to wrath.

In the day of temptation In the time of temptation — the word “day” being
used here, as it is often, to denote an indefinite period, or “time” in general.
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The word “temptation” here refers to the various provocations by which
they “tried” the patience of God. They rebelled against him; they did what
put the divine patience and forbearance to a trial. It does not mean that
they tempted God to do evil, but that his long-suffering was “tried” by their
sins.

In the wilderness The desert through which they passed. The word
“wilderness” in the Scriptures commonly means a “desert;” see the notes at
<400301>Matthew 3:1. “One provocation was in demanding bread at Sin; a
second for want of water at Massah or Meribah; a third time at Sinai with
the golden calf; a fourth time at Taberah for want of flesh; a fifth time at
Kadesh when they refused to go up into Canaan, and the oath came that
they should die in the wilderness. A like refusal may prevent us from
entering into rest.” — Dr. John P. Wilson, Manuscript Notes.

<580309>Hebrews 3:9. Proved me “As if they would have made an experiment
how much it was possible for me to bear.” — Doddridge. The meaning is:
“they put my patience to a thorough trial.”

And saw my works That is, my miracles, or my interpositions in their
behalf. They saw the wonders at the Red Sea, the descent on Mount Sinai,
the supply of manna, etc., and yet while seeing those works they rebelled.
Even while sinners look on the doings of God, and are surrounded by the
proofs of his power and goodness, they rebel, and provoke him to anger.
Men sin when God is filling their houses with plenty; when he opens his
hand daily to supply their wants; when they behold the manifestations of
his goodness on the sea and on the land; and even in the midst of all the
blessings of redemption, they provoke him to wrath.

Forty years The whole time during which they were passing from Egypt to
the promised land. This may mean either that they saw his works forty
years, or that they tempted him forty years. The sense is not materially
affected whichever interpretation is preferred.

<580310>Hebrews 3:10. Wherefore I was grieved On the word “grieved,” see
the notes at <490430>Ephesians 4:30. The word here means that he was offended
with, or that he was indignant at them.

They do always err in their heart Their long trial of forty years had been
sufficient to show that it was a characteristic of the people that they were
disposed to wander from God. Forty years are enough to show what the
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character is. They had seen his works; they had been called to obey him;
they had received his Law; and yet their conduct during that time had
shown that they were not disposed to obey him. So of an individual. A man
who has lived in sin forty years; who during all that time has rebelled
against God, and disregarded all his appeals; who has lived for himself and
not for his Maker, has shown what his character is. Longer time is
unnecessary; and if God should then cut him down and consign him to hell,
he could not be blamed for doing it. A man who during forty years will live
in sin, and resist all the appeals of God, shows what is in his heart, and no
injustice is done if then he is summoned before God, and he swears that he
shall not enter into his rest.

And they have not known my ways They have been rebellious. They have
not been acquainted with the true God; or they have not “approved” my
doings. The word “know” is often used in the Scriptures in the sense of
“approving,” or “loving;” see the notes at <400723>Matthew 7:23.

<580311>Hebrews 3:11. So I sware in my wrath God is often represented in
the Scriptures as “swearing” — and usually as swearing by himself, or by
his own existence. Of course this in figurative, and denotes a strong
affirmation, or a settled and determined purpose. An oath with us implies
the strongest affirmation, or the expression of the most settled and
determined purpose of mind. The meaning here is, that so refractory and
perverse had they showed themselves, that he solemnly resolved that they
should never enter into the land of Canaan.

They shall not enter into my rest Margin, As in the original, “if they shall
enter.” That is, they shall not enter. The word (µai<h518>) “if” has this
negative meaning in Hebrew, and this meaning is transferred to the Greek
word “if;” compare <090317>1 Samuel 3:17; <100335>2 Samuel 3:35; <120631>2 Kings 6:31.
It is called “my rest” here, meaning that it was such rest as God had
provided, or such as he enjoyed. The particular “rest” referred to here was
that of the land of Canaan, but which was undoubtedly regarded as
emblematic of the “rest” in heaven. Into that rest God solemnly said they
should never enter. They had been rebellious. All the means of reclaiming
them had failed. God had warned and entreated them; he had caused his
mercies to pass before them, and had visited them with judgments in vain;
and he now declares that for all their rebellion they should be excluded
from the promised land. God speaks here in the manner of human beings.
Men are affected with feelings of indignation in such circumstances, and
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God makes use of such language as expresses such feelings. But we are to
understand it in a manner consistent with his character, and we are not to
suppose that he is affected with the same emotions which agitate the
bosoms of people. The meaning is, that he formed and expressed a
deliberate and solemn purpose that they should never enter into the
promised land. Whether this “rest” refers here to heaven, and whether the
meaning is that God would exclude them from that blessed world, will be
more appropriately considered in the next chapter. The particular idea is,
that they were to be excluded from the promised land, and that they should
fall in the wilderness. No one can doubt, also, that their conduct had been
such as to show that the great body of them were unfit to enter into
heaven.

<580312>Hebrews 3:12. Take heed, brethren In view of the conduct of the
rebellious Jews, and of their fearful doom, be on your guard lest you also
be found to have had the same feelings of rebellion and unbelief. See to it,
that under the new dispensation, and in the enjoyment of the privileges of
the gospel, you be not found to manifest such feelings as shall exclude you
from the heavenly world. The “principle” has been settled by their unbelief
that they who oppose God will be excluded from his rest. That may be
shown under all dispensations, and in all circumstances, and there is not
less danger of it under the gospel than there was when the fathers were
conducted to the promised land. You are traveling through a wilderness —
the barren wilderness of this world. You are exposed to trials and
temptations. You meet with many a deadly and mighty foe. You have
hearts prone to apostasy and sin. You are seeking a land of promise; a land
of rest. You are surrounded by the wonders of Almighty power, and by the
proofs of infinite beneficence. Disobedience and rebellion in you will as
certainly exclude you from heaven as their rebellion did them from the
promised land; and as their great sin was unbelief, be on your guard lest
you manifest the same.

An evil heart of unbelief An evil, unbelieving heart. The word “unbelief” is
used to qualify the word “heart,” by a Hebraism — a mode of speech that
is common in the New Testament. An unbelieving heart was the cause of
“their” apostasy, and what worked their ruin will produce ours. The root of
their evil was “a want of confidence in God” — and this is what is meant
here by a heart of unbelief. The great difficulty on earth everywhere is a
“want of confidence in God” — and this has produced all the ills that man
has ever suffered. It led to the first apostasy; and it has led to every other
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apostasy — and will continue to produce the same effects to the end of the
world. The apostle says that this heart of unbelief is “evil.” Men often feel
that it is a matter of little consequence whether they have faith or not,
provided their conduct is right; and hence, they do not see or admit the
propriety of what is said about the consequences of unbelief in the
Scriptures. But what do they say about a want of confidence between a
husband and wife? Are there no evils in that? What husband can sleep with
quietness on his pillow, if he has no confidence in the virtue of his wife?
What child can have peace who has no confidence in a parent? How can
there be prosperity in a community where there is no confidence in a bank,
or an insurance office, or where one merchant has no confidence in
another; where a neighbor has no confidence in his neighbor; where the
sick have no confidence in a physician, and where in general all confidence
is broken up between man and man? If I wished to produce the deepest
distress in any community, and had the power, I would produce the same
want of confidence between man and man which there is now between man
and his Maker. I would thus take away sleep from the pillow of every
husband and wife; every parent and child; and make every man wretched
with the feeling that all the property which he had was insecure. Among
people, nothing is seen to be productive of greater evil than a want of
confidence or faith — and why should not the same evil exist in the divine
administration? And if want of confidence produces such results between
man and man, why should it not produce similar, or greater, miseries where
it occurs in relation to God? There is not an evil that man endures which
might not be alleviated or removed by confidence in God; and hence one
great object of the Christian religion is, to restore to man his lost
confidence in the God that made him.

In departing from the living God Manifested in departing from him; or
leading to a departure from him. The idea is, that such a heart of unbelief
would be connected with apostasy from God. All apostasy first exists in the
heart, and then is manifested in the life. They who indulge in unbelief in any
form, or in regard to any subject, should remember that this is the great
source of all alienation from God, and that if indulged it will lead to
complete apostasy. They who wish to live a life of piety should keep the
heart right. He that lives “by the faith of the Son of God” is safe; and none
is safe but he.

<580313>Hebrews 3:13. But exhort one another daily This is addressed to the
members of the churches; and it follows, therefore:
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(l) that it is their duty to exhort their brethren; and

(2) that it is their duty to do it “daily;” that is, constantly; see <581025>Hebrews
10:25; <520418>1 Thessalonians 4:18; 5:11; note <451208>Romans 12:8. While this is
the special duty of the ministers of the gospel (<540602>1 Timothy 6:2; <550402>2
Timothy 4:2; <560206>Titus 2:6,15), it is also the duty of all the members of the
churches, and a most important, but much-neglected duty. This does not
refer to “public” exhortation, which more appropriately pertains to the
ministers of the gospel, but to that private watch and care which the
individual members of the church should have over one another. But in
what eases is such exhortation proper? What rules should regulate it? I
answer, it may be regarded as a duty, or is to be performed in such cases as
the following:

(1) Intimate friends in the church should exhort and counsel one another;
should admonish each other of their faults; and should aid one another in
the divine life.

(2) Parents should do the same thing to their children. They are placed
particularly under their watch and care. A pastor cannot often see the
members of his flock in private; and a parent may greatly aid him in his
work by watching over the members of their families who are connected
with the church.

(3) Sunday School teachers may aid much in this duty. They are to be
assistants to parents and to pastors. They often have under their care
youthful members of the churches. They have an opportunity of knowing
their state of mind, their temptations, and their dangers better than the
pastor can have. It should be theirs, therefore, to exhort them to a holy life.

(4) The aged should exhort the young. Every aged Christian may thus do
much for the promotion of religion. His experience is the property of the
church; and he is bound so to employ it as to be useful in aiding the feeble,
reclaiming the wandering, recovering the backslider, and directing the
inquiring. There is a vast amount of “spiritual capital” of this kind in the
church that is unemployed, and that might be made eminently useful in
helping others to heaven.

(5) Church members should exhort one another. There may not be the
intimacy of personal friendship among all the members of a large church,
but still the connection between them should be regarded as sufficiently
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tender and confidential to make it proper for anyone to admonish a brother
who goes astray. They belong to the same communion. They sit down at
the same supper of the Lord. They express their assent to the same articles
of faith. They are regarded by the community as united. Each member
sustains a portion of the honor and the responsibility of the whole; and
each member should feel that he has a right, and that it is his duty to
admonish a brother if he goes astray. Yet this duty is greatly neglected. In
what church is it performed? How often do church members see a fellow
member go astray without any exhortation or admonition! How often do
they hear reports of the inconsistent lives of other members and perhaps
contribute to the circulation of those reports themselves, without any pains
taken to inquire whether they are true! How often do the poor fear the rich
members of the church, or the rich despise the poor, and see one another
live in sin, without any attempt to entreat or save them! I would not have
the courtesies of life violated. I would not have any assume a dogmatical or
dictatorial air. I would have no one step out of his proper sphere of life.
But the principle which I would lay down is, that the fact of church
membership should inspire such confidence as to make it proper for one
member to exhort another whom he sees going astray. Belonging to the
same family; having the same interest in religion; and all suffering when one
suffers, why should they not be allowed tenderly and kindly to exhort one
another to a holy life?

While it is called Today While life lasts; or while you may be permitted to
use the language “Today hear the voice of God.” The idea is, that the
exhortation is not to be intermitted. It is to be our daily business to
admonish and exhort one another. Christians are liable every day to go
astray; every day they need aid in the divine life; and they who are fellow-
heirs with them of salvation should be ever ready to counsel and advise
them.

Lest any of you be hardened the notes at <580308>Hebrews 3:8. It is possible for
Christians to become in a sense hardened. Their minds become less
sensitive than they were to the claims of duty, and their consciences
become less tender. Hence, the propriety of mutual exhortation, that they
may always have the right feeling, and may always listen to the commands
of God.

The deceitfulness of sin See the notes at <490422>Ephesians 4:22. Sin is always
deceitful. It promises more than it performs. It assures us of pleasure which
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it never imparts. It leads us on beyond what was supposed when we began
to indulge in it. The man who commits sin is always under a delusion; and
sin, if he indulges it, will lead him on from one step to another until the
heart becomes entirely hardened. Sin puts on plausible appearances and
prefences; it assumes the name of virtue; it offers excuses and palliations,
until the victim is snared, and then spell-bound he is hurried on to every
excess. If sin was always seen in its true aspect when man is tempted to
commit it, it would be so hateful that he would flee from it with the utmost
abhorrence. What young man would become a drunkard if he saw when he
began exactly the career which he would run? What young man, now
vigorous and healthful, and with fair prospects of usefulness and happiness
would ever touch the intoxicating bowl, if he saw what he “would be”
when he became a sot? What man would ever enter the room of the
gambler if he saw just where indulgence would soon lead him, and if at the
commencement he saw exactly the wo and despair which would inevitably
ensue? Who would become a voluptuary and a sensualist, if he saw exactly
the close of such a career? Sin deceives, deludes, blinds. Men do not, or
will not, see the fearful results of indulgence. They are deluded by the hope
of happiness or of gain; they are drawn along by the fascinations and
allurements of pleasure until the heart becomes hard and the conscience
seared — and then they give way without remorse. From such a course,
the apostle would have Christians guarded by kind and affectionate
exhortation. Each one should feel that he has an interest in keeping his
brother from Such a doom; and each Christian thus in danger should be
willing to listen to the kind exhortation of a Christian brother.

<580314>Hebrews 3:14. For we are made partakers of Christ We are
spiritually united to the Saviour. We become one with him. We partake of
his spirit and his allotments. The sacred writers are accustomed to describe
the Christian as being closely united to the Saviour, and as being ONE with
him see the notes at <431501>John 15:1-7; 17:21,23; <490530>Ephesians 5:30; <461227>1
Corinthians 12:27. The idea is, that we participate in all that pertains to
him. It is a union of feeling and affection; a union of principle and of
congeniality; a union of dependence as well as love; a union where nothing
is to be imparted by us, but everything gained; and a union, therefore, on
the part of the Redeemer of great condescension. It is the union of the
branch to the vine, where the branch is supported and nourished BY the
vine, and not the union of the ivy and the oak, where the ivy has its own
roots, and merely clings around the oak and climbs up upon it. What else
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can be said so honorable of man as that he is a “partaker of Christ;” that he
shares his feelings here, and that he is to share his honors in a brighter
world? Compared with this, what is it to participate with the rich and the
frivolous in their pleasures; what would it be to share in the honors of
conquerors and kings?f8

If we hold the beginning of our confidence steadfast see the note at
<580306>Hebrews 3:6. If we continue to maintain the same confidence which we
had in the beginning, or which we showed at the commencement of our
Christian life. At first, they had been firm in the Christian hope. They
evinced true and strong attachment to the Redeemer. They were ardent and
devoted to his cause. If they continued to maintain that to the end, that is,
the end of life; if in the midst of all temptations and trials they adhered
inflexibly to the cause of the Saviour, they would show that they were true
Christians, and would partake of the blessedness of the heavenly world
with the Redeemer. The idea is, that it is only perseverance in the ways of
religion that constitutes certain evidence of piety. Where piety is
manifested through life, or where there is an untiring devotion to the cause
of God, there the evidence is clear and undoubted. But where there is at
first great ardor, zeal, and confidence, which soon dies away, then it is
clear that they never had any real attachment to him and his cause. It may
be remarked here, that the “beginning of the confidence” of those who are
deceived, and who know nothing about religion at heart, is often as bold as
where there is true piety. The hypocrite makes up in ardor what he lacks in
sincerity; and he who is really deceived, is usually deceived under the
influence of some strong and vivid emotion, which he mistakes for true
religion. Often the sincere convert is calm, though decided, and sometimes
is even timorous and doubting; while the self-deceiver is noisy in
profession, and clamorous in his zeal, and much disposed to blame the
lukewarmness of others. Evidence of piety, therefore, should not be built
on that early zeal; nor should it be concluded that because there is ardor,
there is of necessity genuine religion. Ardor is valuable, and true religion is
ardent; but there is other ardor than what the gospel inspires. The evidence
of genuine piety is to be found in what will bear us up under trials, and
endure amidst persecution and opposition. The doctrine here is, that it is
necessary to persevere if we would have the evidence of true piety. This
doctrine is taught everywhere in the Scriptures. Persevere in what? I
answer, not:
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(1) merely in a profession of religion. A man may do that and have no
piety.

(2) Not in zeal for party, or sect. The Pharisees had that to the end of their
lives.

(3) Not in mere honesty, and correctness of external deportment.

A man may do that IN the church, as well as out of it, and yet have no
religion. But we should persevere:

(1) in the love of God and of Christ — in conscious, ardent, steady
attachment to Him to whom our lives are professedly devoted.

(2) in the secret duties of religion. In that watchfulness over the heart; that
communion with God; that careful study of the Bible; that guardianship
over the temper; and in that habitual contact with God in secret prayer
which is appropriate to a Christian, and which marks the Christian
character.

(3) in the performance of the public duties of religion; in leading a
“Christian” life — as distinguished from a life of worldliness and vanity; a
life of mere morality, and honesty; a life such as thousands lead who are
out of the church.

There is something which distinguishes a Christian from one who is not a
Christian; a religious from an irreligious man. There is “something” in
religion; “something” which serves to characterize a Christian, and unless
that something is manifested, there can be no evidence of true piety. The
Christian is to be distinguished in temper, feeling, deportment, aims, plans,
from the people of this world — and unless those characteristics are shown
in the life and deportment, there can be no well-founded evidence of
religion. Learn:

(1) that it is not mere “feeling” that furnishes evidence of religion.

(2) that it is not mere “excitement” that constitutes religion.

(3) That it is not mere ardor.

(4) that it is not mere zeal.

All these may be temporary. Religion is something that lasts throughout
life. It goes with a person everywhere. It is with him in trial. It forms his
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plans; regulates his temper; suggests his words; prompts to his actions. It
lives with him in all his external changes, and goes with him through the
dark valley of death, and accompanies him up to the bar of God, and is
with him forever.

<580315>Hebrews 3:15. While it is said, Today ... That is, persevere as long
as life lasts, or as long as it can be said “today;” and by persevering in this
manner you will have evidence that you are the friends of the Redeemer.
This is a quotation from <199507>Psalm 95:7. Paul means, undoubtedly, to make
use of this language himself as a direct exhortation to the Christians to
whom he was writing. He entreats them, therefore, as long as it could be
said “today,” or as long as life lasted, to take care lest they should harden
their hearts as had been done in the temptation in the wilderness.

<580316>Hebrews 3:16. For some Some of the Hebrews who came out of
Egypt. The truth was that a large proportion of them rebelled against God,
and provoked him to indignation. It is somewhat remarkable that though
“all” the Hebrews seem to have joined in the provocation — except a very
small number — Paul should have used language which would seem to
imply that the number which rebelled was comparatively small. Another
version, therefore, has been given to this passage by some of the most
eminent critics, consisting merely in a change in the punctuation, by which
a different view is given of the whole sentence. According to this, it would
be a question, and would mean, “But who were they who when they had
heard did provoke? Were they not all indeed who came out of Egypt under
Moses? And with whom was He angry for 40 years? Was it not with those
who sinned, whose carcasses fell in the wilderness?” This version was
adopted by Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others of the Fathers; and is
adopted by Rosenmuller, Clarke, Stuart, Pyle, and some others. In favor of
it, it may be alleged:

(1) that the Greek will bear it, all the change required being in the
punctuation;

(2) that it avoids the difficulty which exists in the other interpretation of
supposing the apostle to imply that but few of them rebelled, when the
truth was that it was nearly all;

(3) it thus accords with the remainder of the exhortation, which consists in
a series of questions; and
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(4) it agrees with the scope and design of the whole.

The object was not to state that it was not ALL who came out of Egypt
that rebelled, or that the number was small, but that the great body of them
rebelled and fell in the wilderness, and that Christians should be
admonished by their example. These reasons seem to be so strong as to
make it probable that this is the true construction, and the sense then will
be, “For who were they that having heard did provoke? Were they not all
who came out of Egypt under Moses?”

When they had heard Had heard God speaking to them, and giving them
his commands.

Did provoke Provoked him to anger; or their conduct was such as was
suited to produce indignation; see the note on <580308>Hebrews 3:8.

Howbeit Alla <243>. “But.” This particle “in a series of questions, and
standing at the head of a question, means “but, further.” It serves to
connect, and give intensity to the interrogation” — Stuart. Paul means to
ask with emphasis whether the great mass of those who came out of Egypt
did not apostatize? At the same time he means to intimate that there is no
security that they who have witnessed — remarkable manifestations of the
greatness of God, and who have partaken of extraordinary mercies, will
not apostatize and perish. As the Hebrews, who heard God speak from
Mount Sinai, revolted and perished, so it is possible that they who witness
the mercies of God in redemption, may be in danger of abusing all those
mercies, and of perishing. By the example, therefore, of the disobedient
Israelites, he would admonish professed Christians of their danger.

Not all ... According to the interpretation proposed above, “Were they not
all who came out of Egypt?” Or “did not all who came out of Egypt?” The
word “all” here is not to be taken in the strict sense, It is often used to
denote the great body; a large proportion; or vast multitudes. Thus, it is
used in <400305>Matthew 3:5,

“Then went out to him Jerusalem, and all Judea, and all the region
round about Jordan.”

So in <430326>John 3:26,

“The same baptizeth, and ALL people came to him.”



130

So <506221>Philippians 2:21, “For all seek their own;” <470302>2 Corinthians 3:2, “Ye
are our epistle, known and read of all men.” “In fact” there were two
exceptions — and but two — of the adults who came out of Egypt —
Caleb and Joshua; <041430>Numbers 14:30. All the others complained against
the Lord, and were prohibited from entering the promised land. Of the
great multitudes who came out of Egypt, and who murmured, the
exception was so small that the apostle had no scruple in saying in general
that they were ALL rebellious.

<580317>Hebrews 3:17. But with whom was he grieved forty years? With
whom was he angry; see the notes at <580310>Hebrews 3:10.

Was it not with them that had sinned That had sinned in various ways —
by rebellion, murmuring, unbelief. As God was angry with them for their
sins, we have the same reason to apprehend that he will be angry with us if
we sin; and we should, therefore, be on our guard against that unbelief
which would lead us to depart from him; <580312>Hebrews 3:12.

Whose carcasses fell ... <041429>Numbers 14:29. That is, they all died, and were
left on the sands of the desert. The whole generation was strewed along in
the way to Canaan. All of those who had seen the wonders that God had
done “in the land of Ham;” who had been rescued in so remarkable a
manner from oppression, were thus cut down, and died in the deserts
through which they were passing; <042664>Numbers 26:64,65. Such an example
of the effects of revolt against God, and of unbelief, was well suited to
admonish Christians in the time of the apostle, and is suited to admonish us
now, of the danger of the sin of unbelief. We are not to suppose that all of
those who thus died were excluded from heaven. Moses and Aaron were
among the number of those who were not permitted to enter the promised
land, but of their piety there can be no doubt; Beyond all question, also,
there were many others of that generation who were truly pious. But at
different times they seem all to have partaken of the prevalent feelings of
discontent, and were all involved in the sweeping condemnation that they
should die in the wilderness.

<580318>Hebrews 3:18. And to whom sware he note, <580311>Hebrews 3:11.

But to them that believed not That did not confide in God;
<050132>Deuteronomy 1:32. “Yet in this thing ye did not believe the Lord your
God.” In consequence of this want of faith, God solemnly sware unto them
that they should not enter into the promised land; <050134>Deuteronomy



131

1:34,35. “And the Lord heard the voice of your words, and was wroth, and
sware, saying,

“Surely there shall not one of these men of this evil generation see
that good land which I sware to give unto your fathers, save
Caleb,” etc.

The distinct reason, therefore, assigned by Moses why they did not enter
the promised land, was a want of faith, and this accords directly with the
design of the apostle here. He is exhorting those whom he addressed to
beware of an evil heart of unbelief; <580312>Hebrews 3:12. He says that it was
such a heart that excluded the Hebrews from the promised land. The same
thing, says he, must exclude you from heaven — the promised home of the
believer; and if that firm confidence in God and his promises which he
requires is wanting, you will be excluded from the world of eternal rest.

<580319>Hebrews 3:19. So we see ... We see from the direct testimony of the
Old Testament that unbelief was the reason why they were excluded from
the promised land. Let us learn in view of the reasoning and exhortations
here:

(1) The evil of unbelief. It excluded that whole generation, consisting of
many hundred thousand souls, from the land of promise — the land to
which they had looked with ardent hopes, and with warm desires. It will
exclude countless millions from heaven. A “lack of confidence in God” is
the great source of evil in this world, and will be the cause of wretchedness
to all eternity of unnumbered hosts. But surely that was not a small or
unimportant thing which strewed the desert with the bones of that whole
generation whom God had in so remarkable a manner rescued from
Egyptian servitude. And that cannot be a small matter which will cause
multitudes to sink down to infinite wretchedness and despair.

(2) Let us who are professed Christians be cautious against indulging
unbelief in our hearts. Our difficulties all begin there. We lose confidence in
God. We doubt his promises, his oaths, his threatenings. In dark and trying
times we begin to have doubts about the wisdom of his dealings, and about
his goodness. Unbelief once admitted into the heart is the beginning of
many woes. When a man loses confidence in God, he is on a shoreless
ocean that is full of whirlpools, and rocks, and quicksands, and where it is
“impossible” to find a secure anchorage. There is nothing to which he may
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moor his driven bark; and he will never find safety or peace until he comes
back to God.

(3) Let us live a life of faith. Let us so live that we may say with Paul, “The
life that I now live in the flesh I live by the faith of the Son of God, who
loved me and gave himself for me.” So living, we shall have peace. The
mind will be at rest. Storms and tempests may blow, but we shall be
secure. Others may be troubled in the vicissitudes of life, but our minds will
be at peace.

(4) Let us live expecting the future “rest” that remains for us. Let us keep
our eye fixed upon it. To us there is a rest promised, as there was to the
Hebrews whom God had delivered from the land of oppression; and we
may by faith attain to that “rest” as they might have reached the land of
Canaan.

(5) Let us persevere to the end. He that draws back must be lost. He that
does not endure to the end of life in the ways of religion can never have
been a Christian. There is nothing which will furnish certain evidence of
religion unless our piety is such as to lead us to persevere until death. The
man who enters on the professed Christian life expecting to fall away, or
who can look upon the possibility of falling away without concern, has
never known anything of the nature of true religion. He cannot be a
Christian. He may have had raptures and visions; he may be a loud
professor and a noisy and zealous partisan, but he has no evidence that he
has ever known anything about religion. That religion which is not
connected with a firm and determined purpose by the grace of God to
persevere to the end of life, is no true religion; and a man who expects to
fall away and go back again to the world, or who can look at such an idea
without alarm, should regard it as a settled matter that he has no true
knowledge of God.

(6) No man should delay the work of salvation to a future time. TODAY is
the accepted time; today the only time of which we have any security. God
speaks “today,” and today his voice should be heard. No man on any
subject should defer until tomorrow what ought to be done today. He who
defers religion until a future time neglects his own best interest; violates
most solemn obligations; and endangers his immortal soul. What security
can anyone have that he will live to see another day? What evidence has he
that he will be any more disposed to attend to his salvation then than he is
now? What evidence can he have that he will not provoke God by this
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course, and bring condemnation on his soul? Of all delusions, that is the
most wonderful by which dying people are led to defer attention to the
concerns of the soul to a future period of life. Nowhere has Satan such
advantage as in keeping this delusion before the mind; and if in respect to
anything the voice of warning and alarm should be lifted loud and long, it is
in reference to this. O why will not people be wise “today?” Why will they
not embrace the offer of salvation “now?” Why will they not AT ONCE
make sure of eternal happiness? And why, amidst the changes and trials of
this life, will they not so secure the everlasting inheritance as to feel that
THAT is safe — that there is one thing at least that cannot be shaken and
disturbed by commercial embarrassment and distress; one thing secure
though friends and kindred are torn away from them; one thing safe when
their own health fails, and they lie down on the bed where they will bid
adieu to all earthly comforts, and from which they will never rise?
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 4

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

This chapter (Hebrews 4) comprises two parts. In the first (<580401>Hebrews
4:1-13), the apostle pursues and completes the exhortation which he had
commenced in the previous chapter, drawn from the comparison of the
Saviour with Moses (see the analysis of Hebrews 3); and in the second part
(<580414>Hebrews 4:14-16), he enters on the consideration of the character of
Christ as a high priest, which is pursued to the end of the doctrinal part of
the Epistle.

In the first part (<580401>Hebrews 4:1-13), he describes more at length the
character of the “rest” to which he had referred in the previous chapter
(Hebrews 3). He shows (<580401>Hebrews 4:1), that the promise of a “rest” yet
remains, and that there is still danger, as there was formerly, of coming
short of it, or of losing it. He affirms that such was the nature of that
promise, that it is applicable to us as well as to those to whom it was first
made, and that the promise of rest as really pertains to Christians now as it
did to the Hebrews of old; <580402>Hebrews 4:2. The reason, he adds,
(<580402>Hebrews 4:2.) why “they” did not enter into that rest was, that they
had not faith. This he had established in the previous chapter, ver. 18. In
<580403>Hebrews 4:3-6, he proceeds to demonstrate more at length that there is
a rest remaining for those who believe. The great object in this part of the
chapter is to prove that a “rest” remains for believers now; a rest of a
spiritual character, and much more desirable than that of the land of
Canaan; a rest to which Christians may look forward, and which there may
be danger of losing. Addressing Hebrew Christians, he, of course, appeals
to the Old Testament, and refers to several places where the word “rest”
occurs, and argues that those expressions are of such a character as to
show that there remains a “rest” for Christians yet. It would have been easy
to have “affirmed” this as a part of the Christian revelation, but throughout
the Epistle he is bringing his illustrations from the Old Testament, and
showing to the Hebrew Christians to whom he wrote that there were
abundant considerations “in the Old Testament itself” to constitute an
argument why they should adhere inviolably to the Christian religion. He
says, therefore, <580404>Hebrews 4:4, that God himself had spoken of his “own
rest” from his works; that when he had finished the work of creation he
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had instituted a “rest” which was characterized by the peace, and beauty,
and order of the first Sabbath after the work of creation, when all was new,
and lovely, and pure. That might be called the “rest of God” — a beautiful
emblem of what dwells around his throne in heaven. The meaning of this
verse (<580404>Hebrews 4:4) is, that the Bible spoke early of a “rest” which
appertained to God himself. In <580405>Hebrews 4:5, he goes on to say that the
prospect of entering into “his” rest was spoken of as a possible thing; that
some were excluded, but that there was a place deserved to be called “the
rest of God” — “My rest” — to which all may come. Of course, that rest
must be of a spiritual nature, and must be different from that of the
promised land. That “rest” the apostle “implies” it was possible to attain.
He does not argue this point at length, but he assumes that God would not
create a place of rest in vain; that it was made to be enjoyed; and that since
those to whom it was at first offered were excluded, it must follow that it
remained still; and as they were excluded by the want of “faith,” it would
follow also that it was reserved for those who “had” faith. Of course,
therefore, it is offered to Christians now; <580406>Hebrews 4:6.

This view he proceeds to confirm by another consideration; <580407>Hebrews
4:7,8. It is that David, who lived nearly five hundred years after the land of
promise had been occupied by the Israelites, spoke “then” of the possibility
of entering into such a “rest.” He says (<199507>Psalm 95:7), that, in his time,
the people were called to hear the voice of God; that he warned them
against the guilt and danger of hardening their hearts; that he reminded
them that it was by that that the Israelites were excluded from the promised
land, and that he said that the same thing would occur if those in his own
time should harden their hearts. It followed, therefore, that even in the time
of David there was a hope and promise of “rest;” and that there was
something more intended for the true people of God than merely entering
into the promised land. There must be something in advance of that;
something that existed to the time of David — and it must be, therefore, a
spiritual rest. This, the apostle adds, <580408>Hebrews 4:8, is conclusive; for if
Joshua had given them all the “rest” that was contemplated, then David
would not have spoken as he did of the danger of being excluded from it in
his time. He, therefore, (<580409>Hebrews 4:9), comes to the conclusion that
there must still remain a “rest” for the people of God, a “rest” to which
they were invited, and which they were in danger of losing by unbelief. He
adds (<580410>Hebrews 4:10), that he who enters into that “rest” ceases from
toil, as God did from his when he had finished the work of creation. Since,



136

therefore, there is such a “rest,” and since there is danger of coming short
of it, the apostle urges them (<580411>Hebrews 4:11), to make every effort to
enter into it. He adds (<580412>Hebrews 4:12,13), as a consideration to quicken
them to earnest effort and to anxious care lest they should be deceived, and
should fail of it, the fact that God cannot be deceived; that his word
penetrates the heart, and that everything is naked and open before him.
There should, therefore, be the most faithful investigation of the heart, lest
they should fail of the grace of God, and lose the hoped-for rest.

In the second portion of the chapter (<580414>Hebrews 4:14-16), he enters on
the consideration of the character of Christ as High Priest, and says that
since we have such an High Priest as he is, we should be encouraged to
come boldly to the throne of grace. We have encouragement to persevere
from the fact that we have such a High Priest, and in all our conscious
weakness and helplesness we may look to him for aid.

<580401>Hebrews 4:1. Let us therefore fear Let us be apprehensive that we
may possibly fall of that rest. The kind of “fear” which is recommended
here is what leads to caution and care. A man who is in danger of losing his
life or health should be watchful; a seaman that is in danger of running on a
lee-shore should be on his guard. So we who have the offer of heaven, and
who yet are in danger of losing it, should take all possible precautions lest
we fail of it.

Lest a promise being left us Paul assumes here that there is such a promise.
In the subsequent part of the chapter, he goes more into the subject, and
proves from the Old Testament that there is such a promise made to us. It
is to be remembered that Paul had not the New Testament then to appeal
to, as we have, which is perfectly clear on the subject, but that he was
obliged to appeal to the Old Testament. This he did not only because the
New Testament was not then written, but because he was reasoning with
those who had been Hebrews, and who regarded the authority of the Old
Testament as decisive. If his reasoning to us appears somewhat obscure,
we should put ourselves in his place, and should remember that the
converts then had not the full light which we have now in the New
Testament.

Of entering into his rest The rest of God — the rest of the world where he
dwells. It is called “his” rest, because it is what he enjoys, and which he
alone can confer. There can be no doubt that Paul refers here to heaven,
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and means to say that there is a promise left to Christians of being admitted
to the enjoyment of that blessed world where God dwells.

Any of you should seem to come short of it The word “seem” here is used
as a form of gentle and mild address, implying the possibility of thus
coming short. The word here — dokew <1380> — is often used so as to
appear to give no essential addition to the sense of a passage, though it is
probable that it always gave a shading to the meaning. Thus, the phrase
“esse videatur” is often used by Cicero at the end of a period, to denote
merely that a thing “was” — though he expressed it as though it merely
“seemed” to be. Such language is often used in argument or in
conversation as a “modest” expression, as when we say a thing “seems” to
be so and so, instead of saying “it is.” In some such sense Paul probably
used the phrase here — perhaps as expressing what we would by this
language — “lest it should appear at last that any of you had come short of
it.” The phrase “come short of it” is probably used with reference to the
journey to the promised land, where they who came out of Egypt “came
short” of that land, and fell in the wilderness. They did not reach it. This
verse teaches the important truth that, though heaven is offered to us, and
that a “rest” is promised to us if we seek it, yet that there is reason to think
that many may fail of reaching it who had expected to obtain it. Among
those will be the following classes:

(1) Those who are professors of religion but who have never known
anything of true piety.

(2) Those who are expecting to be saved by their own works, and are
looking forward to a world of rest on the ground of what their own hands
can do.

(3) Those who defer attention to the subject from time to time until it
becomes too late. They expect to reach heaven, but they are not ready to
give their hearts to God “now,” and the subject is deferred from one period
to another, until death arrests them unprepared.

(4) Those who have been awakened to see their guilt and danger, and who
have been almost but not quite ready to give up their hearts to God. Such
were Agrippa, Felix, the young ruler (<411021>Mark 10:21), and such are all
those who are “almost” but not “quite” prepared to give up the world and
to devote themselves to the Redeemer. To all these the promise of “rest” is
made, if they will accept of salvation as it is offered in the gospel; all of
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them cherish a hope that they will be saved; and all of them are destined
alike to be disappointed. With what earnestness, therefore, should we
strive that we may not fail of the grace of God!

<580402>Hebrews 4:2. For unto us was the gospel preached as well as unto
them This translation by no means conveys the sense of the original.
According to this it would seem that the “gospel,” as we understand it, or
the whole plan of salvation, was communicated to “them,” as well as to
“us.” But this is by no means the idea. The discussion has reference only to
“the promise of rest,” and the assertion of the apostle is that this “good
news” of a promise of rest is made to us as really as it was made to “them.”
“Rest” was promised to them in the land of Canaan — an emblem of the
eternal rest of the people of God. That was unquestioned, and Paul took it
for granted. His object now is, to show that a promise of “rest” is as really
made to us as it was to them, and that there is the same danger of failing to
secure it as there was then. It was important for him to show that there was
such a promise made to the people of God in his time, and as he was
discoursing of those who were Hebrews, he of course made his appeal to
the Old Testament. The literal translation would be, “For we are
evangelized — esmen <2070> euhngelismenoi <2097> — as well as they.” The
word “evangelize” means to communicate good news, or glad tidings; and
the idea here is, that the good news, or glad tidings of “rest” is announced
to us as really as it was to them. This the apostle proves in the following
verses.

But the word preached Margin, “Of hearing.” The word “preach” we also
use now in a technical sense as denoting a formal proclamation of the
gospel by the ministers of religion. But this is not the idea here. It means,
simply, the word which “they heard;” and refers particularly to the promise
of “rest” which was made to them. That message was communicated to
them by Moses.

Did not profit them They derived no advantage from it. They rejected and
despised it, and were, therefore, excluded from the promised land. It
exerted no influence over their hearts and lives, and they lived and died as
though no such promise had been made. Thus, many persons live and die
now. The offer of salvation is made to them. They are invited to come and
be saved. They are assured that God is willing to save them, and that the
Redeemer stands with open arms to welcome them to heaven. They are
trained up under the gospel; are led early in life to the sanctuary; are in the
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habit of attending on the preaching of the gospel all their days, but still
what they hear exerts no saving influence on their hearts. At the close of
life all that could be truly said of them is, that they have not been
“profited;” it has been no real advantage to them in regard to their final
destiny that they have enjoyed so many privileges.

Not being mixed with faith in them that heard it Margin, “Or, because they
were not united by faith to.” There are some various readings on this text,
and one of these has given occasion to the version in the margin. Many
MSS. instead of the common reading — sungkekerasmenov <4786> — by
which the word “mixed” would be united to oJ <3588> logov <3056> — “the
word,” have another reading — sungkekramenouv — according to which
the word “mixed” would refer to “them,” and would mean that they who
heard the Word and rejected it were not “mixed,” or united with those who
believed it. The former reading makes the best sense, and is the best
sustained; and the idea is, that the message which was preached was not
received into the heart by faith. They were destitute of faith, and the
message did not profit them. The word “mixed” is supposed by many of
the best critics to refer to the process by which “food” is made nutritive, by
being properly “mixed” with the saliva and the gastric juice, and thus
converted into chyme, and chyle, and then changed into blood. If suitably
“mixed” in this manner, it contributes to the life and health of the physical
frame; if not, it is the means of disease and death. So it is supposed the
apostle meant to say of the message which God sends to man. If properly
received; if mixed or united with faith, it becomes the means of spiritual
support and life. If not, it furnishes no aliment to the soul, and will be of no
advantage. As food when properly digested incorporates itself with the
body, and gives it support, so those critics suppose it to be of the Word of
God, that it incorporates itself with the internal and spiritual man, and gives
it support and life. It may be doubted, however, whether the apostle had
any such allusion as this, and whether it is not rather a refinement of the
critics than of Paul. The word used here properly denotes a mixing or
mingling together, like water and wine, 2 Macc. 15:39; a uniting together
in proper proportions and order, as of the body, <461224>1 Corinthians 12:24;
and it may refer here merely to a proper “union” of faith with the word, in
order that it might be profitable. The idea is, that merely to “hear” the
message of life with the outward ear will be of no advantage. It must be
“believed,” or it will be of no benefit. The message is sent to mankind at
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large. God declares his readiness to save all. But this message is of no
advantage to multitudes — for such reasons as these.

(1) Many do not attend to it at all. They do not even “listen” respectfully to
it. Multitudes go not near the place where the gospel is proclaimed; and
many, when there, and when they “seem” to attend, have their minds and
hearts on other things.

(2) Many do not “believe” it. They have doubts about the whole subject of
religion, or about the particular doctrines of the gospel — and while they
do not believe it, how can they be benefitted by it? How can a man be
profited by the records of “history” if he does not believe them? How can
one be benefited by the truths of “science” if he does not believe them?
And if a man was assured that by going to a certain place he might close a
bargain that would be a great advantage to him, of what use would this
information be to him if he did not believe a word of it? So of the
knowledge of salvation; the facts of the history recorded in the Bible; the
offer of eternal life.

(3) Men do not allow the message of life to influence their conduct, and of
course it is of no advantage to them. Of what use can it be if they steadily
resist all the influence which it would have, and ought to have, on their
lives? They live as though it were ascertained that there is no truth in the
Bible; no reason for being influenced by the offered hope of eternal life, or
alarmed by the threatened danger of eternal death. Resolved to pursue a
course of life that is at variance with the commands of God, they cannot be
profited by the message of salvation. Having no faith which influences and
controls the heart, they are not in the least benefited by the offer of heaven.
When they die, their condition is in no wise made better by the fact that
they were trained up in a pious family; that they were instructed in the
Sunday School; that they had the Bible in their dwellings, and that they sat
regularly under a preached gospel. For any “advantage” to be derived from
all this in the future world, they might as well have never heard the
message of life. Nay it would have been better for them. The only effect of
these privileges is to harden them in guilt, and to sink them deeper in hell;
see the notes, <470216>2 Corinthians 2:16.

<580403>Hebrews 4:3. For we which have believed do enter into rest That is,
it is a certain fact that believers “will” enter into rest. That promise is made
to “believers;” and as we have evidence that “we” come under the
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denomination of believers, it will follow that we have the offer of rest as
well as they. That this is so, the apostle proceeds to prove; that is, he
proceeds to show from the Old Testament that there was a promise to
“believers” that they would enter into rest. Since there was such a promise,
and since there was danger that by unbelief that “rest” might be lost, he
proceeds to show them the danger, and to warn them of it.

As he said ... see <580311>Hebrews 3:11. The meaning of this passage is this.
“God made a promise of rest to those who believe. They to whom the offer
was first made failed, and did not enter in. It must follow, therefore, that
the offer extended to others, since God designed that some should enter in,
or that it should not he provided in vain. To them it was a solemn
declaration that unbelievers should not enter in, and this implied that
believers would. “As we now,” says he, “sustain the character of
“believers,” it follows that to us the promise of rest is now made and we
may partake of it.”

If they shall enter ... That is, they shall “not” enter in; see <580311>Hebrews
3:11. The “rest” here spoken of as reserved for Christians must be different
from that of the promised land. It is something that pertains to Christians
now, and it must, therefore, refer to the “rest” that remains in heaven.

Although the works were finished ... This is a difficult expression. What
works are referred to? it may be asked. How does this bear on the subject
under discussion? How can it be a proof that there remains a “rest” to
those who believe now? This was the point to be demonstrated; and this
passage was designed clearly to bear on that point. As it is in our
translation, the passage seems to make no sense whatever. Tyndale renders
it, “And that spake he verily long after that the works were made from the
foundation of the world laid;” which makes much better sense than our
translation. Doddridge explains it as meaning, “And this may lead us
further to reflect on what is said elsewhere concerning his works as they
were finished from the foundation of the world.” But it is difficult to see
why they should reflect on his works just then, and how this would bear on
the case in hand. Prof. Stuart supposes that the word “rest” must be
understood here before “works,” and translates it, “Shall not enter into my
rest, to wit, rest from the works which were performed when the world
was founded.” Prof. Robinson (Lexicon) explains it as meaning, “The rest
here spoken of, ‘MY rest,’ could not have been God’s resting from his
works (<010202>Genesis 2:2), for this rest, the Sabbath, had already existed from
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the creation of the world.” Dr. John P. Wilson (MS. notes) renders it, “For
we who have believed, do enter into rest (or a cessation) indeed (kaitoi
<2543>) of the works done (among people) from the beginning of the world.”
Amidst this variety of interpretation it is difficult to determine the true
sense. But perhaps the main thought may be collected from the following
remarks:

(1) The Jews as the people of God had a rest promised them in the land of
Canaan. Of that they failed by their unbelief.

(2) The purpose of the apostle was to prove that there was a similar
promise made to the people of God long subsequent to that, and to which
“all” his people were invited.

(3) That rest was not that of the promised land, it was such as “God had
himself” when he had finished the work of creation. That was especially
“his rest” — the rest of God, without toil, or weariness, and after his whole
“work” was finished.

(4) His people were invited to the same “rest” — the rest of God — to
partake of his felicity; to enter into that bliss which “he” enjoyed when he
had finished the work of creation. The happiness of the saints was to be
“like” that. It was to be “in their case” also a rest from toil — to be
enjoyed at the end of all that “they” had to do. To prove that Christians
were to attain to “such” a rest, was the purpose which the apostle had in
view — showing that it was a general doctrine pertaining to believers in
every age, that there was a promise of rest for them. I would then regard
the middle clause of this verse as a parenthesis, and render the whole, “For
we who are believers shall enter into rest — (the rest) indeed which
occurred when the works were finished at the foundation of the world —
as he said (in one place) as I have sworn in my wrath they shall not enter
into my rest.” That was the true rest — such rest or repose as “God” had
when he finished the work of creation — such as he has now in heaven.
This gives the highest possible idea of the dignity and desirableness of that
“rest” to which we look forward — for it is to be such as God enjoys, and
is to elevate us more and more to him. What more exalted idea can there
be of happiness than to participate in the calmness, the peace, the repose,
the freedom from raging passions, from wearisome toil, and from agitating
cares, which God enjoys? Who, torn with conflicting passions here,
wearied with toil, and distracted with care, ought not to feel it a privilege
to look forward to that rest? Of this rest the Sabbath and the promised land
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were emblems. They to whom the promise was made did not enter in, but
some “shall” enter in, and the promise therefore pertains to us.

<580404>Hebrews 4:4. For he spake <010202>Genesis 2:2. “And God did rest.” “At
the close of the work of creation he rested. The work was done. “That”
was the rest of God. He was happy in the contemplation of his own works;
and he instituted that day to be observed as a memorial of “his” resting
from his works, and as a “type” of the eternal rest which remained for
man.” The idea is this, that the notion of “rest” of some kind runs through
all dispensations. It was seen in the finishing of the work of creation; seen
in the appointment of the Sabbath; seen in the offer of the promised land,
and is seen now in the promise of heaven. All dispensations contemplate
“rest,” and there must be such a prospect before man now. When it is said
that “God did rest,” of course it does not mean that he was wearied with
his toil, but merely that he “ceased” from the stupendous work of creation.
He no more put forth creative energy, but calmly contemplated his own
works in their beauty and grandeur; <010131>Genesis 1:31. In carrying forward
the great affairs of the universe, he always has been. actively employed
(<430517>John 5:17), but he is not employed in the work of “creation” properly
so called. That is done; and the sublime cessation from that constitutes the
“rest of God.”

<580405>Hebrews 4:5. And in this place again <199511>Psalm 95:11.

If they shall enter That is, they shall not enter; see the notes at <580311>Hebrews
3:11. The object of quoting this here seems to be two-fold:

(1) To show that even in this Psalm God spoke of “his” rest, and said that
they should not enter into it; and

(2) it is connected with <580406>Hebrews 4:6, and is designed to show that it
was implied that a rest yet remained. “That which deserves to be called
“the divine rest” is spoken of in the Scriptures, and as “they” did not enter
into it, it follows that it must be in reserve for some others, and that the
promise must still remain.”

<580406>Hebrews 4:6. Seeing therefore it remaineth that some must enter
therein That is, “Since there is a rest spoken of in the Scriptures, implying
that it is to be enjoyed by some, and since they to whom it was first
promised did not inherit it, it follows that it must still be in reserve.” This is
the conclusion which the apostle draws from the argument in the previous
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verses, and is connected with <580409>Hebrews 4:9, where he says that “there
remaineth a rest to the people of God” — the point to which the whole
argument tended. The statement in vs. 7,8, is to be regarded as an
“interruption” in stating the conclusion, or as the suggestion of a new
thought or a new argument bearing on the subject, which he sets down
even while stating the conclusion from his argument. It has the appearance
of being “suggested” to him as a new thought of importance, and which he
preferred to place even in the midst of the summing up of the argument
rather than omit it altogether. It denotes a state of mind full of the subject,
and where one idea came hastening after another, and which it was deemed
important to notice, even though it should seem to be out of place. The
“position” in this <580406>Hebrews 4:6 is, that it was a settled or indisputable
matter that some would enter into rest. The implied argument to prove this
is:

(1) that there was a “rest” spoken of which deserved to be called a “divine
rest,” or the “rest of God;”

(2) it could not be supposed that God would prepare such a rest in vain,
for it would follow that if he had suited up a world of rest, he designed that
it should be occupied. As he knew, therefore, that they to whom it was first
offered would not enter in, it must be that he designed it for some others,
and that it “remained” to be occupied by us now.

And they to whom it was first preached Margin, “The Gospel.” Greek
“Evangelized;” that is, to where the good news of the rest was first
announced — the Israelites. “Entered not in because of unbelief;” see the
notes at <580319>Hebrews 3:19.

<580407>Hebrews 4:7. Again, he limiteth He designates, or definitely
mentions. The word rendered “limiteth” — oJrizei <3724> — means to
“bound,” to set a boundary — as of a field or farm; and then to determine
or fix definitely, to designate, appoint. Here it means, that he specifies
particularly, or mentions expressly.

A certain day A particular time; he mentions TODAY particularly. That is,
in the time of David, he uses the word “today,” as if time was “then” an
offer of rest, and as if it were then possible to enter into it. The object of
the additional thought was to show that the offer of rest was not confined
to the Israelites to whom it was first made; that David regarded it as
existing in his day; and that man might even then be invited to come and
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partake of the rest that was promised. “Nearly five hundred years after the
time when the Israelites were going to the promised land, and when the
offer of rest was made to them, we hear David speaking of “rest” still; rest
which Was offered in his time, and which might then be lost by hardening
the heart. It could not be, therefore, that the offer of rest pertained merely
to the promised land. It must be something in advance of that. It must be
something existing in the time of David. It must be an offer of heaven.” A
Jew might feel the force of this argument more than we do; still it is
conclusive to prove the point under consideration, that there was a rest
spoken of long after the offer of the promised land, and that all the
promises could not have pertained to that.

Saying in David In a Psalm composed by David, or rather perhaps, saying
“by” David; that is, God spake by him.

Today Now — that is, even in the time of David.

After so long a time That is, so long after the first promise was made; to
wit, about 500 years. These are the words of Paul calling attention to the
fact that so long a time after the entrance into the promised land there was
still a speaking of “today,” as if even then they were called to partake of
the rest.

As it is said To quote it exactly; or to bring the express authority of the
Scriptures. It is expressly said even after that long time, “today — or now,
if you will hear his voice.” All this is to prove that even in that time there
was an offer of rest.

<580408>Hebrews 4:8. For if Jesus Margin, “That is, Joshua.” The Syriac
renders it, “Joshua the son of Nun.” “Jesus” is the Greek mode of writing
“Joshua,” and there can be no doubt that Joshua is here intended. The
object is to prove that Joshua did “not” give the people of God such a rest
as to make it improper to speak of a “rest” after that time. “If Joshua had
given them a complete and final rest; if by his conducting them to the
promised land all had been done which had been contemplated by the
promise, then it would not have been alluded to again, as it was in the time
of David.” Joshua “did” give them a rest in the promised land; but it was
not all which was intended, and it did not exclude the promise of another
and more important rest.
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Then would he not Then “God” would not have spoken of another time
when that rest could be obtained. The “other day” here referred to is that
which is mentioned before by the phrase “today,” and refers to the time in
which it is spoken of long after Joshua, to wit, in the time of David.

<580409>Hebrews 4:9. There remaineth, therefore, a rest This is the
conclusion to which the apostle comes. The meaning is this, that according
to the Scriptures there is “now” a promise of rest made to the people of
God. It did not pertain merely to those who were called to go to the
promised land, nor to those who lived in the time of David, but it is “still”
true that the promise of rest pertains to “all” the people of God of every
generation. The “reasoning” by which the apostle comes to this conclusion
is briefly this:

(1) That there was a “rest” — called “the rest of God” — spoken of in the
earliest period of the world — implying that God meant that it should be
enjoyed.

(2) That the Israelites, to whom the promise was made, failed of obtaining
what was promised by their unbelief.

(3) That God intended that “some” should enter into his rest — since it
would not be provided in vain.

(4) That long after the Israelites had fallen in the wilderness, we find the
same reference to a rest which David in his time exhorts those whom he
addressed to endeavor to obtain.

(5) That if all that had been meant by the word “rest,” and by the promise,
had been accomplished when Joshua conducted the Israelites to the land of
Canaan, we should not have heard another day spoken of when it was
possible to forfeit that rest by unbelief.

It followed, therefore, that there was something besides that; something
that pertained to all the people of God to which the name rest might still be
given, and which they were exhorted still to obtain. The word “rest” in this
verse — sabbatismov <4520> — “Sabbatism,” in the margin is rendered
“keeping of a Sabbath.” It is a different word from sabbaton <4521> — “the
Sabbath;” and it occurs nowhere else in the New Testament, and is not
found in the Septuagint. It properly means “a keeping Sabbath” from
sabbatizw <4520> — “to keep Sabbath.” This word, not used in the New
Testament, occurs frequently in the Septuagint; <021630>Exodus 16:30;
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<032332>Leviticus 23:32; 26:35; <143621>2 Chronicles 36:21; and in 3 Esdr. 1:58; 2
Macc. 6:6. It differs from the word “Sabbath.” That denotes “the time —
the day;” this, “the keeping,” or “observance” of it; “the festival.” It means
here “a resting,” or an observance of sacred repose — and refers
undoubtedly to heaven, as a place of eternal rest with God. It cannot mean
the rest in the land of Canaan — for the drift of the writer is to prove that
that is “not” intended. It cannot mean the “Sabbath,” properly so called —
for then the writer would have employed the usual word sabbaton <4521> —
“Sabbath.” It cannot mean the Christian Sabbath — for the object is not to
prove that there is such a day to be observed, and his reasoning about
being excluded from it by unbelief and by hardening the heart would be
irrelevant. It must mean, therefore, “heaven” — the world of spiritual and
eternal rest; and the assertion is, that there “is” such a “resting,” or
“keeping of a Sabbath” in heaven for the people of God. Hence, learn:

(1) that heaven is a place of cessation from wearisome toil. It is to be like
the “rest” which God had after the work of creation (<580404>Hebrews 4:4,
note), and of which that was the type and emblem. There will be
“employment” there, but it will be without fatigue; there will be the
occupation of the mind, and of whatever powers we may possess, but
without weariness. Here we are often worn down and exhausted. The body
sinks under continued toil, and fails into the grave. There the slave will rest
from his toil; the man here oppressed and broken down by anxious care
will cease from his labors. We know but little of heaven; but we know that
a large part of what now oppresses and crushes the frame will not exist
there. Slavery will be unknown; the anxious care for support will be
unknown, and all the exhaustion which proceeds from the love of gain, and
from ambition, will be unknown. In the wearisome toils of life, then, let us
look forward to the “rest” that remains in heaven, and as the laborer looks
to the shades of the evening, or to the Sabbath as a period of rest, so let us
look to heaven as the place of eternal repose.

(2) Heaven will be like a Sabbath. The best description of it is to say it is
“an eternal Sabbath.” Take the Sabbath on earth when best observed, and
extend the idea to eternity, and let there be separated all idea of
imperfection from its observance, and that would be heaven. The Sabbath
is holy; so is heaven. It is a period of worship; so is heaven. It is for praise
and for the contemplation of heavenly truth; so is heaven. The Sabbath is
appointed that we may lay aside worldly cares and anxieties for a little
season here; heaven that we may lay them aside forever.
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(3) The Sabbath here should be like heaven. It is designed to be its type
and emblem. So far as the circumstances of the case will allow, it should be
just like heaven. There should be the same employments; the same joys; the
same communion with God. One of the best rules for employing the
Sabbath aright is, to think what heaven will be, and then to endeavor to
spend it in the same way. One day in seven at least should remind us of
what heaven is to be; and that day may be, and should be, the most happy
of the seven.

(4) They who do not love the Sabbath on earth, are not prepared for
heaven. If it is to them a day of tediousness; if its hours move heavily; if
they have no delight in its sacred employments, what would an eternity of
such days be? How would THEY be passed? Nothing can be clearer than
that if we have no such happiness in a season of holy rest, and in holy
employments here, we are wholly unprepared for heaven. To the Christian
it is the subject of the highest joy in anticipation that heaven is to be “one
long unbroken” SABBATH — an eternity of successive Sabbath hours. But
what to a sinner could be a more repulsive and gloomy prospect than such
an eternal Sabbath?

(5) If this be so, then what a melancholy view is furnished as to the actual
preparation of the great mass of people for heaven! How is the Sabbath
now spent? In idleness; in business; in traveling; in hunting and fishing; in
light reading and conversation; in sleep; in visiting; in riding, walking,
lounging, “ennui;” — in revelry and dissipation; in any and every way
“except the right way;” in every way except in holy communion with God.
What would the race be if once transported to heaven as they are! What a
prospect would it be to this multitude to have to spend “an eternity” which
would be but a prolongation of the Sabbath of holiness!

(6) Let those who love the Sabbath rejoice in the prospect of eternal rest in
heaven. In our labor let us look to that world where wearisome toil is
unknown; in our afflictions, let us look to that world where tears never fall;
and when our hearts are pained by the violation of the Sabbath all around
us, let us look to that blessed world where such violation will cease
forever. It is not far distant. A few steps will bring us there. Of any
Christian it may be said that perhaps his next Sabbath will be spent in
heaven — near the throne of God.
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<580410>Hebrews 4:10. For he that is entered into rest That is, the man who
is so happy as to reach heaven, will enjoy a rest similar to what God had
when he finished the work of creation. It will be:

(1) a cessation from toil; and

(2) it will be a rest similar to that of God — the same kind of enjoyment,
the same freedom from care, anxiety, and labor.

How happy then are they who have entered into heaven! Their toils are
over. Their labors are done. Never again will they know fatigue. Never
more will they feel anxious care. Let us learn then:

(1) not to mourn improperly for those who have left us and gone to
heaven. Happy in the rest of God, why should not we rejoice? Why wish
them back again in a world of toil!

(2) Let us in our toils look forward to the world of rest. Our labors will all
be over. The weary man will lay down his burden; the exhausted frame will
know fatigue no more. Rest is sweet at night after the toils of day; how
much more sweet will it be in heaven after the toils of life! Let us

(3) labor while is is called today. Soon we shall cease from our work.

All that we have to do is to be done soon. We shall soon cease from “our”
work as God did from his. What we have to do for the salvation of
children, brothers, sisters, friends, and for the world, is to be done soon.
From the abodes of bliss we shall not be sent forth to speak to our kindred
of the blessedness of that world, or to admonish our friends to escape from
the place of despair. The pastor will not come again to warn and invite his
people; the parent will not come again to tell his children of the Saviour
and of heaven; the neighbor will not come to admonish his neighbor;
compare <421624>Luke 16:24-29. We shall ALL have ceased from our work as
God did from HIS; and never again shall we speak to a living friend to
invite him to heaven.

<580411>Hebrews 4:11. Let us therefore labour Let us earnestly strive. Since
there is a rest whose attainment is worth all our efforts; since so many have
failed of reaching it by their unbelief, and since there is so much danger that
we may fail of it also, let us give all diligence that we may enter into it.
Heaven is never obtained but by diligence; and no one enters there who
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does not earnestly desire it, and who does not make a sincere effort to
reach it.

Of unbelief Margin, “disobedience.” The word “unbelief” best expresses
the sense, as the apostle was showing that this was the principal thing that
prevented people from entering into heaven; see the notes at <580312>Hebrews
3:12.

<580412>Hebrews 4:12. For the word of God The design of this and the
following verse is obvious. It is to show that we cannot escape the notice
of God; that all insincerity, unbelief, hypocrisy, will be detected by him; and
that since our hearts are perfectly open before him, we should be sincere
and should not attempt to deceive him. The sense is, that the truth of God
is all-penetrating and searching, and that the real thoughts and intents of
the heart will be brought to light, and that if there is insincerity and self-
deception there can be no hope of escape. There has been a great variety of
opinion here about the meaning of the phrase “the Word of God.” Some
have supposed that it means the Lord Jesus; others, the whole of the divine
revelation; others the gospel; others the particular threatening referred to
here. The “Word of God” is “what God speaks” — whether it be a promise
or a threatening; whether it be Law or gospel; whether it be a simple
declaration or a statement of a doctrine. The idea here is, that what “God
had said” is suited to detect hypocrisy and to lay open the true nature of
the feelings of the soul, so that there can be no escape for the guilty. His
“truth” is adapted to bring out the real feelings, and to show man exactly
what he is. Truth always has this power — whether preached, or read, or
communicated by conversation, or impressed upon the memory and
conscience by the Holy Spirit. There can be no escape from the
penetrating, searching application of the Word of God. That truth has
power to show what man is, and is like a penetrating sword that lays open
the whole man; compare <234902>Isaiah 49:2. The phrase “the Word of God”
here may be applied, therefore, to the “truth” of God, however made
known to the mind. In some way it will bring out the real feelings, and
show what man is.

Is quick Greek zwn <2198> — “living.” It is not dead, inert, and powerless. It
has a “living” power, and is energetic and active. It is “adapted” to produce
this effect.

And powerful Mighty. Its power is seen in awakening the conscience;
alarming the fears; laying bare the secret feelings of the heart, and causing
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the sinner to tremble with the apprehension of the coming judgment. All
the great changes in the moral world for the better, have been caused by
the power of truth. They are such as the truth in its own nature is suited to
effect, and if we may judge of its power by the greatness of the revolutions
produced, no words can over-estimate the might of the truth which God
has revealed.

Sharper than any two-edged sword Literally, “two-mouthed” sword —
distomon <1366>. The word “mouth” was given to the sword because it
seemed to “devour” all before it. It consumed or destroyed as a wild beast
does. The comparison of the Word of God to a sword or to an arrow, is
designed to show its power of penetrating the heart; <211211>Ecclesiastes 12:11,
“The words of the wise are as goads, and as nails fastened by the masters
of assemblies;” compare <234902>Isaiah 49:2. “And he hath made my mouth like
a sharp sword;” <660116>Revelation 1:16, “And out of his mouth went a sharp
two-edged sword;” <660212>Revelation 2:12,16; 19:15. The comparison is
common in the classics, and in Arabic poetry; see Gesenius, on <234902>Isaiah
49:2. The idea is that of piercing, or penetrating; and the meaning here is,
that the Word of God reaches the “heart” — the very center of action, and
lays open the motives and feelings of the man. It was common among the
ancients to have a sword with two edges. The Roman sword was
commonly made in this manner. The fact that it had two edges made it
more easy to penetrate, as well as to cut with every way.

Piercing even to the dividing asunder Penetrating so as to divide.

Soul and spirit The animal life from the immortal soul. The former word
here — yuch <5590> — “soul” — is evidently used to denote the “animal
life,” as distinguished from the mind or soul. The latter word — pneuma
<4151> — “spirit” — means the soul; the immaterial and immortal part; what
lives when the animal life is extinct. This distinction occurs in <520523>1
Thessalonians 5:23, “your whole spirit, and soul, and body;” and it is a
distinction which we are constantly in the habit of making. There is the
body in man — the animal life — and the immortal part that leaves the
body when life is extinct. Mysteriously united, they constitute one man.
When the animal life is separated from the soul, or when the soul leaves the
animated body, the body dies, and life is extinct. To separate the one from
the other is, therefore, the same as to take life — and this is the idea here,
that the Word of God is like a sharp sword that inflicts deadly wounds. The
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sinner “dies;” that is, he becomes dead to his former hopes, or is “slain” by
the Law; <450709>Romans 7:9,

“I was alive without the law once, but when the commandment
came, sin revived, and I died.”

This is the power referred to here — the power of destroying the hopes of
the sinner; cutting him down under conviction; and prostrating him as if a
sword had pierced his heart.

 And of the joints and marrow The figure is still continued of the sword
that takes life. Such a sword would seem to penetrate even the joints and
marrow of the body. It would separate the joints, and pierce through the
very bones to the marrow. A similar effect, Paul says, is produced by truth.
It seems to penetrate the very essence of the soul, and lay it all open to the
view.

And is a discerner of the thoughts It shows what the thoughts and
intentions are. Prof. Stuart, Bloomfield, and some others, suppose that the
reference here is to “God” speaking by his word. But the more natural
construction certainly is, to refer it to the Word or truth of God. It is true
that God searches the heart, and knows the thoughts, but that is not the
truth which is prominent here. It is, that the thoughts and intents of the
heart are brought out to view by the Word of God. And can anyone doubt
this? see <450707>Romans 7:7. Is it not true that people are made to see their
real character under the exhibition of the truth of God? That in the light of
the Law they see their past lives to be sinful? That the exhibition of truth
calls to their recollection many long-forgotten sins? And that their real
feelings are brought out when the truth of God is proclaimed? Men then
are made to look upon their motives as they had never done before, and to
see in their hearts feelings whose existence they would not have suspected
if it had not been for the exhibition of the truth. The exhibition of the truth
is like pouring down the beams of the sun at midnight on a dark world; and
the truth lays open the real feelings of the sinner as that sun would disclose
the clouds of wickedness that are now performed under cover of the night.
Many a man has a deep and fixed hostility to God and to his gospel who
might never be sensible of it if the truth was not faithfully proclaimed. The
particular idea here is, that the truth of God will detect the feelings of the
hypocrite and self-deceiver. They cannot always conceal their emotions,
and the time will come when truth, like light poured into the soul, will
reveal their unbelief and their secret sins. They who are cherishing a hope



153

of salvation, therefore, should be on their guard lest they mistake the name
for the reality. Let us learn from this verse:

(1) The power of truth. It is “suited” to lay open the secret feelings of the
soul. There is not an effect produced in awakening a sinner; or in his
conviction, conversion, and sanctification, which the truth is not “adapted”
to produce. The truth of God is not dead; nor suited to make people
“worse;” nor designed merely to show its own “weakness,” and to be a
mere occasion on which the Holy Spirit acts on the mind; it is in its own
nature FITTED to produce just the effects which are produced when it
awakens, convicts, converts, and sanctifies the soul.

(2) The truth should be preached with the feeling that it is adapted to this
end. Men who preach should endeavor to understand the nature of the
mind and of the moral feelings, as really as he who would inflict a deadly
wound should endeavor to understand enough about anatomy to know
where the heart is, or he who administers medicine should endeavor to
know what is adapted to remove certain diseases. And he who has no
belief in the efficacy of truth to produce any effect, resembles one who
should suppose that all knowledge of the human system was needless to
him who wished to perform a surgical operation, and who should cut at
random — piously leaving it with God to direct the knife; or he who
should go into a hospital of patients and administer medicines
indiscriminately — devoutly saying that all healing must come from God,
and that the use of medicine was only to show its own weakness! Thus,
many men seem to preach. Yet for aught that appears, truth is just as
wisely adapted to save the soul as medicine is to heal the sick; and why
then should not a preacher be as careful to study the nature of truth and its
adaptedness to a particular end, as a student of the healing art is to
understand the adaptedness of medicine to cure disease? The true way of
preaching is, to feel that truth is adapted to the end in view; to select what
is best suited for that end; to preach as if the whole result depended on
getting that truth before the mind and into the heart — and then to leave
the whole result with God — as a physician with right feelings will exert all
his skill to save his patient, and then commit the whole question of life and
health to God. He will be more likely to praise God intelligently who
believes that he has wisely adapted a plan to the end in view, than he who
believes that God works only at random.
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<580413>Hebrews 4:13. Neither is there any creature that is not manifest in
his sight There is no being who is not wholly known to God. All his
thoughts, feelings, plans, are distinctly understood. Of the truth of this
there can be no doubt. The “design” of the remark here is, to guard those
to whom the apostle was writing from self-deception — since they could
conceal nothing from God.

All things are naked Exposed; uncovered. There is nothing that can be
concealed from God; <19D911>Psalm 139:11,12.

“The veil of night is no disguise,  No screen from thy all-searching eyes;
Thy hands can seize thy foes as soon  Thro’ midnight shades as blazing
noon.”

And opened — tetrachlismena <5136>. The word used here — Trachlizw
<5136> — properly means:

(1) To lay bare the neck, or to bend it back, so as to expose the throat to
being cut.

(2) To expose; to lay open in any way. WHY the word is used here has
been a matter of inquiry. Some have supposed that the phrase is derived
from offering sacrifice, and from the fact that the priest carefully examined
the victim to see whether it was sound, before it was offered. But this is
manifestly a forced exposition. Others have supposed that it is derived
from the custom of bending back the head of a criminal so as to look full in
his face, and recognize him so as not to be mistaken; but this is equally
forced and unnatural. This opinion was first proposed by Erasmus, and has
been adopted by Clarke and others. Bloomfield, following, as he says, the
interpretation of Chrysostom, Grotius (though this is not the sentiment of
Grotius), Beza, Atling, Hammond, and others, supposes the allusion to be
to the custom of cutting the animal down the back bone through the spinal
marrow, and thus of laying it open entirely. This sense would well suit the
connection. Grotius supposes that it means to strip off the skin by dividing
it at the neck. and then removing it. This view is also adopted substantially
by Doddridge. These explanations are forced, and imply a departure more
or less from the proper meaning of the Greek word. The most simple and
obvious meaning is usually the best in explaining the Bible. The word
which the apostle employs relates to “the neck” — trachlov <5137> — and
not to the spinal marrow, or the skin. The proper meaning of the verb is
“to bend the neck back” so as to expose it in front when an animal is slain
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— Passow. Then it means to make bare; to remove everything like
covering; to expose a thing entirely — as the naked neck is for the knife.
The allusion here is undoubtedly to the “sword” which Paul had referred to
in the previous verse, as dividing the soul and spirit, and the joints and
marrow; and the meaning is, that in the hand of God, who held that sword,
everything was exposed. We are in relation to that, like an animal whose
neck is bent back, and laid bare, and ready for the slaughter. Nothing
“hinders” God from striking; there is nothing that can prevent that sword
from penetrating the heart — any more than when the neck of the animal is
bent back and laid bare, there is anything that can hinder the sacrificing
priest from thrusting the knife into the throat of the victim. If this be the
true interpretation, then what an affecting view does it give of the power of
God, and of the exposedness of man to destruction! All is bare, naked,
open. There is no concealment; no hindrance; no power of resistance. In a
moment God can strike, and his dreadful sentence shall fall on the sinner
like the knife on the exposed throat of the victim. What emotions should
the sinner have who feels that he is exposed each moment to the sentence
of eternal justice — to the sword of God — as the animal with bent-back
neck is exposed to the knife! And what solemn feelings should all have
who remember that all is naked and open before God! Were we
“transparent” so that the world could see all we are, who would dare go
abroad? Who would wish the world to read all his thoughts and feelings for
a single day? Who would wish his best friends to look in upon his naked
soul as we can look into a room through a window? O what blushes and
confusion; what a hanging down of the head, and what an effort to escape
from the gaze of people would there be, if every one knew that all his
secret feelings were seen by every person whom he met! Social enjoyment
would end; and the now frivolous and blithe multitudes in the streets would
become processions of downcast and blushing convicts. And yet all these
are known to God. He reads every thought; sees every feeling; looks
through the whole soul. How careful should we be to keep our hearts pure;
how anxious that there should be nothing in the soul that we are not
WILLING to have known!

With whom we have to do Literally, “with whom is our account.” Our
account; our reckoning is to be with him before whom all is naked and
open. We cannot, therefore, impose on him. We cannot pass off hypocrisy
for sincerity. He will judge us according to truth, not according to
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appearances; and his sentence, therefore, will be just. A man who is to be
tried by one “who knows all about him,” should be a pure and holy man.

<580414>Hebrews 4:14. Seeing then that we have a great high priest The
apostle here resumes the subject which had been slightly hinted at in
<580217>Hebrews 2:17; <580301>Hebrews 3:1, and pursues it to the end of Hebrews
10. The “object” is to show that Christians have a great High Priest as
really as the Jews had; to show wherein he surpassed the Levitical
priesthood; to show how all that was said of the Aaronic priesthood, and
all the types pertaining to that priesthood, were fulfilled in the Lord Jesus;
and to state and illustrate the nature of the consolations which Christians
might derive from the fact that they had such an High Priest. One of the
things on which the Jews most valued their religion, was the fact that it had
such a minister of religion as their high priest — the most elevated
functionary of that dispensation. It came therefore to be of the utmost
importance to show that Christianity was not inferior to the Jewish religion
in this respect, and that the High Priest of the Christian profession would
not suffer in point of dignity, and in the value of the blood with which he
would approach God, and in the efficacy of his intercession, when
compared with the Jewish high priest. Moreover, it was a doctrine of
Christianity that the Jewish ritual was to pass away; and its temple services
cease to be observed. It was, therefore, of vast importance to show “why”
they passed away, and how they were superseded. To do this, the apostle is
led into this long discussion respecting their nature. He shows that they
were designed to be typical. He proves that they could not purify the heart,
and give peace to the conscience. He proves that they were all intended to
point to something future, and to introduce the Messiah to the world; and
that when this object was accomplished, their great end was secured, and
they were thus all fulfilled. In no part of the Bible can there be found so full
an account of the design of the Mosaic institutions, as in Hebrews 5—10 of
this Epistle; and were it not for this, the volume of inspiration would be
incomplete. We should be left in the dark on some of the most important
subjects in revelation; we should ask questions for which we could find no
certain answer. The phrase “great high priest” here is used with reference
to a known usage among the Jews. In the time of the apostle the name high
priest pertained not only to him who actually held the office, and who had
the right to enter into the holy of holies, but to his deputy, and to those
who had held the office but who had retired from it, and perhaps also the
name was given to the head of each one of the twenty-four courses or
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classes into which the priests were divided; compare the notes, <420105>Luke
1:5; <402603>Matthew 26:3. The name “great high priest” would designate him
who actually held the office, and was at the head of all the other priests;
and the idea here is, not merely that the Lord Jesus was “a priest,” but that
he was at the head of all: in the Christian economy he sustained a rank that
corresponded with that of the great high priest in the Jewish.

That is passed into the heavens <580912>Hebrews 9:12,24. The Jewish high
priest went once a year into the most holy place in the temple, to offer the
blood of the atonement; see the notes on <580907>Hebrews 9:7. Paul says that
the Christian High Priest has gone into heaven. He has gone there also to
make intercession, and to sprinkle the blood of the atonement on the
mercy-seat; see the notes at <580924>Hebrews 9:24,25.

Jesus the Son of God Not a descendant of Aaron, but one much greater —
the Son of God; see the notes at <580102>Hebrews 1:2.

Let us hold fast our profession see the notes at <581023>Hebrews 10:23; 3:14;
see the note, <580301>Hebrews 3:1. This is the drift and scope of the Epistle —
to show that Christians should hold fast their profession, and not
apostatize. The object of the apostle now is to show why the fact that we
have such a High Priest, is a reason why we should hold fast our professed
attachment to him. These reasons — which are drawn out in the
succeeding chapters — are such as the following:

(1) We may look to him for assistance — since he can be touched with the
feeling of our infirmities; <580415>Hebrews 4:15,16.

(2) The impossibility of being renewed again if we should fall away from
him, since there is but “one” such High Priest, and since the sacrifice for sin
can never be repeated; Hebrews 6:

(3) The fact that all the ancient types were fulfilled in him, and that
everything which there was in the Jewish dispensation to keep people from
apostasy, exists much more powerfully in the Christian scheme.

(4) The fact that they who rejected the laws of Moses died without mercy,
and much more anyone who should reject the Son of God must expect
more certain and fearful severity; <581027>Hebrews 10:27-30. By considerations
such as these, the apostle aims to show them the danger of apostasy, and to
urge them to a faithful adherence to their Christian profession.
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<580415>Hebrews 4:15. For we have not an high priest which cannot be
touched Our High Priest is not cold and unfeeling. That is, we have one
who is abundantly qualified to sympathize with us in our afflictions, and to
whom, therefore, we may look for aid and support in trials. Had we a high
priest who was cold and heartless; who simply performed the external
duties of his office without entering into the sympathies of those who came
to seek for pardon; who had never experienced any trials, and who felt
himself above those who sought his aid, we should necessarily feel
disheartened in attempting to overcome our sins, and to live to God. His
coldness would repel us; his stateliness would awe us; his distance and
reserve would keep us away, and perhaps render us indifferent to all desire
to be saved. But tenderness and sympathy attract those who are feeble, and
kindness does more than anything else to encourage those who have to
encounter difficulties and dangers; see the notes at <580216>Hebrews 2:16-18.
Such tenderness and sympathy has our Great High Priest.

But was in all points tempted like as we are “Tried” as we are; see the
notes at <580218>Hebrews 2:18. He was subjected to all the kinds of trial to
which we can be, and he is, therefore, able to sympathize with us and to aid
us. He was tempted — in the literal sense; he was persecuted; he was poor;
he was despised; he suffered physical pain; he endured the sorrows of a
lingering and most cruel death.

Yet without sin <600222>1 Peter 2:22. “Who did no sin;” <235309>Isaiah 53:9, “He had
done no violence, neither was there any deceit in his mouth;” <580726>Hebrews
7:26, “Who is holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners.” The
importance of this fact — that the Great High Priest of the Christian
profession was “without sin,” the apostle illustrates at length in Hebrews
7—9. He here merely alludes to it, and says that one who was “without
sin” was able to assist those who were sinners, and who put their trust in
him.

<580416>Hebrews 4:16. Let us therefore come boldly unto the throne of
grace “The throne of grace!” What a beautiful expression. A throne is the
seat of a sovereign; a throne of grace is designed to represent a sovereign
seated to dispense mercy and pardon. The illustration or comparison here
may have been derived from the temple service. In that service God is
represented as seated in the most holy place on the mercy seat. The high
priest approaches that seat or throne of the divine majesty with the blood
of the atonement to make intercession for the people, and to plead for
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pardon; see the notes on <580907>Hebrews 9:7,8. That scene was emblematic of
heaven. God is seated on a throne of mercy. The great High Priest of the
Christian calling, having shed his own blood to make expiation, is
represented as approaching, God and pleading for the pardon of people. To
a God willing to show mercy he comes with the merits of a sacrifice
sufficient for all, and pleads for their salvation. We may, therefore, come
with boldness and look for pardon. We come not depending on our own
merits, but we come where a sufficient sacrifice has been offered for human
guilt; and where we are assured that God is merciful. We may, therefore,
come without hesitancy, or trembling, and ask for all the mercy that we
need.

That we may obtain mercy This is what we want first. We need pardon —
as the first thing when we come to God. We are guilty and self-condemned
— and our first cry should be for “mercy” — “mercy.” A man who comes
to God not feeling his need of mercy must fail of obtaining the divine favor;
and he will be best prepared to obtain that favor who has the deepest sense
of his need of forgiveness.

And find grace Favor — strength, help, counsel, direction, support, for the
various duties and trials of life. This is what we next need — we all need
— we always need. Even when pardoned, we need grace to keep us from
sin, to aid us in duty, to preserve us in the day of temptation. And feeling
our need of this, we may come and ask of God “all” that we want for this
purpose. Such is the assurance given us; and to this bold approach to the
throne of grace all are freely invited. In view of it, let us,

(1) Rejoice that there “is” a throne of grace. What a world would this be if
God sat on a throne of “justice” only, and if no mercy were ever to be
shown to people! Who is there who would not be overwhelmed with
despair? But it is not so. He is on A THRONE OF GRACE. By day and by
night; from year to year; from generation to generation; he is on such a
throne. In every land he may be approached, and in as many different
languages as people speak, may they plead for mercy. In all times of our
trial and temptation we may be assured that he is seated on that throne, and
wherever we are, we may approach him with acceptance.

(2) We “need” the privilege of coming before such a throne. We are sinful
— and need mercy; we are feeble, and need grace to help us. There is not a
day of our lives in which we do not need pardon; not an hour in which we
do not need grace.
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(3) How obvious are the propriety and necessity of prayer! Every man is a
sinner — and should pray for pardon; every man is weak, feeble,
dependent, and should pray for grace. Not until a man can prove that he
has never done any sin, should he maintain that he has no need of pardon;
not until he can show that he is able alone to meet the storms and
temptations of life, should he feel that he has no need to ask for grace. Yet
who can feel this? And how strange it is that all people do not pray!

(4) It is easy to be forgiven. All that needs to be done is to plead the merits
of our Great High Priest, and God is ready to pardon. Who would not be
glad to be able to pay a debt in a manner so easy? Yet how few there are
who are willing to pay the debt to justice thus!

(5) It is easy to obtain all the grace that we need. We have only to “ask for
it” — and it is done. How easy then to meet temptation if we would! How
strange that any should rely on their own strength, when they may lean on
the arm of God!

(6) If people are not pardoned, and if they fall into sin and ruin, they alone
are to blame. There is A THRONE OF GRACE. It is always accessible. There
is A GOD. He is always ready to pardon. There is A Redeemer. He is the
Great High Priest of people. He is always interceding. His merits may
always be pleaded as the ground of our salvation. Why then, O why,
should any remain unforgiven and perish? On them alone the blame must
lie. In their own bosoms is the reason why they are not saved.
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 5

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

In this chapter (Hebrews 5) the subject of the priestly office of Christ is
continued and further illustrated. It had been introduced <580216>Hebrews
2:16,18; <580301>Hebrews 3:1; <580414>Hebrews 4:14-17. The Jews regarded the
office of high priest as an essential feature in the true religion; and it
became, therefore, of the highest importance to show that in the Christian
system there was a High Priest every way equal to that of the Jews. In his
rank; in his character; and in the sacrifice which he offered, he was more
than equal to the Jewish high priest, and they who had forsaken Judaism
and embraced Christianity had lost nothing in this respect by the change,
and had gained much. It became necessary, therefore, in making out this
point, to institute a comparison between the Jewish high priest and the
Great Author of the Christian religion, and this comparison is pursued in
this and the following chapters. The comparison in this chapter turns
mainly on the “qualifications” for the office, and the question whether the
Lord Jesus had those qualifications. The chapter embraces the following
points:

I. The qualifications of a Jewish high priest; <580501>Hebrews 5:1-4. They are
these.

(1) He must have been ordained or appointed by God for the purpose of
offering gifts and sacrifices for sins; <580501>Hebrews 5:1.

(2) He must be tender and compassionate in his feelings, so that he can
“sympathize” with those for whom he ministers; <580502>Hebrews 5:2.

(3) He must have an offering to bring to God, and be able to present a
sacrifice alike for himself and for the people; <580503>Hebrews 5:3.

(4) He could not take this honor on himself, but must have evidence that he
was called of God, as was Aaron; <580504>Hebrews 5:4.

II. An inquiry whether these qualifications were found in the Lord Jesus,
the great High priest of the Christian dispensation; <580505>Hebrews 5:5-10. In
considering this, the apostle specifies the following qualifications in him,
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corresponding to those which he had said were required by the Jewish high
priest:

(1) He did not take this honor on himself, but was called directly by God,
and after an order superior to the Aaronic priesthood — the order of
Melchizedek; <580505>Hebrews 5:5,6,9,10.

(2) He was kind, tender, and compassionate, and showed that he was able
to sympathize with those for whom he had undertaken the office. When on
the earth he had evinced all the tenderness which could be desired in one
who had come to pity and save mankind. He had a tender, sensitive, human
nature. He felt deeply as a man, under the pressure of the great sufferings
which he endured, and thus showed that he was abundantly qualified to
sympathize with his people; <580507>Hebrews 5:7,8.

III. In <580510>Hebrews 5:10 the apostle had introduced, incidentally, a topic
of great difficulty; and he adds (<580511>Hebrews 5:11-14), that he had much to
say on that subject, but that those whom he addressed were not qualified
then to understand it. They ought to have been so far advanced in
knowledge as to have been able to embrace the more abstruse and difficult
points connected with the doctrines of Christianity. But they needed, he
says, instruction even yet in the more simple elements of religion, and he
feared that what he had to say of Melchizedek would be far above their
comprehension. This point, therefore, he drops for the present, and in
Hebrews 6 states again, and at greater length, the danger of apostasy, and
the importance of perseverance in endeavoring to comprehend the sublime
mysteries of the Christian religion; and then (Hebrews 7) he resumes the
subject of the comparison between Christ and Melchizedek.

<580501>Hebrews 5:1. For every high priest That is, among the Jews, for the
remarks relate to the Jewish system. The Jews had one high priest who was
regarded as the successor of Aaron. The word “high priest” means “chief
priest;” that is, a priest of higher rank and office than others. By the
original regulation the Jewish high priest was to be of the family of Aaron
(<022909>Exodus 29:9), though in later times the office was frequently conferred
on others. In the time of the Romans it had become venal, and the Mosaic
regulation was disregarded; 2 Macc. 4:7; Josephus, Ant. xv. 3. 1. It was no
longer held for life, so that there were several persons at one time to whom
was given the title of high priest. The high priest was at the head of
religious affairs, and was the ordinary judge of all that pertained to religion,
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and even of the general justice of the Hebrew commonwealth;
<051708>Deuteronomy 17:8-12; 19:17; 21:5; 27:9,10. He only had the privilege
of entering the most holy place once a year, on the great day of atonement,
to make expiation for the sins of the people; Leviticus 16. He was to be the
son of one who had married a virgin, and was to be free from any
corporeal defect; <032113>Leviticus 21:13. The “dress” of the high priest was
much more costly and magnificent than that of the inferior order of priests;
<023901>Exodus 39:1-7. He wore a mantle or robe — ly[im]<h4598> — of blue, with
the borders embroidered with pomegranates in purple and scarlet; an
“ephod” — dwOpae<h646> — made of cotton, with crimson, purple, and blue,
and ornamented with gold worn over the robe or mantle, without sleeves,
and divided below the arm-pits into two parts or halves, of which one was
in front covering the breast, and the other behind covering the back. In the
ephod was a breastplate of curious workmanship, and on the head a mitre.
The breastplate was a piece of broidered work about ten inches square, and
was made double, so as to answer the purpose of a pouch or bag. It was
adorned with twelve precious stones, each one having the name of one of
the tribes of Israel. The two upper corners of the breastplate were fastened
to the ephod, and the two lower to the girdle.

     

Taken from among men There maybe an allusion here to the fact that the
great High Priest of the Christian dispensation had a higher than human
origin, and was selected from a rank far above people. Or it may be that
the meaning is, that every high priest on earth — including all under the old
dispensation and the great high priest of the new — is ordained with
reference to the welfare of people, and to bring some valuable offering
forman to God.

Is ordained for men Is set apart or consecrated for the welfare of people.
The Jewish high priest was set apart to his office with great solemnity; see
Exodus 29:
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In things pertaining to God In religious matters, or with reference to the
worship and service of God. He was not to be a civil ruler, nor a teacher of
science, nor a military leader, but his business was to superintend the
affairs of religion.

That he may offer both gifts That is, thank-offerings, or oblations which
would be the expressions of gratitude. Many such offerings were made by
the Jews under the laws of Moses, and the high priest was the medium by
whom they were to be presented to God.

And sacrifices for sin Bloody offerings; offerings made of slain beasts. The
blood of expiation was sprinkled by him on the mercyseat, and he was the
appointed medium by which such sacrifices were to be presented to God;
see the notes at <580906>Hebrews 9:6-10. We may remark here:

(1) that the proper office of a priest is to present a “sacrifice” for sin.

(2) It is “improper” to give the name “priest” to a minister of the gospel.
The reason is, that he offers no sacrifice; he sprinkles no blood.

He is appointed to “preach the word,” and to lead the devotions of the
church, but not to offer sacrifice. Accordingly the New Testament
preserves entire consistency on this point, for the name “priest” is never
once given to the apostles, or to any other minister of the gospel. Among
the Papists there is “consistency” — though gross and dangerous error —
in the use of the word “priest.” They believe that the minister of religion
offers up “the real body and blood of our Lord;” that the bread and wine
are changed by the words of consecration into the “body and blood, the
soul and divinity, of the Lord Jesus” (Decrees of the Council of Trent), and
that “this” is really offered by him as a sacrifice. Accordingly they “elevate
the host;” that is, lift up, or offer the sacrifice and, require all to bow before
it and worship, and with this view they are “consistent” in retaining the
word “priest.” But why should this name be applied to a “Protestant”
minister, who believes that all this is blasphemy, and who claims to have no
“sacrifice” to offer when he comes to minister before God? The great
sacrifice; the one sufficient atonement, has been offered — and the
ministers of the gospel are appointed to proclaim that truth to men, not to
offer sacrifices for sin.

<580502>Hebrews 5:2. Who can have compassion Margin, “Reasonably bear
with.” The idea is that of “sympathizing with.” The high priest is taken
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from among men, in order that he may have a fellow-feeling for those on
whose behalf he officiates. Sensible of his own ignorance, he is able to
sympathize with those who are ignorant; and compassed about with
infirmity, he is able to succour those who have like infirmities.

And on them that are out of the way The erring, and the guilty. If he were
taken from an order of beings superior to people, be would be less
qualified to sympathize with those who felt that they were sinners, and who
needed pardon.

For that he himself also is compassed with infirmity see <580728>Hebrews 7:28.
He is liable to err; He is subject to temptation; he must die, and appear
before God — and encompassed with these infirmities, he is better
qualified to minister in behalf of guilty and dying people. For the same
reason it is, that the ministers of the gospel are chosen from among people.
They are of like passions with others. They are sinners; they are dying men.
They can enter into the feelings of those who are conscious of guilt; they
can sympathize with those who tremble in dread of death; they can partake
of the emotions of those who expect soon to appear before God.

<580503>Hebrews 5:3. And by reason hereof Because he is a sinner; an
imperfect man. “As for the people, so also for himself, to offer for sins.”
To make an expiation for sins. He needs the same atonement; he offers the
sacrifice for himself which he does for others; <030907>Leviticus 9:7. The same
thing is true of the ministers of religion now. They come before God
feeling that they have need of the benefit of the same atonement which they
preach to others; they plead the merits of the same blood for their own
salvation which they show to be indispensable for the salvation of others.

<580504>Hebrews 5:4. And no man taketh this honor to himself No one has a
right to enter on this office unless he has the qualifications which God has
prescribed. There were fixed and definite laws in regard to the succession
in the office of the high priest, and to the qualifications of him who should
hold the office.

But he that is called of God as was Aaron Aaron was designated by name.
It was necessary that his successors should have as clear evidence that they
were called of God to the office, as though they had been mentioned by
name. The manner in which the high priest was to succeed to the office
was designated in the Law of Moses, but in the time of Paul these rules
were little regarded. The office had become venal, and was conferred at
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pleasure by the Roman rulers. Still it was true that according to the Law,
to which alone Paul here refers, no one might hold this office but he who
had the qualifications which Moses prescribed, and which showed that he
was called of God. We may remark here:

(1) that this does not refer so much to an internal, as to an “external” call.
He was to have the qualifications prescribed in the Law — but it is not
specified that he should be conscious of an internal call to the office, or be
influenced by the Holy Spirit to it. Such a call was, doubtless, in the highest
degree desirable, but it was not prescribed as an essential qualification.

(2) This has no reference to the call to the work of the Christian ministry,
and should not be applied to it. It should not be urged as a proof-text to
show that a minister of the gospel should have a “call” directly from God,
or that he should be called according to a certain order of succession. The
object of Paul is not to state this — whatever may be the truth on this
point. His object is, to show that the Jewish high priest was called of God
to “his” office in a certain way, showing that he held the appointment from
God, and that “therefore” it was necessary that the Great High Priest of the
Christian profession should be called in a similar manner. To this alone the
comparison should be understood as applicable.

<580505>Hebrews 5:5. So also Christ glorified not himself; see the notes at
<430854>John 8:54. The meaning is, that Jesus was not ambitious; that he did not
obtrude himself into the great office of high priest; he did not enter upon its
duties without being regularly called to it. Paul claimed that Christ held
that office; but, as he was not descended front Aaron, and as no one might
perform its duties without being regularly called to it, it was incumbent on
him to show that Jesus was not an intruder, but had a regular vocation to
that work. This he shows by a reference to two passages of the Old
Testament.

But he that said unto him That is, he who said to him “Thou art my Son,”
exalted him to that office. He received his appointment from him. This was
decisive in the case, and this was sufficient, if it could be made out, for the
only claim which Aaron and his successors could have to the office, was
the fact that they had received their appointment front God.

Thou art my Son <190207>Psalm 2:7. See this passage explained in the notes on
<441338>Acts 13:38. It is used here with reference to the designation to the
priestly office, though in the Psalm more particularly to the anointing to the
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office of king. The propriety of this application is founded on the fact that
the language in the Psalm is of so general a character, that it may be
applied to “any” exaltation of the Redeemer, or to any honor conferred on
him. It is used here with strict propriety, for Paul is saying that Jesus did
not exalt “himself,” and in proof of that he refers to the fact that God had
exalted him by calling him his “Son.”

<580506>Hebrews 5:6. As he saith also in another place <19B004>Psalm 110:4.
“Thou art a priest forever.” It is evident here that the apostle means to be
understood as saying that the Psalm referred to Christ, and this is one of
the instances of quotation from the Old Testament respecting which there
can be no doubt. Paul makes much of this argument in a subsequent part of
this Epistle, (Hebrews 7) and reasons as if no one would deny that the
Psalm had a reference to the Messiah. It is clear from this that the Psalm
was understood by the Jews at that time to have such a reference, and that
it was so universally admitted that no one would call it in question. That
the Psalm refers to the Messiah has been the opinion of nearly all Christian
commentators, and has been admitted by the Jewish Rabbis in general also.
The “evidence” that it refers to the Messiah is such as the following:

(1) It is a Psalm of David, and yet is spoken of one who was superior to
him, and whom he calls his “Lord;” <580501>Hebrews 5:1.

(2) It cannot be referred to JEHOVAH himself, for he is expressly
(<580501>Hebrews 5:1) distinguished from him who is here addressed.

(3) It cannot be referred to anyone in the time of David, for there was no
one to whom he would attribute this character of superiority but God.

(4) For the same reason there was no one among his posterity, except the
Messiah, to whom he would apply this language.

(5) It is expressly ascribed by the Lord Jesus to himself; <402243>Matthew
22:43,44.

(6) The scope of the Psalm is such as to be applicable to the Messiah, and
there is no part of it which would be inconsistent with such a reference.
Indeed, there is no passage of the Old Testament of which it would be
more universally conceded that there was a reference to the Messiah, than
this Psalm.
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Thou art a priest He is not here called a “high priest,” for Melchizedek did
not bear that title, nor was the Lord Jesus to be a high priest exactly in the
sense in which the name was given to Aaron and his successors. A word is
used, therefore, in a general sense to denote that he would be a “priest”
simply, or would sustain the priestly office. This was all that was needful to
the present argument which was, that he was “designated by God” to the
priestly office, and that he had not intruded himself into it.

For ever This was an important circumstance, of which the apostle makes
much use in another part of the Epistle; see the notes at <580708>Hebrews
7:8,23,24. The priesthood of the Messiah was not to change from hand to
hand; it was not to be laid down at death; it was to remain unchangeably
the same.

After the order The word rendered “order” — taxiv <5010> — means “a
setting in order — hence, “arrangement” or “disposition.” It may be
applied to ranks of soldiers; to the gradations of office; or to any rank
which men sustain in society. To say that he was of the same “order” with
Melchizedek, was to say that he was of the same “rank” or “stations.” He
was like him in his designation to the office. In what respects he was like
him the apostle shows more fully in Hebrews 7. “One” particular in which
there was a striking resemblance, which did not exist between Christ and
any other high priest, was, that Melchizedek was both a “priest” and a
“king.” None of the kings of the Jews were priests; nor were any of the
priests ever elevated to the office of king. But in Melchizedek these offices
were united, and this fact constituted a striking resemblance between him
and the Lord Jesus. It was on this principle that there was such pertinency
in quoting here the passage from the second Psalm; see <580505>Hebrews 5:5.
The meaning is, that Melchizedek was of a special rank or order; that he
was not numbered with the Levitical priests, and that there were important
features in his office which differed from theirs. In those features it was
distinctly predicted that the Messiah would resemble him.

Melchisedek see the notes on <580701>Hebrews 7:1ff.

<580507>Hebrews 5:7. Who That is, the Lord Jesus — for so the connection
demands. The object of this verse and the two following is, to show that
the Lord Jesus had that qualification for the office of priest to which he had
referred in <580502>Hebrews 5:2. It was one important qualification for that
office that he who sustained it should be able to show compassion, to aid
those that were out of the way, and to sympathize with sufferers; in other
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words, they were themselves encompassed with infirmity, and thus were
able to succour those who were subjected to trials. The apostle shows now
that the Lord Jesus had those qualifications, as far as it was possible for
one to have them who had no sin. In the days of his flesh he suffered
intensely; he prayed with fervor; he placed himself in a situation where he
learned subjection and obedience by his trials; and in all this he went far
beyond what had been evinced by the priests under the ancient
dispensation.

In the days of his flesh When he appeared on earth as a man. Flesh is used
to denote human nature, and especially human nature as susceptible of
suffering. The Son of God still is united to human nature, but it is human
nature glorified, for in his case, as in all others, “flesh and blood cannot
inherit the kingdom of God,” <461550>1 Corinthians 15:50. He has now a
glorified body (<500321>Philippians 3:21), such as the redeemed will have in the
future world; compare <660113>Revelation 1:13-17. The phrase “days of his
flesh,” means the “time” when he was incarnate, or when he lived on earth
in human form. The particular time here referred to, evidently, was the
agony in the garden of Gethsemane.

Prayers and supplications These words are often used to denote the same
thing. If there is a difference, the former — dheseiv <1162> — means
petitions which arise “from a sense of need” — from deomai <1189> — “to
want, to need;” the latter refers usually to supplication “for protection,”
and is applicable to one who under a sense of guilt flees to an altar with the
symbols of supplication in his hand. Suppliants in such cases often carried
an olive-branch as an emblem of the peace which they sought. A fact is
mentioned by Livy respecting the Locrians that may illustrate this passage.
“Ten delegates from the Locrians, squalid and covered with rags, came
into the hall where the consuls were sitting, extending the badges of
suppliants — olive-branches — according to the custom of the Greeks; and
prostrated themselves on the ground before the tribunal, with a lamentable
cry;” Lib. xxix. 100:16. The particular idea in the word used here —
iJkethria <2428> — is petition for “protection, help,” or “shelter” (Passow),
and this idea accords well with the design of the passage. The Lord Jesus
prayed as one who had “need,” and as one who desired “protection,
shelter,” or “help.” The words here, therefore, do not mean the same thing,
and are not merely intensive, but they refer to distinct purposes which the
Redeemer had in his prayers. He was about to die, and as a man needed the
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divine help; he was, probably, tempted in that dark hour (see the note
<431231>John 12:31), and he fled to God for “protection.”

With strong crying This word does not mean “weeping,” as the word
“crying” does familiarly with us. It rather means an outcry, the voice of
wailing and lamentation. It is the cry for help of one who is deeply
distressed, or in danger; and refers here to the “earnest petition” of the
Saviour when in the agony of Gethsemane or when on the cross. It is the
“intensity of the voice” which is referred to when it is raised by an agony of
suffering; compare <422244>Luke 22:44, “He prayed more earnestly;”
<402746>Matthew 27:46, “And about the ninth hour Jesus cried with a loud
voice — My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” see also
<402638>Matthew 26:38,39; 27:50.

And tears Jesus wept at the grave of Lazarus (<431135>John 11:35), and over
Jerusalem; <421941>Luke 19:41. It is not expressly stated by the Evangelists that
he “wept” in the garden of Gethsemane, but there is no reason to doubt
that he did. In such an intense agony as to cause a bloody sweat, there is
every probability that it would be accompanied with tears. We may remark
then:

(1) That there is nothing “dishonorable” in tears and that man should not
be ashamed on proper occasions to weep. The fact that the Son of God
wept is a full demonstration that it is not disgraceful to weep. God has so
made us as to express sympathy for others by tears. Religion does not
make the heart insensible and hard as stoical philosophy does; it makes it
tender and susceptible to impression.

(2) It is not “improper” to weep. The Son of God wept — and if he poured
forth tears it cannot be wrong for us. Besides, it is a great law of our
nature that in suffering we should find relief by tears. God would not have
so made us if it had been wrong.

(3) The fact that the Son of God thus wept should be allowed deeply to
effect our hearts.

“He wept that we might weep;
Each sin demands a tear.”

He wept that he might redeem us we should weep that our sins were so
great as to demand such bitter woes for our salvation. That we had sinned;
that our sins caused him such anguish; that he endured for us this bitter
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conflict, should make us weep. Tear should answer to tear, and sigh
respond to sigh, and groan to groan, when we contemplate the sorrows of
the Son of God in accomplishing our redemption. That man must have a
hard heart who has never had an emotion when he has reflected that the
Son of God wept, and bled, and died for him.

Unto him that was able To God. He alone was able then to save. In such a
conflict man could not aid, and the help of angels, ready as they were to
assist him, could not sustain him. We may derive aid from man in trial; we
may be comforted by sympathy and counsel; but there are sorrows where
God only can uphold the sufferer. That God was “able” to uphold him in
his severe conflict, the Redeemer could not doubt; nor need “we” doubt it
in reference to ourselves when deep sorrows come over our souls.

To save him from death It would seem from this, that what constituted the
agony of the Redeemer was the dread of death, and that he prayed that he
might be saved from that. This might be, so far as the language is
concerned, either the dread of death on the spot by the intensity of his
sufferings and by the power of the tempter, or it might be the dread of the
approaching death on the cross. As the Redeemer, however, knew that he
was to die on the cross, it can hardly be supposed that he apprehended
death in the garden of Gethsemane. What he prayed for was, that, if it were
possible, he might be spared from a death so painful as he apprehended;
<402639>Matthew 26:39. Feeling that God had “power” to save him from that
mode of dying, the burden of his petition was, that, if human redemption
could be accomplished without such sufferings, it might please his Father
to remove that cup from him.

And was heard In <431142>John 11:42, the Saviour says, “I know that thou
hearest me always.” In the garden of Gethsemane, he was heard. His
prayer was not disregarded, though it was not “literally” answered. The
cup of death was not taken away; but his prayer was not disregarded. What
answer was given; what assurance or support was imparted to his soul, we
are not informed. The case, however, shows us:

(1) That prayer may be heard even when the sufferings which are dreaded,
and from which we prayed to be delivered, may come upon us. They may
come with such assurances of divine favor, and such supports, as will be
full proof that the prayer was not disregarded.
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(2) That prayer offered in faith may not be always “literally answered.” No
one can doubt that Jesus offered the prayer of faith; and it is as little to be
doubted, if he referred in the prayer to the death on the cross, that it was
not “literally” answered; compare <402639>Matthew 26:39. In like manner, it
may occur now, that prayer shall be offered with every right feeling, and
with an earnest desire for the object, which may not be literally answered.
Christians, even in the highest exercise of faith, are not inspired to know
what is best for them, and as long as this is the case, it is possible that they
may ask for things which it would not be best to have granted. They who
maintain that the prayer of faith is always literally answered, must hold that
the Christian is under such a guidance of the Spirit of God that he cannot
ask anything amiss; see the notes on <471209>2 Corinthians 12:9.

In that he feared Margin, “For his piety.” Coverdale, “Because he had God
in honor.” Tyndale, “Because he had God in reverence.” Prof. Stuart
renders it, “And was delivered from what he feared.” So also Doddridge.
Whitby, “Was delivered from his fear.” Luther renders it, “And was heard
for that he had God in reverence” — “dass er Gott in Ehren hatte.” Beza
renders it, “His prayers being heard, he was delivered, from fear.” From
this variety in translating the passage, it will be seen at once that it is
attended with difficulty. The Greek is literally “from fear or reverence” —
apo <575> thv <3588> eulabeiav <2124>. The word occurs in the New Testament
only in one other place, (<581228>Hebrews 12:28), where it is rendered “fear.”
“Let us serve him with reverence and godly fear.” The word properly
means “caution, circumspection;” then timidity, fear; then the fear of God,
reverence, piety. Where the most distinguished scholars have differed as to
the meaning of a Greek phrase, it would be presumption in me to attempt
to determine its sense. The most natural and obvious interpretation,
however, as it seems to me, is, that it means that he was heard on account
of his reverence for God; his profound veneration; his submission. Such
was his piety that the prayer was “heard,” though it was not literally
answered. A prayer may be “heard” and yet not literally answered; it may
be acceptable to God, though it may not consist with his arrangements to
bestow the very blessing that is sought. The posture of the mind of the
Redeemer perhaps was something like this. He knew that he was about to
be put to death in a most cruel manner. His tender and sensitive nature as a
man shrank from such a death. As a man he went under the pressure of his
great sorrows and pleaded that the cup might be removed, and that man
might be redeemed by a less fearful scene of suffering. That arrangement,
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however, could not be made. Yet the spirit which he evinced; the desire to
do the will of God; the resignation, and the confidence in his Father which
he evinced, were such as were acceptable in his sight. They showed that he
had unconquerable virtue; that no power of temptation, and no prospect of
the intensest woes which human nature could endure, could alienate him
from piety. To show this was an object of inestimable value, and much as it
cost the Saviour was worth it all. So now it is worth much to see what
Christian piety can endure; what strong temptations it can resist; and what
strength it has to hear up under accumulated woes; and even though the
prayer of the pious sufferer is not directly answered, yet, that prayer is
acceptable to God, and the result of such a trial is worth all that it costs.

<580508>Hebrews 5:8. Though he were a Son Though the Son of God.
Though he sustained this exalted rank, and was conscious of it, yet he was
willing to learn experimentally what is meant by obedience in the midst of
sufferings.

Yet learned he obedience That is, he learned experimentally and practically.
It cannot be supposed that he did not “know” what obedience was; or that
he was “indisposed” to obey God before he suffered; or that he had, as we
have, perversities of nature leading to rebellion which required to be
subdued by suffering, but that he was willing to “test” the power of
obedience in sufferings; to become personally and practically acquainted
with the nature of such obedience in the midst of protracted woes;
compare note on <502308>Philippians 2:8. The “object” here is, to show how
well suited the Lord Jesus was to be a Saviour for mankind; and the
argument is, that he has set us an example, and has shown that the most
perfect obedience may be manifested in the deepest sorrows of the body
and the soul. Hence, learn that one of the objects of affliction is to lead us
“to obey God.” In prosperity we forget it. We become self-confident and
rebellious. “Then” God lays his hand upon us; breaks up our plans; crushes
our hopes; takes away our health, and teaches us that we “must” be
submissive to his will. Some of the most valuable lessons of obedience are
learned in the furnace of affliction; and many of the most submissive
children of the Almighty have been made so as the result of protracted
woes.

<580509>Hebrews 5:9. And being made perfect That is, being made a
“complete” Saviour — a Saviour suited in all respects to redeem people.
Sufferings were necessary to the “completeness” or the “finish” of his



174

character as a Saviour, not to his moral perfection, for he was always
without sin; see this explained in the notes on <580210>Hebrews 2:10.

He became the author That is, he was the procuring cause (aitiov <159>) of
salvation. It is to be traced wholly to his sufferings and death; see the note
<580210>Hebrews 2:10. “Unto all them that obey him.” It is not to save those
who live in sin. Only those who “obey” him have any evidence that they
will be saved; see the note <431415>John 14:15.

<580510>Hebrews 5:10. Called of God Addressed by him, or greeted by him.
The word used here does not mean that he was “appointed” by God, or
“called” to the office, in the sense in which we often use the word, but
simply that he was “addressed” as such, to wit, in Psalm 110:

An high priest In the Septuagint (<19B004>Psalm 110:4), and in <580506>Hebrews 5:6,
above, it is rendered “priest” — iJereuv <2409> — but the Hebrew word —
ˆheKo<h3548> — is often used to denote the high priest, and may mean either;
see Septuagint in <030403>Leviticus 4:3. Whether the word “priest,” or “high
priest,” be used here, does not affect the argument of the apostle. “After
the order of Melchizedek.” see the notes at <580506>Hebrews 5:6.

<580511>Hebrews 5:11. Of whom we have many things to say There are many
things which seem strange in regard to him; many things which are hard to
be understood. Paul knew that what be had to say of this man as a type of
the Redeemer would excite wonder, and that many might be disposed to
call it in question. He knew that in order to be understood, what he was
about to say required a familiar acquaintance with the Scriptures, and a
strong and elevated faith. A young convert; one who had just commenced
the Christian life, could hardly expect to be able to understand it. The same
thing is true now. One of the first questions which a young convert often
asks, is, Who was Melchizedek? And one of the things which most
uniformly perplex those who begin to study the Bible, is, the statement
which is made about this remarkable man.

Hard to be uttered Rather, hard to be “interpreted,” or “explained.” So the
Greek word means.

Seeing ye are dull of hearing That is, when they ought to have been
acquainted with the higher truths of religion, they had shown that they
received them slowly, and were dull of apprehension. On what particular
“fact” Paul grounded this charge respecting them is unknown; nor could
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we know, unless we were better acquainted with the persons to whom he
wrote, and their circumstances, than we now are. But he had doubtless in
his eye some fact which showed that they were slow to understand the
great principles of the gospel.

<580512>Hebrews 5:12. For when for the time Considering the time which
has elapsed since you were converted. You have been Christians long
enough to he expected to understand such doctrines. This verse proves that
those to whom he wrote were not recent converts.

Ye ought to be teachers You ought to be able to instruct others. He does
not mean to say, evidently, that they ought all to become public teachers,
or preachers of the gospel, but that they ought to be able to explain to
others the truths of the Christian religion. As parents they ought to be able
to explain them to their children; as neighbors, to their neighbors; or as
friends, to those who were inquiring the way to life.

Ye have need That is, probably, the mass of them had need. As a people, or
a church, they had shown that they were ignorant of some of the very
elements of the gospel.

Again This shows that they “had been” taught on some former occasion
what were the first principles of religion, but they had not followed, up the
teaching as they ought to have done.

The first principles The very elements; the rudiments; the first lessons —
such as children learn before they advance to higher studies. See the word
used here explained in the notes on <480403>Galatians 4:3, under the word
“elements.” The Greek word is the same.

Of the oracles of God Of the Scriptures, or what God has spoken; see the
notes on <450302>Romans 3:2. The phrase here may refer to the writings of the
Old Testament, and particularly to those parts which relate to the Messiah;
or it may include all that God had at that time revealed in whatever way it
was preserved; in <600411>1 Peter 4:11, it is used with reference to the Christian
religion, and to the doctrines which God had revealed in the gospel. In the
passage before us, it may mean “the divine oracles or communications,” in
whatever way they had been made known. They had shown that they were
ignorant of the very rudiments of the divine teaching.

And are become such There is more meant in this phrase than that they
simply “were” such persons. The word rendered “are become” — ginomai
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<1096> — sometimes implies “a change of state,” or a passing from one state
to another — well expressed by the phrase “are become;” see <400545>Matthew
5:45; 4:3; 13:32; 6:16; 10:25; <410117>Mark 1:17; <450703>Romans 7:3,4. The idea
here is, that they had passed from the hopeful condition in which they were
when they showed that they had an acquaintance with the great principles
of the gospel, and that they had become such as to need again the most
simple form of instruction. This agrees well with the general strain of the
Epistle, which is to preserve them from the danger of apostasy. They were
verging toward it, and had come to that state where if they were recovered
it must be by being again taught the elements of religion.

Have need of milk Like little children. You can bear only the most simple
nourishment. The meaning is, that they were incapable of receiving the
higher doctrines of the gospel as much as little children are incapable of
digesting solid food. They were in fact in a state of spiritual infancy.

And not of strong meat Greek. “Strong food.” The word “meat” with us is
used now to denote only animal food. Formerly it meant food in general.
The Greek word here means “nourishment.”

<580513>Hebrews 5:13. For every one that useth milk Referring to the food
of children. The apostle has in view here those Christians who resemble
children in this respect, that they are not capable of receiving the stronger
food adapted to those of mature age.

Is unskilful Inexperienced; who has not skill to perform anything. The
word is properly applied to one who has not experience or skill, or who is
ignorant. Here it does not mean that they were not true Christians — but
that they had not the experience or skill requisite to enable them to
understand the higher mysteries of the Christian religion.

In the word of righteousness The doctrine respecting the way in which men
become righteous, or the way of salvation by the Redeemer; see the notes
on <450117>Romans 1:17.

For He is a babe That is, in religious matters. He understands the great
system only as a child may. It is common to speak of “babes in
knowledge,” as denoting a state of ignorance.

<580514>Hebrews 5:14. Strong meat Solid food pertains to those of maturer
years. So it is with the higher doctrines of Christianity. They can be
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understood and appreciated only by those who are advanced in Christian
experience.

Of full age Margin, “Perfect.” The expression refers to those who are
grown up.

Who by reason of use Margin, Or, “an habit,” or, “perfection.” Coverdale
and Tyndale render it, “through custom.” The Greek word means “habit,
practice.” The meaning is, that by long use and habit they had arrived to
that state in which they could appreciate the more elevated doctrines of
Christianity. The reference in the use of this word is not to those who “eat
food” — meaning that by long use they are able to distinguish good from
bad — but it is to experienced Christians, who by long experience are able
to distinguish what is useful in pretended religious instruction from what is
injurious. It refers to the delicate taste which an experienced Christian has
in regard to those doctrines which impart most light and consolation.
Experience will thus enable one to discern what is suited to the soul of
man; what elevates and purifies the affections, and what tends to draw the
heart near to God.

Have their senses The word used here means properly “the senses” — as
we use the term; the seat of sensation, the smell, taste, etc. Then it means
“the internal sense,” the faculty of perceiving truth; and this is the idea
here. The meaning is, that by long experience Christians come to be able to
understand the more elevated doctrines of Christianity; they see their
beauty and value, and they are able carefully and accurately to distinguish
them from error; compare the notes at <430717>John 7:17.

To discern both good and evil That is, in doctrine. They will appreciate
and understand what is true; they will reject what is false.

REMARKS

1. Let us rejoice that we have a High Priest who is duly called to take upon
himself the functions of that great office, and who lives forever: vers. l-6.
True, he was not of the tribe of Levi; he was not a descendant of Aaron;
but he had a more noble elevation, and a more exalted rank. He was the
Son of God, and was called to his office by special divine designation. He
did not obtrude himself into the work; he did not unduly exalt himself, but
he was directly called to it by the appointment of God. When, moreover,
the Jewish high priests could look back on the long line of their ancestors,
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and trace the succession up to Aaron, it was in the power of the great High
Priest; of the Christian faith to look further back still, and to be associated
in the office with one of higher antiquity than Aaron, and of higher rank —
one of the most remarkable men of all ancient times — he whom Abraham
acknowledged as his superior, and from whom Abraham received the
benediction.

2. It is not unmanly to weep; <580507>Hebrews 5:7. The Son of God poured out
prayers and supplications with strong crying and tears. He wept at the
grave of Lazarus, and he wept over Jerusalem. If the Redeemer wept, it is
not unmanly to weep; and we should not be ashamed to have tears seen
streaming down our cheeks. Tears are appointed by God to be the natural
expression of sorrow, and often to furnish a relief to a burdened soul. We
instinctively honor the man whom we see weeping when there is occasion
for grief. We sympathize with him in his sorrow, and we love him the
more. When we see a father who could face the cannon’s mouth without
shrinking, yet weeping over the open grave of a daughter, we honor him
more than we could otherwise do. He shows that he has a heart that can
love and feel, as well as courage that can meet danger without alarm.
Washington wept when he signed the death-warrant of Major Andre; and
who ever read the affecting account without feeling that his character was
the more worthy of our love? There is enough in the world to make us
weep. Sickness, calamity, death, are around us. They come into our
dwellings, and our dearest objects of affection are taken away, and “God
intends” that we shall deeply feel. Tears here will make heaven more sweet;
and our sorrows on earth are intended to prepare us for the joy of that day
when it shall be announced to us that “all tears shall be wiped away from
every face.”

3. We see the propriety of prayer in view of approaching death;
<580507>Hebrews 5:7. The Redeemer prayed when he felt that he must die. We
know, also, that we must die. True, we shall not suffer as he did. He had
pangs on the cross which no other dying man ever bore. But death to us is
an object of dread. The hour of death is a fearful hour. The scene when a
man dies is a gloomy scene. The sunken eye, the pallid cheek, the clammy
sweat, the stiffened corpse, the coffin, the shroud, the grave, are all sad and
gloomy things. We know not, too, what severe pangs we may have when
we die. Death may come to us in some especially fearful form; and in view
of his approach in any way, we should pray. Pray, dying man, that you may
be prepared for that sad hour; pray, that you may not be left to complain,
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and rebel, and murmur then; pray that you may lie down in calmness and
peace; pray that you may be enabled to “honor God even in death.”

4. It is not sinful to dread death; <580507>Hebrews 5:7. The Redeemer dreaded
it. His human nature, though perfectly holy, shrank back from the fearful
agonies of dying. The fear of death, therefore, in itself is not sinful.
Christians are often troubled because they have not that calmness in the
prospect of death which they suppose they ought to have, and because
their nature shrinks back from the dying pang. They suppose that such
feelings are inconsistent with religion, and that they who have them cannot
be true Christians. But they forget their Redeemer and his sorrows; they
forget the earnestness with which he pleaded that the cup might be
removed. Death is in itself fearful, and it is a part of our nature to dread it,
and even in the best of minds sometimes the fear of it is not wholly taken
away until the hour comes, and God gives them “dying grace.” There are
probably two reasons why God made death so fearful to man:

(1) One is, to impress him with the importance of being prepared for it.
Death is to him the entrance on an endless being, and it is an object of God
to keep the attention fixed on that as a most momentous and solemn event.
The ox, the lamb, the robin, the dove, have no immortal nature; no
conscience; no responsibility, and no need of making preparation for death
— and hence — except in a very slight degree — they seem to have no
dread of dying. But not so with man. He has an undying soul. His main
business here is to prepare for death and for the world beyond, and hence,
by all the fear of the dying pang, and by all the horror of the grave, God
would fix the attention of man on his own death as a most momentous
event, and lead him to seek that hope of immortality which alone can lay
the foundation for any proper removal of the fear of dying.

(2) The other reason is, to deter man from taking his own life. To keep him
from this, he is made so as to start back from death. He fears it; it is to him
an object of deepest dread, and even when pressed down by calamity and
sadness, as a general law, he “had rather bear the ills he has, than fly to
others that he knows not of.” Man is the only creature in reference to
whom this danger exists. There is no one of the brute creation, unless it be
the scorpion, that will take its own life, and hence, they have not such a
dread of dying. But we know how it is with man. Weary of life; goaded by
a guilty conscience; disappointed and heart-broken, he is under strong
temptation to commit the enormous crime of self-murder, and to rush
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uncalled to the bar of God. As one of the means of deterring from this,
God has so made us that we fear to die; and thousands are kept from this
enormous crime by this fear, when nothing else would save them. It is
benevolence, therefore, to the world, that man is afraid to die — and in
every pang of the dying struggle, and everything about death that makes us
turn pale and tremble at its approach, there is in some way the
manifestation of goodness to mankind.

5. We may be comforted in the prospect of death by looking to the
example of the Redeemer; <580507>Hebrews 5:7. Much as we may fear to die,
and much as we may be left to suffer then, of one thing we may be sure. It
is, that he has gone beyond us in suffering. The sorrows of our dying will
never equal his. We shall never go through such scenes as occurred in the
garden of Gethsemane and on the cross. It may be some consolation that
human nature has endured greater pangs than we shall, and that there is
one who has surpassed us even in our keenest sufferings. It “should” be to
us a source of consolation, also of the highest kind, that he did it that he
might alleviate our sorrows, and that he might drive away the horrors of
death from us by “bringing life and immortality to light,” and that as the
result of his sufferings our dying moments may be calm and peaceful.

6. It often occurs that people are true Christians, and yet are ignorant of
some of the elementary principles of religion; <580512>Hebrews 5:12. This is
owing to such things as the following; a want of early religious instruction;
the faults of preachers who fail to teach their people; a want of inquiry on
the part of Christians, and the interest which they feel in other things above
what they feel in religion. It is often surprising what vague and unsettled
opinions many professed Christians have on some of the most important
points of Christianity, and how little qualified they are to defend their
opinions when they are attacked. Of multitudes in the Church even now it
might be said, that they “need some one to teach them what are the very
first principles of true religion.” To some of the “elementary” doctrines of
Christianity about deadness to the world, about self-denial, about prayer,
about doing good, and about spirituality, they are utter strangers. So of
forgiveness of injuries, and charity, and love for a dying world. These are
the “elements” of Christianity — rudiments which children in righteousness
should learn; and yet they are not learned by multitudes who bear the
Christian name.
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7. All Christians ought to be “teachers;” <580512>Hebrews 5:12. I do not mean
that they should all be “preachers;” but they should all so live as to “teach”
others the true nature of religion. This they should do by their example,
and by their daily conversation. Any Christian is qualified to impart useful
instruction to others. The servant of lowest rank may teach his master how
a Christian should live. A child may thus teach a parent how he should live,
and his daily walk may furnish to the parent lessons of inestimable value.
Neighbors may thus teach neighbors; and strangers may learn of strangers.
Every Christian has a knowledge of the way to be saved which it would be
of the highest value to others to know, and is qualified to tell the rich, and
proud, and learned sinner, that about himself and of the final destiny of man
of which he is now wholly ignorant. Let it be remembered, also, that the
world derives its views of the nature of religion from the lives and conduct
of its professed friends. It is not from the Bible, or from the pulpit, or from
books, that people learn what Christianity is; it is from the daily walk of
those who profess to be its friends; and every day we live, a wife, a child, a
neighbor, or a stranger, is forming some view of the nature of religion from
what they see in us. How important, therefore, it is that we so live as to
communicate to them just views of what constitutes religion!
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 6

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

In <580510>Hebrews 5:10,11, the apostle had said that the Lord Jesus was called
to the office of high priest after the order of Melchizedek, and that there
were many things to be said of him which were not easy to be understood.
They had not, he says, advanced as far in the knowledge of the true
religion as might have been reasonably expected, but had rather gone back;
<580512>Hebrews 5:12-14. The design of this chapter seems to be to warn them
against the danger of going back entirely, and to encourage them to make
the highest attainments possible in the knowledge of Christianity, and in the
divine life. The apostle would keep them from entire apostasy, and would
excite them to make all the advances which they possibly could make, and
particularly he designs to prepare them to receive what he had yet to say
about the higher doctrines of the Christian religion. In doing this he
presents the following considerations:

(1) An exhortation to leave the elements or rudiments of the Christian
religion, and to go on to the contemplation of the higher doctrines. The
elements were the doctrines of repentance, faith, laying on of hands, the
resurrection of the dead, and eternal judgment. These entered into the very
nature of Christianity. They were its first principles, and were
indispensable. The higher doctrines related to other matters, which the
apostle called them now to contemplate; <580601>Hebrews 6:1-3.

(2) He warns them, in the most solemn manner, against apostasy. He
assures them that if they should apostatize, it would be impossible to renew
them again. They could not fall away from grace and again be renewed;
they could not, after having been Christians and then apostatizing, be
recovered. Their fall in that case would be final and irrecoverable, for there
was no other way by which they could be saved; and by rejecting the
Christian scheme, they would reject the only plan by which they could ever
be brought to heaven. By this solemn consideration, therefore, he warns
them of the danger of going back from their exalted hopes, or of neglecting
the opportunities which they had to advance to the knowledge of the
higher truths of religion; <580604>Hebrews 6:4-6.
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(3) This sentiment is illustrated (<580607>Hebrews 6:7,8) by a striking and
beautiful figure drawn from agriculture. The sentiment was, that they who
did not improve their advantage, and grow in the knowledge of the gospel,
but who should go back and apostatize, would inevitably be destroyed.
They could not be renewed and saved. It will be says the apostle, as it is
with the earth. That which receives the rain that falls, and that bears its
proper increase for the use of man, partakes of the divine blessing. That
which does not — which bears only thorns and briers — is rejected, and is
nigh to cursing, and will be burned with fire.

(4) Yet the apostle says, he hoped better things of them. They had, indeed,
receded from what they had been. They had not made the advances which
he says they might have done. But still, there was reason to hope that they
would not wholly apostatize, and be cast off by God. They had shown that
they had true religion, and he believed that God would not forget the
evidence which they had furnished that they loved him; Hebrews 6: 9,10.

(5) He expresses his earnest wish that they all would show the same
diligence until they attained the full assurance of hope; <580611>Hebrews
6:11,12.

(6) To encourage them in this, he refers them to the solemn oath which
God had taken, and his sacred covenant with them confirmed by an oath, in
order that they might have true consolation, and be sustained in the
temptations and trials of life. That hope was theirs. It was sure and
steadfast. It entered into that within the veil; it had been confirmed by him
who had entered heaven as the great High Priest after the order of
Melchizedek; <580613>Hebrews 6:13-20. By such considerations he would guard
them from the danger of apostasy; he would encourage them to diligence in
the divine life; and he would seek to prepare them to welcome the more
high and difficult doctrines of the Christian religion.

<580601>Hebrews 6:1. Therefore “Since, as was stated in the previous
chapter, you OUGHT to be capable of comprehending the higher doctrines
of religion; since those doctrines are adapted to those who have been for a
considerable time professors of Christianity, and have had opportunities of
growing in knowledge and grace — as much as strong meat is for those of
mature years — leave now the elements of Christian doctrine, and go on to
understand its higher mysteries.” The idea is, that to those who had so long
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been acquainted with the way of salvation, the elements of Christianity
were no more adapted than milk was for grown persons.

Leaving Dismissing; intermitting; passing by the consideration of with a
view to advance to something higher. The apostle refers to his discussion
of the subject, and also to their condition. He wished to go on to the
contemplation of higher doctrines, and he desired that they should no
longer linger around the mere elements. “Let us advance to a higher state
of knowledge than the mere elements of the subject.” On the sense of the
word “leaving,” or quitting with a view to engage in something else, see
<400420>Matthew 4:20,22; 5:24.

The principles Margin: “The word of the beginning of Christ.” Tyndale
renders it: “let us leave the doctrine pertaining to the beginning of a
Christian man.” Coverdale, “let us leave the doctrine pertaining to the
beginning of a Christian life.” On the word “principles” see the note on
<580512>Hebrews 5:12. The Greek there, indeed, is not the same as in this place,
but the idea is evidently the same. The reference is to what he regarded as
the very elements of the Christian doctrine; and the meaning is, “let us no
longer linger here. We should go on to higher attainments. We should
wholly understand the system. We should discuss and receive its great
principles. You have been long enough converted to have understood
these; but you linger among the very elementary truths of religion. But you
cannot remain here. You must either advance or recede; and if you do not
go forward, you will go back into entire apostasy, when it will be
impossible to be renewed.” The apostle here, therefore, does not refer to
his discussion of the points under consideration as the main thing, but to
their state as one of danger; and in writing to them he was not content to
discuss the elements of religion as being alone suited to their condition, but
would have them make higher attainments, and advance to the more
elevated principles of the gospel.

Of the doctrine Literally, “the word” — logon <3056> — “reason, or doctrine
of the beginning of Christ.” That is, the word or reason that pertains to the
elements of his system; the first principles of Christian doctrine.

Of Christ Which pertain to the Messiah. Either what he taught, or what is
taught of him and his religion. Most probably it is the latter — what
pertains to the Messiah, or to the Christian revelation. The idea is, that
there is a set of truths which may be regarded as lying at the foundation of
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Christian doctrine, and those truths they had embraced, but had not
advanced beyond them.

Let us go on Let us advance to a higher state of knowledge and holiness.
The reference is alike to his discussion of the subject, and to their
advancement in piety and in knowledge. He would not linger around these
elements in the discussion, nor would he have them linger at the threshold
of the Christian doctrines.

Unto perfection compare the notes on <580210>Hebrews 2:10. The word here is
used, evidently, to denote an advanced state of Christian knowledge and
piety; or the more elevated Christian doctrines, and the holier living to
which it was their duty to attain. It does not refer solely to the intention of
the apostle to discuss the more elevated doctrines of Christianity, but to”
such an advance as would secure them from the danger of apostasy.” If it
should be said, however, that the word “perfection” is to be understood in
the most absolute and unqualified sense, as denoting entire freedom from
sin, it may be remarked:

(1)that this does not prove that they ever attained to it, nor should this be
adduced as a text to show that such an attainment is ever made. To exhort
a man to do a thing — however reasonable — is no proof in itself that it is
ever done.

(2) It is proper to exhort Christians to aim at entire perfection. Even if
none have ever reached that point on earth, that fact does not make it any
the less desirable or proper to aim at it.

(3) There is much in making an honest attempt to be perfectly holy, even
though we should not attain to it in this life. No man accomplishes much
who does not aim high.

Not laying again the foundation Not laying down — as one does a
foundation for an edifice. The idea is, that they were not to begin and build
all this over again. They were not to make it necessary to lay down again
the very cornerstones, and the foundations of the edifice, but since these
were laid already, they were to go on and build the superstructure and
complete the edifice.

Of repentance from dead works From works that cause death or
condemnation; or that have no vitality or life. The reference may be either
to those actions which were sinful in their nature, or to those which related
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to the FORMS of religion, where there was no spiritual life. This was the
character of much of the religion of the Jews; and conversion to the true
religion consisted greatly in repentance for having relied on those heartless
and hollow forms. It is possible that the apostle referred mainly to these, as
he was writing to those who had been Hebrews. When formalists are
converted, one of the FIRST and the main exercises of their minds in
conversion, consists in deep and genuine sorrow for their dependence on
those forms. Religion is life; and irreligion is a state of spiritual death,
(compare the notes on <490201>Ephesians 2:1), whether it be in open
transgression, or in false and hollow forms of religion. The apostle has here
stated what is the first element of the Christian religion. It consists in
genuine sorrow for sin, and a purpose to turn from it; see the note on
<400302>Matthew 3:2.

And of faith toward God see the note on <411616>Mark 16:16. This is the
SECOND element in the Christian system. Faith is everywhere required in
order to salvation, but it is usually faith “in the Lord Jesus” that is spoken
of; see <442021>Acts 20:21. Here, however, faith “in God” is particularly
referred to. But there is no essential difference. It is faith in God in regard
to his existence and perfections, and to his plan of saving people. It
includes, therefore, faith in his message and messenger, and thus embraces
the plan of salvation by the Redeemer. There is but one God — “the God
and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ;” and he who believes in the true God
believes in him as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; the Author of the plan of
redemption, and the Saviour of lost people. No one can believe “in the true
God” who does not believe in the Saviour; compare <430523>John 5:23; 17:3.
He who supposes that he confides “in any other” God than the Author of
the Christian religion, worships a being of the imagination as really as
though he bowed down to a block of wood or stone. If Christianity is true,
there is no such God as the infidel professes to believe in, any more than
the God of the Brahmin has an existence. To believe “in God,” therefore, is
to believe in him as he “actually exists” — as the true God — the Author
of the great plan of salvation by the Redeemer. It is needless to attempt to
show that faith in the true God is essential to salvation. How can he be
saved who has no “confidence” in the God that made him?

<580602>Hebrews 6:2. Of the doctrine of baptisms This is mentioned as the
THIRD element or principle of the Christian religion. The Jews made much
of various kinds of “ washings,” which were called “baptisms;” see the note
on <410704>Mark 7:4. It is supposed also, that they were in the practice of
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baptizing proselytes to their religion; see the note on <400306>Matthew 3:6.
Since they made so much of various kinds of ablution, it was important
that the true doctrine on the subject should be stated as one of the elements
of the Christian religion, that they might be recalled from superstition, and
that they might enjoy the benefits of what was designed to be an important
aid to piety — the true doctrine of baptisms. It will be observed that the
plural form is used here — “baptisms.” There are two baptisms whose
necessity is taught by the Christian religion — baptism by water, and by the
Holy Spirit; the first of which is an emblem of the second. These are stated
to be among the “elements” of Christianity, or the things which Christian
converts would first learn. The necessity of both is taught. He that
believeth and is “baptized” shall be saved; <411616>Mark 16:16.

“Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter
into the kingdom of God,”

<430305>John 3:5. On the baptism of the Holy Spirit, see the notes on
<400311>Matthew 3:11; <440105>Acts 1:5; compare <441901>Acts 19:1-6. To understand
the true doctrine respecting baptism was one of the first principles to be
learned then as it is now, as baptism is the rite by which we are “initiated”
into the Church. This was supposed to be so simple that young converts
could understand it as one of the elements of the true religion, and the
teaching on that subject now should be made so plain that the humblest
disciple may comprehend it. If it was an element or first principle of
religion; if it was presumed that anyone who entered the Church could
understand it, can it be believed that it was then so perplexing and
embarrassing as it is often made now? Can it be believed that a vast array
of learning, and a knowledge of languages and a careful inquiry into the
customs of ancient times, was needful in order that a candidate for baptism
should understand it? The truth is, that it was probably regarded as among
the most simple and plain matters of religion; and every convert was
supposed to understand that the application of water to the body in this
ordinance, in any mode, was designed to be merely emblematic of the
influences of the Holy Spirit.

And of laying on of hands This is the FOURTH element or principle of
religion. The Jews practiced the laying on of hands on a great variety of
occasions. It was done when a blessing was imparted to anyone; when
prayer was made for one; and when they offered sacrifice they laid their
hands on the head of the victim, confessing their sins; <031621>Leviticus 16:21;
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24:14; <040812>Numbers 8:12. It was done on occasions of solemn consecration
to office, and when friend supplicated the divine favor on friend. In like
manner, it was often done by the Saviour and the apostles. The Redeemer
laid his hands on children to bless them, and on the sick when he healed
them; <401913>Matthew 19:13; <410523>Mark 5:23; <400918>Matthew 9:18. In like manner
the apostles laid hands on others in the following circumstances:

(1) In healing the sick; <442808>Acts 28:8.

(2) In ordination to office; <540522>1 Timothy 5:22; Acts vi. 6.

(3) In imparting the miraculous influences of the Holy Spirit; <440817>Acts
8:17,19; 19:6.

The true doctrine respecting the design of laying on the hands, is said here
to be one of the elements of the Christian religion. That the custom of
laying on the hands as symbolical of imparting spiritual gifts, prevailed in
the Church in the time of the apostles, no one can doubt. But on the
question whether it is to be regarded as of perpetual obligation in the
Church, we are to remember:

(1) That the apostles were endowed with the power of imparting the
influences of the Holy Spirit in a miraculous or extraordinary manner. It
was with reference to such an imparting of the Holy Spirit that the
expression is used in each of the cases where it occurs in the New
Testament.

(2) The Saviour did not appoint the imposition of the hands of a “bishop”
to be one of the rites or ceremonies to be observed perpetually in the
Church. The injunction to be baptized and to observe his supper is positive,
and is universal in its obligation. But there is no such command respecting
the imposition of hands.

(3) No one now is intrusted with the power of imparting the Holy Spirit in
that manner There is no class of officers in the Church, that can make good
their claim to any such power. What evidence is there that the Holy Spirit
is imparted at the rite of “confirmation?”

(4) It is liable to be abused, or to lead persons to substitute the form for the
thing; or to think that because they have been “confirmed,” that therefore
they are sure of the mercy and favor of God.
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Still, if it be regarded as a “simple form of admission to a church,” without
claiming that it is enjoined by God, or that it is connected with any
authority to impart the Holy Spirit, no objection can be made to it any
more than there need be to any other form of recognizing Church
membership. Every pastor has a right, if he chooses, to lay his hands on the
members of his flock, and to implore a blessing on them; and such an act
on making a profession of religion would have much in it that would be
appropriate and solemn.

And of resurrection of the dead This is mentioned as the FIFTH element or
principle of the Christian religion. This doctrine was denied by the
Sadducees (<411218>Mark 12:18; <442308>Acts 23:8), and was ridiculed by
philosophers; <441732>Acts 17:32. It was, however, clearly taught by the
Saviour, (<430528>John 5:28,29), and became one of the cardinal doctrines of his
religion. By the resurrection of the dead, however, in the New Testament,
there is more intended than the resurrection of the “body.” The question
about the resurrection included the whole inquiry about the future state, or
whether man would live at all in the future world; compare the notes on
<402223>Matthew 22:23; <442306>Acts 23:6. This is one of the most important
subjects that can come before the human mind, and one on which man has
felt more perplexity than any other. The belief of the resurrection of the
dead is an elementary article in the system of Christianity. It lies at the
foundation of all our hopes. Christianity is designed to prepare us for a
future state; and one of the first things, therefore, in the preparation, is to
“assure” us there is a future state, and to tell us what it is. It is, moreover, a
unique doctrine of Christianity. The belief of the resurrection is found in no
other system of religion, nor is there a ray of light shed upon the future
condition of man by any other scheme of philosophy or religion.

And of eternal judgement This is the SIXTH element or principle of religion.
It is, that there will be a judgement whose consequences will be eternal. It
does not mean, of course, that the process of the judgement will be eternal,
or that the judgement day will continue forever; but that the results or
consequences of the decision of that day will continue for ever. There will
be no appeal from the sentence, nor will there be any reversal of the
judgment then pronounced. What is decided then will be determined
forever. The approval of the righteous will fix their state eternally in
heaven, and in like manner the condemnation of the wicked will fix their
doom forever in hell. This doctrine was one of the earliest that was taught
by the Saviour and his apostles, and is inculcated in the New Testament
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perhaps with more frequency than any other; see Matthew 25; <441731>Acts
17:31. That the consequences or results of the judgment will be “eternal,”
is abundantly affirmed; see <402546>Matthew 25:46: <430529>John 5:29:; <530109>2
Thessalonians 1:9: <410945>Mark 9:45,48.

<580603>Hebrews 6:3. And this will we do We will make these advances
toward a higher state of knowledge and piety. Paul had confidence that
they would do it (see <580609>Hebrews 6:9,10), and though they had lingered
long around the elements of Christian knowledge, he believed that they
would yet go on to make higher attainments.

If God permit This is not to be interpreted as if God was “unwilling” that
they should make such advances, or as if it were “doubtful” whether he
would allow it if they made an honest effort, and their lives were spared;
but it is a phrase used to denote their “dependence” on him. It is equivalent
to saying, “if he would spare their lives, their health, and their reason; if he
would continue the means of grace, and would impart his Holy Spirit; if he
would favor their efforts and crown them with success, they would make
these advances.” In reference to anything that we undertake, however
pleasing to God in itself, it is proper to recognize our entire dependence on
God; see <590413>James 4:13-15; compare the notes on <431505>John 15:5.

<580604>Hebrews 6:4. For it is impossible It is needless to say that the
passage here (<580604>Hebrews 6:4-6), has given occasion to much controversy,
and that the opinions of commentators and of the Christian world are yet
greatly divided in regard to its meaning. On the one hand, it is held that the
passage is not intended to describe those who are true Christians, but only
those who have been awakened and enlightened, and who then fall back;
and on the other it is maintained that it refers to those who are true
Christians, and who then apostatize. The contending parties have been
Calvinists and Arminians; each party, in general, interpreting it according
to the views which are held on the question about falling from grace. I shall
endeavor, as well as I may be able, to state the true meaning of the passage
by an examination of the words and phrases in detail, observing here, in
general, that it seems to me that it refers to true Christians; that the object
is to keep them from apostasy, and that it teaches that if they should
apostatize, it would be impossible to renew them again or to save them.
That it refers to true Christians will be apparent from these considerations.
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(1) Such is the sense which would strike the great mass of readers. Unless
there were some theory to defend, the great body of readers of the New
Testament would consider the expression used here as describing true
Christians.

(2) The connection demands such an interpretation. The apostle was
addressing Christians. He was endeavoring to keep them from apostasy.
The object was not to keep those who were awakened and enlightened
from apostasy, but it was to preserve those who were already in the
Church of Christ, from going back to perdition. The kind of exhortation
appropriate to those who were awakened and convicted, but who were not
truly converted, would be “to become converted;” not to warn them of the
danger of “falling away.” Besides, the apostle would not have said of such
persons that they COULD NOT be converted and saved. But of sincere
Christians it might be said with the utmost propriety, that they COULD NOT

be renewed again and be saved if they should fall away — because they
rejected the only plan of salvation after they had tried it, and renounced the
only scheme of redemption after they had tasted its benefits. If that plan
could not save them, what could? If they neglected that, by what other
means could they be brought to God?

(3) This interpretation accords, as I suppose, with the exact meaning of the
phrases which the apostle uses. An examination of those phrases will show
that he refers to those who are sincere believers. The phrase “it is
impossible” obviously and properly denotes absolute impossibility. It has
been contended, by Storr and others, that it denotes only great difficulty.
But the meaning which would at first strike all readers would be that “the
thing could not be done;” that it was not merely very difficult, but
absolutely impracticable. The word — adunaton <102> — occurs only in the
New Testament in the following places, in all which it denotes that the
thing could not be done; <401926>Matthew 19:26; <411027>Mark 10:27, “With men
this is impossible;” that is, men could not save one who was rich, implying
that the thing was wholly beyond human power. <421827>Luke 18:27, “The
things which are impossible with men are possible with God” — referring
to the same case; <441408>Acts 14:8, “A man of Lystra, impotent in his feet;”
that is, who was wholly “unable” to walk; <450803>Romans 8:3, “For what the
law could not do;” what was absolutely “impossible” for the Law to
accomplish; that is, to save people; <580618>Hebrews 6:18, “In which it was
impossible for God to lie;” <581004>Hebrews 10:4, “It is not possible for the
blood of bulls and of goats to take away sin;” and <581106>Hebrews 11:6,
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“Without faith it is impossible to please God;” in all of these instances
denoting absolute impossibility. These passages show that it is not merely a
great difficulty to which the apostle refers, but that he meant to say that the
thing was wholly impracticable; that it could not be done. And if this be the
meaning, then it proves that if those referred to should fall away, they
could never be renewed. Their case was hopeless, and they must perish:
that is, if a true Christian should apostatize, or fall from grace, “he never
could be renewed again,” and could not be saved. Paul did not teach that
he might fall away and be renewed again as often as he pleased. He had
other views of the grace of God than this; and he meant to teach, that if a
man should once cast off true religion, his case was hopeless, and he must
perish; and by this solemn consideration — the only one that would be
effectual in such a case — he meant to guard them against the danger of
apostasy.

For those who were once enlightened The phrase “to be enlightened” is
one that is often used in the Scriptures, and may be applied either to one
whose understanding has been enlightened to discern his duty, though he is
not converted (compare the note on <430109>John 1:9); or more commonly to
one who is truly converted; see the note on <490118>Ephesians 1:18. It does not
of necessity refer to true Christians, though it cannot be denied that it more
obviously suggests the idea that the heart is truly changed, and that it is
more commonly used in that sense; compare <191908>Psalm 19:8. Light, in the
Scriptures, is the emblem of knowledge, holiness, and happiness, and there
is no impropriety here in understanding it in accordance with the more
decisive phrases which follow, as referring to true Christians.

And have tasted To “taste” of a thing means, according to the usage in the
Scriptures, to “experience,” or to “understand” it. The expression is
derived from the fact that the “taste” is one of the means by which we
ascertain the nature or quality of an object; compare <401628>Matthew 16:28:
<430851>John 8:51; <580209>Hebrews 2:9. The proper idea here is, that they had
“experienced” the heavenly gift, or had learned its nature.

The heavenly gift The gift from heaven, or which pertains to heaven;
compare the note on <430410>John 4:10. The expression properly means some
favor or gift which has descended from heaven, and may refer to any of the
benefits which God has conferred on man in the work of redemption. It
might include the plan of salvation; the forgiveness of sins; the
enlightening, renewing, and sanctifying influences of the Holy Spirit, or any
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one of the graces which that Spirit imparts. The use of the article, however
— “the heavenly gift,” limits it to something special, as being conferred
directly from heaven, and the connection would seem to demand that we
understand it of some “special” favor which could be conferred only on the
children of God. It is an expression which “may” be applied to sincere
Christians; it is at least doubtful whether it can with propriety be applied to
any other.

And were made partakers of the Holy Ghost Partakers of the influences of
the Holy Spirit — for it is only in this sense that we can partake of the
Holy Spirit. We “partake” of food when we share it with others; we
“partake” of pleasure when we enjoy it with others; we “partake” of spoils
in war when they are divided between us and others. So we partake of the
influences of the Holy Spirit when we share these influences conferred on
his people. This is not language which can properly be applied to anyone
but a true Christian; and though it is true that an unpardoned sinner may be
enlightened and awakened by the Holy Spirit, yet the language used here is
not such as would be likely to be employed to describe his state. It is too
clearly expressive of those influences which renew and sanctify the soul. It
is as elevated language as can be used to describe the joy of the Christian,
and is undoubtedly used in that sense here. If it is not, it would be difficult
to find any language which would properly express the condition of a
renewed heart. Grotius, Bloomfield, and some others, understood this of
the miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit. But this is not necessary, and does
not accord well with the general description here, which evidently pertains
to the mass of those whom the apostle addressed.

<580605>Hebrews 6:5. And have tasted the good word of God That is, either
the doctrines which he teaches, and which are good, or pleasant to the
soul; or the Word of God which is connected with good, that is, which
promises good. The former seems to me to be the correct meaning — that
the Word of God, or the truth which he taught, was itself a good. It was
what the soul desired, and in which it found comfort and peace; compare
<19B9103>Psalm 119:103; <19E106>Psalm 141:6. The meaning here is, that they had
experienced the excellency of the truth of God; they had seen and enjoyed
its beauty. This is language which cannot be applied to an impenitent
sinner. He has no RELISH for the truth of God; sees no beauty in it; derives
no comfort from it. It is only the true Christian who has pleasure in its
contemplation, and who can be said to “taste” and enjoy it. This language
describes a state of mind of which every sincere Christian is conscious. It is
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that of pleasure in the Word of God. He loves the Bible; he loves the truth
of God that is preached. He sees an exquisite beauty in that truth. It is not
merely in its poetry; in its sublimity; in its argument; but he has now a
“taste” or “relish” for the truth itself, which he had not before his
conversion. Then he might have admired the Bible for its beauty of
language or for its poetry; he might have been interested in preaching for
its eloquence or power of argument; but now his love is for “the truth;”
compare <191910>Psalm 19:10. There is no book that he so much delights in as
the Bible; and no pleasure is so pure as what he has in contemplating the
truth; compare <062145>Joshua 21:45; 23:15.

And the powers of the world to come Or of the “coming age.” “The age to
come” was a phrase in common use among the Hebrews, to denote the
future dispensation, the times of the Messiah. The same idea was expressed
by the phrases “ the last times,” “the end of the world,” etc. which are of so
frequent occurrence in the Scriptures. They all denoted an age which was
to succeed the old dispensation; the time of the Messiah; or the period in
which the affairs of the world would be wound up; see the notes on
<230202>Isaiah 2:2. Here it evidently refers to that period, and the meaning is,
that they had participated in the special blessings to be expected in that
dispensation — to wit, in the clear views of the way of salvation, and the
influences of the Holy Spirit on the soul. The word “powers” here implies
that in that time there would be some extraordinary manifestation of the
“power” of God. An unusual energy would be put forth to save people,
particularly as evinced by the agency of the Holy Spirit on the heart. Of this
“power” the apostle here says they of whom he spake had partaken. They
had been brought under the awakening and renewing energy which God
put forth under the Messiah. in saving the soul. They had experienced the
promised blessings of the new and last dispensation; and the language here
is such as appropriately describes Christians, and as indeed can be
applicable to no other. It may be remarked respecting the various
expressions used here (<580604>Hebrews 6:4,5),

(1) that they are such as properly denote a renewed state. They obviously
describe the condition of a Christian; and though it may be not certain that
any one of them if taken by itself would prove that the person to whom it
was applied was truly converted, yet taken together it is clear that they are
designed to describe such a state. If they are not, it would be difficult to
find any language which would be properly descriptive of the character of a
sincere Christian. I regard the description here, therefore, as what is clearly
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designed to denote the state of those who were born again, and were the
true children of God; and it seems plain to me that no other interpretation
would have ever been thought of if this view had not seemed to conflict
with the doctrine of the “perseverance of the saints.”

(2) There is a regular gradation here from the first elements of piety in the
soul to its highest developements; and, whether the apostle so designed it
or not, the language describes the successive steps by which a true
Christian advances to the highest stage of Christian experience. The mind
is:

(a) enlightened; then

(b) tastes the gift of heaven, or has some experience of it; then

(c) it is made to partake of the influences of the Holy Spirit; then

(d) there is experience of the excellence and loveliness of the Word of
God; and

(e) finally there is a participation of the full “powers” of the new
dispensation; of the extraordinary energy which God puts forth in the
gospel to sanctify and save the soul.

<580606>Hebrews 6:6. If they shall fall away literally, “and having fallen
away.” “There is no IF in the Greek in this place — “having fallen away.”
Dr. John P. Wilson. It is not an affirmation that any had actually fallen
away, or that in fact they would do it; but the statement is, that “on the
supposition that they had fallen away,” it would be impossible to renew
them again. It is the same as supposing a case which in fact might never
occur: as if we should say, “had a man fallen down a precipice it would be
impossible to save him,” or “had the child fallen into the stream he would
certainly have been drowned.” But though this literally means, “having
fallen away,” yet the sense in the connection in which it stands is not
improperly expressed by our common translation. The Syriac has given a
version which is remarkable, not as a correct translation, but as showing
what was the prevailing belief in the time in which it was made,(probably
the first or second century), in regard to the doctrine of the perseverance of
the saints. “For it is impossible that they who have been baptized, and who
have tasted the gift which is from heaven, and have received the spirit of
holiness, and have tasted the good word of God, and the power of the
coming age, should again sin, so that they should be renewed again to
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repentance, and again crucify the Son of God and put him to ignominy.”
The word rendered “fall away” means properly “to fall near by anyone;”
“to fall in with or meet;” and thus to fall aside from, to swerve or deviate
from; and here means undoubtedly to “apostatize from,” and implies an
entire renunciation of Christianity, or a going back to a state of Judaism,
paganism, or sin. The Greek word occurs nowhere else in the New
Testament. It is material to remark here that the apostle does not say that
any true Christian ever had fallen away. He makes a statement of what
would occur on the supposition that such a thing should happen — but a
statement may be made of what would occur on the supposition that a
certain thing should take place, and yet it be morally certain that the event
never would happen. It would be easy to suppose what would happen if
the ocean should overflow a continent, or if the sun should cease to rise,
and still there be entire certainty that such an event never would occur.

To renew them again Implying that they had been before renewed, or had
been true Christians. The word “again” — palin <3825> — supposes this;
and this passage, therefore, confirms the considerations suggested above,
showing that they were true Christians who were referred to. They had
once repented, but it would be impossible to bring them to this state
“again.” This declaration of course is to be read in connection with the first
clause of <580604>Hebrews 6:4, “It is impossible to renew again to repentance
those who once were true Christians should they fall away.” I know of no
declaration more unambiguous than this. It is a positive declaration. It is
not that it would be very difficult to do it; or that it would be impossible
for man to do it, though it might be done by God; it is an unequivocal and
absolute declaration that it would be utterly impracticable that it should be
done by anyone, or by any means; and this, I have no doubt, is the meaning
of the apostle. Should a Christian fall from grace, he “must perish.” HE

NEVER COULD BE SAVED. The reason of this the apostle immediately adds.

Seeing This word is not in the Greek, though the sense is expressed. The
Greek literally is, “having again crucified to themselves the Son of God.”
The “reason” here given is, that the crime would be so great, and they
would so effectually exclude themselves from the only plan of salvation,
that they could not be saved. There is but one way of salvation. Having
tried that, and then renounced it, how could they then be saved? The case
is like that of a drowning man. If there was but one plank by which he
could be saved, and he should get on that and then push it away and plunge
into the deep, he must die. Or if there was but one rope by which the shore
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could be reached from a wreck, and he should cut that and cast it off, he
must die. Or if a man were sick, and there was but one kind of medicine
that could possibly restore him, and he should deliberately dash that away,
he must die. So in religion. There is “but one” way of salvation. If a man
deliberately rejects that, he must perish.

They crucify to themselves the Son of God afresh Our translators have
rendered this as if the Greek were — anastaurountav <388> palin <3825> —
“crucify again,” and so it is rendered by Chrysostom, by Tyndale,
Coverdale, Beza, Luther, and others. But this is not properly the meaning
of the Greek. The word anastaurwo <388> — is an “intensive” word, and is
employed instead of the usual word “to crucify” only to denote
“emphasis.” It means that such an act of apostasy would be equivalent to
crucifying him in an aggravated manner. Of course this is to be taken
“figuratively.” It could not be literally true that they would thus crucify the
Redeemer. The meaning is, that their conduct would be “as if” they had
crucified him; it would bear a strong resemblance to the act by which the
Lord Jesus was publicly rejected and condemned to die. The act of
crucifying the Son of God was the great crime which outpeers any other
deed of human guilt. Yet the apostle says that should they who had been
true Christians fall away and reject him, they would be guilty of a similar
crime. It would be a public and solemn act of rejecting him. It would show
that if they had been there they would have joined in the cry “crucify him,
crucify him.” The “intensity and aggravation” of such a crime perhaps the
apostle meant to indicate by the intensive or emphatic ana <303> in the word
anastaurountav <388>. Such an act would render their salvation
impossible, because:

(1) the crime would be aggravated beyond that of those who rejected him
and put him to death — for they knew not what they did; and

(2) because it would be a rejection of the only possible plan of salvation
after they had had experience of its power and known its efficacy.

The phrase “to themselves,” Tyndale readers, “as concerning themselves.”
Others, “as far as in them lies,” or as far as they have ability to do. Others,
“to their own heart.” Probably Grotius has suggested the true sense. “They
do it for themselves. They make the act their own. It is as if they did it
themselves; and they are to he regarded as having done the deed.” So we
make the act of another our own when we authorize it beforehand, or
approve of it after it is done.
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And put him to an open shame Make him a public example; or hold him up
as worthy of death on the cross; see the same word explained in the notes
on <400119>Matthew 1:19, in the phrase “make her a public example.” The word
occurs nowhere else in the New Testament. Their apostasy and rejection of
the Saviour would be like holding him up publicly as deserving the infamy
and ignominy of the cross. A great part of the crime attending the
crucifixion of the Lord Jesus, consisted in exhibiting him to the passing
multitude as deserving the death of a malefactor. Of that sin they would
partake who should reject him, for they would thus show that they
regarded his religion as an imposture, and would in a public manner hold
him up as worthy only of rejection and contempt. Such, it seems to me, is
the fair meaning of this much-disputed passage — a passage which would
never have given so much perplexity if it had not been supposed that the
obvious interpretation would interfere with some prevalent articles of
theology. The passage “proves” that if true Christians should apostatize, it
would be impossible to renew and save them. If then it should be asked
whether I believe that any true Christian ever did, or ever will fall from
grace, and wholly lose his religion, I would answer unhesitatingly, NO!
(compare the notes on <431027>John 10:27,28; <450838>Romans 8:38,39;
<480604>Galatians 6:4.) If then it be asked what was the use of a warning like
this, I answer:

(1) it would show the great sin of apostasy from God if it were to occur. It
is proper to state the greatness of an act of sin, though it might never
occur, in order to show how it would be regarded by God.

(2) Such a statement might be one of the most effectual means of
preserving from apostasy. To state that a fall from a precipice would cause
certain death, would be one of the most certain means of preserving one
from falling; to affirm that arsenic would be certainly fatal, is one of the
most effectual means of preventing its being taken; to know that fire
certainly destroys, is one of the most sure checks from the danger.
Thousands have been preserved from going over the Falls of Niagara by
knowing that there would be no possibility of escape; and so effectual has
been this knowledge that it has preserved all from such a catastrophe,
except the very few who have gone over by accident. So in religion. The
knowledge that apostasy would be fatal, and there could be no hope of
being of the danger than all the other means that could be used. If a man
believed that it would be an easy matter to be restored again should he
apostatize, he would feel little solicitude in regard to it; and it has occurred
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in fact, that they who suppose that this may occur, have manifested little of
the care to walk in the paths of strict religion, which should have been
evinced.

(3) It may be added, that the means used by God to preserve his people
from apostasy, have been entirely effectual. There is no evidence that one
has ever fallen away who was a true Christian, (compare <431027>John 10:27,28,
and <620219>1 John 2:19); and to the end of the world it will be true that the
means which he uses to keep his people from apostasy will not in a single
instance fail.f9

<580607>Hebrews 6:7. For the earth The design of the apostle by this
comparison is apparent. It is to show the consequences of not making a
proper use of all the privileges which Christians have, and the effect which
would follow should those privileges fail to be improved. He says, it is like
the earth. If that absorbs the rain, and produces an abundant harvest, it
receives the divine blessing. If not, it is cursed, or is worthless. The design
is to show that “if” Christians should become like the barren earth they
would be cast away and lost.

Which drinketh in the rain A comparison of the earth as if it were “thirsty”
— a comparison that is common in all languages.

That cometh oft upon it The frequent showers that fall. The object is to
describe fertile land which is often watered with the rains of heaven. The
comparison of “drinking in” the rain is designed to distinguish a mellow
soil which receives the rain, from hard or rocky land where it runs off.

And bringeth forth herbs The word “herbs” we now limit in common
discourse to the small vegetables which die every year, and which are used
as articles of food, or to such in general as have not ligneous or hard
woody stems. The word here means anything which is cultivated in the
earth as an article of food, and includes all kinds of grains.

Meet for them Useful or appropriate to them.

By whom it is dressed Margin, “for whom.” The meaning is, on account of
whom it is cultivated. The word “dressed” here means “cultivated:”
compare <010215>Genesis 2:15.

Receiveth blessing from God Receives the divine approbation. It is in
accordance with his wishes and plans, and he smiles upon it and blesses it.
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He does not curse it as he does the desolate and barren soil. The language
is figurative, and must be used to denote what is an object of the divine
favor. God delights in the harvests which the earth brings forth; in the
effects of dews and rains and suns in causing beauty and abundance; and on
such fields of beauty and plenty he looks down with pleasure. This does
not mean, as I suppose, that he renders it MORE fertile and abundant, for:

(1) it cannot be shown that it is true that God thus rewards the earth for its
fertility; and

(2) such an interpretation would not accord well with the scope of the
passage.

The design is to show that a Christian who makes proper use of the means
of growing in grace which God bestows upon him, and who does not
apostatize, meets with the divine favor and approbation. His course
accords with the divine intention and wishes, and he is a man on whom
God will smile — as he seems to do on the fertile earth.

<580608>Hebrews 6:8. But that which beareth thorns and briars is rejected
That is, by the farmer or owner. It is abandoned as worthless. The force of
the comparison here is, that God would thus deal with those who professed
to be renewed if they should be like such a worthless field.

And is nigh unto cursing Is given over to execration, or is abandoned as
useless. The word “cursing” means devoting to destruction. The sense is
not that the owner would curse it “in words,” or imprecate a curse on it, as
a man does who uses profane language, but the language is taken here
from the more common use of the word “curse” — as meaning to devote
to destruction. So the land would be regarded by the farmer. It would be
valueless, and would be given up to be overrun with fire.

Whose end is to be burned Referring to the land. The allusion here is to the
common practice among the Oriental and Roman agriculturists of burning
bad and barren lands. An illustration of this is afforded by Pliny. “There are
some who burn the stubble on the field, chiefly upon the authority of
Virgil; the principal reason for which is, that they may burn the seeds of
weeds;” Nat. Hist. xviii. 30. The authority of Virgil, to which Pliny refers,
may be found in Georg. i. 84:
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“Saepe etiam steriles incendere profuit agros,
Atque levem stipulam ciepitantibus urere flammis.”

“It is often useful to set fire to barren lands, and burn the light stubble in
crackling flames.” The PURPOSE of burning land in this way was to render
it available for useful purposes; or to destroy noxious weeds, and thorns,
and underbrush. But the object of the apostle requires him to refer merely
to the “fact” of the burning, and to make use of it as an illustration of an
act of punishment. So, Paul says, it would be in the dealings of God with
his people. If after all attempts to secure holy living, and to keep them in
the paths of salvation, they should evince none of the spirit of piety, all that
could be done would be to abandon them to destruction as such a field is
overrun with fire. It is not supposed that a true Christian will fall away and
be lost, but we may remark

(1) that there are many professed Christians who seem to be in danger of
such ruin. They resist all attempts to produce in them the fruits of good
living as really as some pieces of ground do to secure a harvest. Corrupt
desires, pride, envy, uncharitableness, covetousness, and vanity are as
certainly seen in their lives as thorns and briars are on a bad soil. Such
briars and thorns you may cut down again and again; you may strike the
plow deep and seem to tear away all their roots; you may sow the ground
with the choicest grain, but soon the briars and the thorns will again
appear, and be as troublesome as ever. No pains will subdue them, or
secure a harvest. So with many a professed Christian. He may be taught,
admonished, rebuked, and afflicted, but all will not do. There is essential
and unsubdued perverseness in his soul, and despite all the attempts to
make him a holy man, the same bad passions are continually breaking out
anew.

(2) Such professing Christians are “nigh unto cursing.” They are about to
be abandoned forever. Unsanctified and wicked in their hearts, there is
nothing else which can be done for them, and they must be lost. What a
thought! A professing Christian “nigh unto cursing!” A man, the efforts
for,whose salvation are about to cease forever, and who is to he given over
as incorrigible and hopeless! For such a man — in the church or out of it
— we should have compassion. We have some compassion for an ox
which is so stubborn that he will not work — and which is to be put to
death; for a horse which is so fractious that he cannot be broken, and
which is to be killed; for cattle which are so unruly that they cannot be
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restrained, and which are only to be fattened for the slaughter; and even for
a field which is desolate and barren, and which is given up to be overrun
with briars and thorns; but how much more should we pity a man all the
efforts for whose salvation fail, and who is soon to be abandoned to
everlasting destruction!

<580609>Hebrews 6:9. But, beloved, we are persuaded better things We
confidently hope for better things respecting you. We trust that you are
true Christians; that you will produce the proper fruits of holiness; that you
will be saved. “Things that accompany salvation.” Things that pertain to
salvation. The Greek phrase here means, “near to salvation,” or things that
are conjoined with salvation. So Coverdale renders it, “and that salvation is
nigher.” The form of expression seems to refer to what was said in
<580608>Hebrews 6:8. The land overrun with briars was “nigh” to cursing; the
things which Paul saw in them were “nigh” to salvation. From this verse it
is evident:

(1) that the apostle regarded them as sincere Christians; and

(2) that he believed they would not fall away.

Though he had stated what must be the inevitable consequence if
Christians “should” apostatize, yet he says that in their case he had a firm
conviction that it would not occur. There is no inconsistency in this. We
may be certain that if a man should take arsenic it would kill him; and yet
we may have the fullest conviction that he will NOT do it. Is not this verse
a clear proof that Paul felt that it was certain that true Christians would
never fall away and be lost? If he supposed that they might, how could he
be persuaded that it would not happen to them? Why not to them as well
as to others? Hence, learn that while we assure people that if they should
fall away they would certainly perish we may nevertheless address them
with the full persuasion that they will be saved.

<580610>Hebrews 6:10. For God is not unrighteous God will do no wrong.
He will not forget or fail to reward the endeavors of his people to promote
his glory, and to do good. The meaning here is, that by their kindness in
ministering to the wants of the saints, they had given full evidence of true
piety. If God should forget that, it would be “unrighteous:

(1) because there was a propriety that it should be remembered; and
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(2) because it is expressly promised that it shall not fail of reward; Matthew
10: 42.

Your work Particularly in ministering to the wants of the saints.

Labour of love Deeds of benevolence when there was no hope of
recompense, or when love was the motive in doing it.

Which ye have showed toward his name Toward him — for the word
“name” is often used to denote the person himself. They had showed that
they loved God by their kindness to his people; <402540>Matthew 25:40,
“Inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of the least of these my brethren, ye
have done it unto me.

In that ye have ministered to the saints You have supplied their wants.
This may refer either to the fact that they contributed to supply the wants
of the poor members of the church (compare the note on <480210>Galatians
2:10), or it may refer to some special acts of kindness which they had
shown to suffering and persecuted Christians. It is not possible now to
know to what particular acts the apostle refers. We may learn

(1) that to show kindness to Christians, because they are Christians, is an
important evidence of piety.

(2) It will in no case be unrewarded. God is not “unjust;” and he will
remember an act of kindness shown to his people — even though it be
nothing but giving a cup of cold water.

<580611>Hebrews 6:11. And we desire that every one of you We wish that
every member of the church should exhibit the same endeavor to do good
until they attain to the full assurance of hope. It is implied here that the full
assurance of hope is to be obtained by a persevering effort to lead a holy
life.

The same diligence The same strenuous endeavor, the same ardor and zeal.

To the full assurance of hope In order to obtain the full assurance of hope.
The word rendered “full assurance,” means firm persuasion, and refers to a
state of mind where there is the fullest conviction, or where there is no
doubt; see <510202>Colossians 2:2; <520105>1 Thessalonians 1:5; <581022>Hebrews 10:22;
compare <420101>Luke 1:1; <450421>Romans 4:21; 14:5; <550405>2 Timothy 4:5,17, where
the same word, in different forms, occurs. Hope is a compound emotion
(see the notes on <490212>Ephesians 2:12), made up of an earnest “desire” for an
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object, and a corresponding “expectation” of obtaining it. The hope of
heaven is made up of an earnest “wish” to reach heaven, and a
corresponding “expectation” of it, or “reason to believe” that it will be
ours. The full assurance of that hope exists where there is the highest
desire of heaven, and such corresponding evidence of personal piety as to
leave no doubt that it will be ours.

To the end To the end of life. The apostle wished that they would
persevere in such acts of piety to the end of their course, as to have their
hope of heaven fully established, and to leave no doubt on the mind that
they were sincere Christians. Hence, learn:

(1) that full assurance of hope is to be obtained only by holy living.

(2) It is only when that is persevered in that it can be obtained.

(3) It is not by visions and raptures; by dreams and revelations that it can
now be acquired, for God imparts no such direct revelation now.

(4) It is usually only as the result of a life of consistent piety that such an
assurance is to be obtained.

No man can have it who does not persevere in holy living, and they who do
obtain it usually secure it only near the end of a life of eminent devotedness
to God. God could impart it at once when the soul is converted, but such is
the tendency of man to indolence and sloth that even good people would
then relax their efforts, and sit down contented, feeling that they had now
the undoubted prospect of heaven. As it is, it is held out as a prize to be
won — as that whose acquisition is to cheer us in our old age, when the
warfare is over, and when amidst the infirmities of years, and the near
prospect of death, we need special consolation; compare <550406>2 Timothy
4:6,7.

<580612>Hebrews 6:12. That ye be not slothful Indolent; inactive. This was
what he was especially desirous of guarding them against. By diligent and
strenuous effort only could they secure themselves from the danger of
apostasy.

But followers.” Imitators — that you may live as they lived.

Of them who through faith and patience By faith, or confidence in God,
and by patience in suffering — referring to those who in times of trial had
remained faithful to God, and had been admitted to heaven. In Hebrews 11,
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the apostle has given a long list of such persevering and faithful friends of
God; see the notes on that chapter.

The promise The promise of heaven.

<580613>Hebrews 6:13. For when God made promise to Abraham That he
would bless him, and multiply his seed as the stars of heaven; <012216>Genesis
22:16,17. The object of introducing this example here is, to encourage
those to whom the apostle was writing to persevere in the Christian life,
This he does by showing that God had given the highest possible assurance
of his purpose to bless his people, by an oath. Reference is made to
Abraham in this argument, probably, for two reasons:

(1) To show the nature of the evidence which Christians have that they will
be saved, or the ground of encouragement — being the same as that made
to Abraham, and depending, as in his case, on the promise of God; and

(2) because the “example” of Abraham was just in point. He had
persevered. He had relied firmly and solely on the promise of God. He did
this when appearances were much against the fulfillment of the promise,
and he thus showed the advantage of perseverance and fidelity in the cause
of God.

Because he could swear by no greater There is no being greater than God.
In taking an oath among people it is always implied that the appeal is to
one of superior power, who is able to punish for its infraction. But this
could not occur in the case of God himself. There was no greater being
than himself, and the oath, therefore, was by his own existence.

He sware by himself <012216>Genesis 22:16. “By myself have I sworn;”
compare <234523>Isaiah 45:23. In an oath of this kind God pledges his veracity;
declares that the event shall be as certain as his existence; and secures it by
all the perfections of his nature. The usual form of the oath is, “As I live,
saith the Lord;” see <041421>Numbers 14:21,28; <263311>Ezekiel 33:11.

<580614>Hebrews 6:14. Saying, Surely blessing I will bless thee That is, I
will certainly bless thee. The phrase is a Hebrew mode of expression, to
denote emphasis or certainty — indicated by the repetition of a word;
compare <011423>Genesis 14:23; <020810>Exodus 8:10; <290314>Joel 3:14; <070530>Judges 5:30;
15:16.
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Multiplying I will multiply thee I will greatly increase thee — I will grant
thee an exceedingly numerous posterity.

<580615>Hebrews 6:15. And so, after he had patiently endured After he had
waited for a long time. He did not faint or grow weary, but he persevered
in a confident expectation of the fulfillment of what God had so solemnly
promised.

He obtained the promise Evidently the promise referred to in the oath —
that he would have a numerous posterity. The apostle intimates that he had
waited for that a long time; that his faith did not waver, and that in due
season the object of his wishes was granted. To see the force of this, we
are to remember

(1) that when he was called by God from Haran, and when the promise of a
numerous posterity was made to him, he was seventy-five years old;
<011201>Genesis 12:1-5.

(2) Twenty-four years elapsed after this, during which he was a sojourner
in a strange land, before the manner in which this promise would be
fulfilled was made known to him; <011701>Genesis 17:1-16.

(3) It was only when he was an hundred years old, and when he had
persevered in the belief of the truth of the promise against all the natural
improbabilities of its accomplishment, that he received the pledge of its
fulfillment in the birth of his son Isaac; <012101>Genesis 21:1-5.

(4) The birth of that son was a pledge that the other blessings implied in
the promise would be granted, and in that pledge Abraham may be said to
have “received the promise.” He did not actually see the numerous
posterity of which he was to be the honored ancestor, nor the Messiah who
was to descend from him, nor the happy influences which would result to
mankind from the fulfillment of the promise. But he saw the certainty that
all this would occur; he saw by faith the Messiah in the distance (<430856>John
8:56), and the numerous blessings which would result from his coming. It
was a remarkable instance of faith, and one well suited to the purpose of
the apostle. It would furnish ample encouragement to the Christians to
whom he wrote, to persevere in their course, and to avoid the dangers of
apostasy. If Abraham persevered when “appearances” were so much
against the fulfillment of what had been promised, then Christians should
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persevere under the clearer light and with the more distinct promises of the
gospel.

<580616>Hebrews 6:16. For men verily swear by the greater That is, they
appeal to God. They never swear by one who is inferior to themselves. The
object of the apostle in this declaration is to show that as far as this could
be done it had been by God. He could not indeed swear by one greater
than himself, but he could make his promise as certain as an oath taken by
people was when they solemnly appealed to him. He could appeal to his
own existence and veracity, which was at any time the most solemn form
of an oath, and thus put the mind to rest in regard to the hope of heaven.

And an oath for confirmation An oath taken to confirm or establish
anything.

Is to them an end of all strife That is, when two parties are at variance, or
have a cause at issue, an oath binds them to adhere to the terms of
agreement concluded on, or contracting parties bind themselves by a
solemn oath to adhere to the conditions of an agreement, and this puts an
end to all strife. They rest satisfied when a solemn oath has been taken, and
they feel assured that the agreement will be complied with. Or it may refer
to cases where a man was accused of wrong before a court, and where he
took a solemn oath that the thing had not been done, and his oath was
admitted to be sufficient to put an end to the controversy. The general
meaning is clear, that in disputes between man and man, an appeal was
made to an oath, and that was allowed to settle it. The connection here is,
that as far as the case would admit of, the same thing was done by God.
His oath by himself made his promise firm.

<580617>Hebrews 6:17. Wherein God On account of which; or since an oath
had this effect, God was willing to appeal to it in order to assure his people
of salvation.

Willing more abundantly In the most abundant manner, or to make the
case as sure as possible. It does not mean more abundantly than in the case
of Abraham, but that he was willing to give the most ample assurance
possible. Coverdale renders it correctly, “very abundantly.”

The heirs of promise The heirs to whom the promise of life pertained; that
is, all who were interested in the promises made to Abraham — thus
embracing the heirs of salvation now.
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The immutability of his counsel His fixed purpose. He meant to show in
the most solemn manner that his purpose would not change. The plans of
God never change; and all the hope which we can have of heaven is
founded on the fact that his purpose is immutable. If he changed his plans;
if he was controlled by caprice; if he willed one thing today and another
thing tomorrow, who could confide in him, or who would have any hope
of heaven? No one would know what to expect; and no one could put
confidence in him. The farmer plows and sows because he believes that the
laws of nature are settled and fixed; the mariner ventures into unknown
seas because the needle points in one direction; we plant an appletree
because we believe it will produce apples, a peach because it will produce
peaches, a pear because it will produce a pear. But suppose there were no
settled laws, that all was governed by caprice; who would know what to
plant? Who then would plant anything? So in religion. If there were
nothing fixed and settled, who would know what to do? If God should
change his plans by caprice, and save one man by faith today and condemn
another for the same faith tomorrow; or if he should pardon a man today
and withdraw the pardon tomorrow, what security could we have of
salvation? How grateful, therefore, should we be that God has an
“immutable counsel,” and that this is confirmed by a solemn oath! No one
could honor a God that had not such an immutability of purpose; and all
the hope which man can have of heaven is in the fact that He is
unchanging.

Confirmed it by an oath Margin, “Interposed himself.” Tyndale and
Coverdale, “added an oath.” The Greek is, “interposed with an oath” —
emesiteusen <3315> oJrkw <3727>. The word used here — mesiteuw <3315> —
means to mediate or intercede for one; and then to intervene or interpose.
The meaning here is, “that he interposed an oath” between himself and the
other party by way of a confirmation or pledge.

<580618>Hebrews 6:18. That by two immutable things What the “two
immutable things” here referred to are, has been made a matter of question
among commentators. Most expositors, as Doddridge, Whitby,
Rosenmuller, Koppe, and Calvin, suppose that the reference is to the
promise and the oath of God, each of which would be a firm ground of the
assurance of salvation, and in each of which it would be impossible for God
to lie. Prof. Stuart supposes that the reference is to “two oaths” — the
oath made to Abraham, and that by which the Messiah was made High
Priest according to the order of Melchizedek; <19B004>Psalm 110:4; <580506>Hebrews
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5:6,10. He supposes that thus the salvation of believers would be amply
secured, by the promise that Abraham should have a Son, the Messiah, in
whom all the families of the earth would be blessed, and in the oath that
this Son should be High Priest forever. But to this interpretation it may be
objected that the apostle seems to refer to two things distinct from each
other in their nature, and not to two acts of the same kind. There are two
kinds of security referred to, whereas the security furnished according to
this interpretation would be the same — that arising from an oath.
However numerous the oaths might be, still it would be security of the
same kind, and if one of them were broken no certainty could be derived
from the other. On the supposition, however, that he refers to the
“promise” and the “oath,” there would be two kinds of assurance of
different kinds. On the supposition that the “promise” was disregarded —
if such a supposition may be made still there would be the security of the
“oath” — and thus the assurance of salvation was two-fold. It seems to
me, therefore, that the apostle refers to the “promise” and to the “oath” of
God, as constituting the two grounds of security for the salvation of his
people. Those things were both unchangeable, and when his word and oath
are once passed, what he promises is secure.

In which it was impossible for God to lie That is, it would be contrary to
his nature; it is not for a moment to be supposed; compare <560102>Titus 1:2,
“God — that cannot lie.” The impossibility is a “moral” impossibility, and
the use of the word here explains the sense in which the words “impossible,
cannot,” etc., are often used in the Scriptures. The meaning here is, that
such was the love of God for truth; such his holiness of character, that he
“could” not speak falsely.

We might have a strong consolation The strongest of which the mind can
conceive. The consolation of a Christian is not in his own strength; his
hope of heaven is not in any reliance on his own powers. His comfort is,
that God has “promised” eternal life to his people, and that He cannot
prove false to his word; <560102>Titus 1:2.

Who have fled for refuge Referring to the fact that one charged with
murder fled to the city of refuge, or laid hold on an altar for security. So
we guilty and deserving of death have fled to the hopes of the gospel in the
Redeemer.

To lay hold upon To seize and hold fast — as one does an altar when he is
pursued by the avenger of blood.
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The hope set before us The hope of eternal life offered in the gospel. This
is set before us as our refuge, and to this we flee when we feel that we are
in danger of death. On the nature of hope, see the notes on <490212>Ephesians
2:12.

<580619>Hebrews 6:19. Which hope we have as an anchor of the soul Hope
accomplishes for the soul the same thing which an anchor does for a ship.
It makes it fast and secure. An anchor preserves a ship when the waves
beat and the wind blows, and as long as the anchor holds, so long the ship
is safe, and the mariner apprehends no danger. So with the soul of the
Christian. In the tempests and trials of life, his mind is calm as long as his
hope of heaven is firm. If that gives way, he feels that all is lost. Among the
pagan writers, “hope” is often compared with an anchor. So Socrates said,
“To ground hope on a false supposition, is like trusting to a weak anchor.”
Again — “A ship ought not to trust to one anchor, nor life to one hope.”
Both sure and steadfast. Firm and secure. This refers to the anchor. That is
fixed in the sand, and the vessel is secure.

And which entereth into that within the veil The allusion to the “anchor”
here is dropped, and the apostle speaks simply of hope. The “veil” here
refers to what in the temple divided the holy from the most holy place; see
the notes on <402112>Matthew 21:12. The place “within the veil” — the most
holy place — was regarded as God’s special abode — where he dwelt by
the visible symbol of his presence. That holy place was emblematic of
heaven; and the idea here is, that the hope of the Christian enters into
heaven itself; it takes hold on the throne of God; it is made firm by being
fastened there. It is not the hope of future riches, honors, or pleasures in
this life — for such a hope would not keep the soul steady; it is the hope of
immortal blessedness and purity in the world beyond.

<580620>Hebrews 6:20. Whither To which most holy place — heaven.

The forerunner The word used here occurs nowhere else in the New
Testament. A “forerunner” — prodromov <4274> — is one who goes before
others to prepare the way. The word is applied to light troops sent forward
as scouts; Diod. Sic. 17.17; compare “Wisdom of Solomon” (apoc) 12:8.
“Thou didst send wasps, forerunners of thy host, to destroy them by little
and little.” The meaning here is, that Jesus went first into the heavenly
sanctuary. He led the way. He has gone there on our account, to prepare a
place for us; <431403>John 14:3. Having such a friend and advocate there, we
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should be firm in the hope of eternal life, and amidst the storms and
tempests around us, we should be calm.

Made an high priest forever see the notes on <580506>Hebrews 5:6,10. To
illustrate this fact, was the object for which this discussion was introduced,
and which had been interrupted by the remarks occurring in this chapter on
the danger of apostasy. Having warned them of this danger, and exhorted
them to go on to make the highest attainments possible in the divine life,
the apostle resumes the discussion respecting Melchizedek, and makes the
remarks which he intended to make respecting this remarkable man; see
<580511>Hebrews 5:11.

REMARKS

1. We should aim at perfection in order that we may have evidence of
piety; <580601>Hebrews 6:1. No man can be a Christian who does not do this, or
who does not desire to be perfect as God is perfect. No one can be a
Christian who is “satisfied” or “contented” to remain in sin; or who would
not “prefer” to be made at once as holy as an angel — as the Lord Jesus —
as God.

2. We should aim at perfection in order to make great attainments;
Hebrews 6: 1. No man makes any great advance in anything, who does not
set his standard high. Men usually accomplish about what they expect to
accomplish, If a man expects to be a quack physician, he becomes such; if
he is satisfied to be a fourth-rate lawyer, he becomes such; if he is willing
to be an indifferent mechanic, he advances no higher; if he has no intention
or expectation of being a firstrate farmer, he will never become one. If he
sincerely aims, however, to excel, he usually accomplishes his object. And
it is so in religion. If a man does not intend to be an eminent Christian, he
may be certain he never will be. Religion is not produced by chance — any
more than fine fruit is, or than a good harvest is. One of the principal
reasons why President Edwards became so eminent a Christian, was, that
in early life he adopted the following resolution, to which he appears
always to have adhered, that

“on the supposition that there never was to be but one individual in
the world, at any one time, who was properly a complete Christian,
in all respects of a right stamp, having Christianity always shining in
its true lustre, and appearing excellent and lovely, from whatever
part, and under whatever character viewed: Resolved, To act just
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as I would do, if I strove with all my might to be that one, who
should live in my time.” Life, by S. E. Dwight, D.D., p. 72.

3. We should aim to acquire as much “knowledge” of religious truth as we
possibly can; <580601>Hebrews 6:1,2. True piety is “principle.” It is not fancy, or
dreaming, or visions, or enthusiasm. It is based on knowledge, and does
not go “beyond” that. No man has any more religion than he has
“knowledge” of the way of salvation. He cannot force his religion to
overstep the bounds of his knowledge; for “ignorance” contributes nothing
to devotion. There may be knowledge where there is no piety; but there
can be no true religion where there is no knowledge. If, therefore, a
Christian wishes to make advances, he must gain a knowledge of the truth.
He must understand the great doctrines of his religion. And in like manner,
if we wish the next generation to be intelligent and solid Christians, we
must train them up to “understand” the Bible.

4. The consequences of the judgment will be eternal; <580602>Hebrews 6:2. No
truth is more solemn than this. It is this which makes the prospect of the
judgment so awful. If the consequences of the sentence were to continue
for a few years, or ages, or centuries only, it would be of much less
importance. But who can abide the thought of “eternal judgment?” Of an
“eternal sentence?” Here the most fearful and solemn sentence is for a
short period. The sentence will soon expire; or it is mitigated by the hope
of a change. Pain here is brief. Disgrace, and sorrow, and heaviness of
heart, and all the woes that man can inflict, soon come to an end. There is
an outer limit of suffering, and no severity of a sentence, no ingenuity of
man, can prolong it far. The man disgraced, and whose life is a burden, will
soon die. On the cheeks of the solitary prisoner, doomed to the dungeon
for life, a “mortal paleness” will soon settle down, and the comforts of an
approaching release by death may soothe the anguish of his sad heart. The
rack of torture cheats itself of its own purpose, and the exhausted sufferer
is released. “The excess (of grief,) makes it soon mortal.” But in the world
of future woe the sentence will never expire; and death will never come to
relieve the sufferer. I may ask, then, of my reader, Are you prepared for the
“eternal” sentence? Are you ready to hear a doom pronounced which can
never be changed? Would you be willing to have God judge you just as
you are, and pronounce such a sentence as ought to be pronounced now,
and have the assurance that it would be eternal? You seek worldly honor.
Would you be willing to be doomed “always” to seek that? You aspire
after wealth. Would you be willing to be doomed to aspire after that
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“always?” You seek pleasure — in the frivolous and giddy world. Would
you be willing to be doomed “always” to seek after that? You have no
religion; perhaps desire to have none. Yet would you be willing to be
doomed to be ALWAYS without religion? You are a stranger to the God
that made you. Would you be willing to be sentenced to be “always” a
stranger to God? You indulge in passion, pride, envy, sensuality. Would
you be willing to be sentenced always to the raging of these passions and
lusts? How few are they who would be willing to have an “eternal”
sentence passed on them, or to be doomed to pursue their present
employments, or to cherish their present opinions for ever! How few who
would “dare” to meet a sentence which should be in strict accordance with
what was “just,” and which was never to change!

5. With the righteous it should be matter of rejoicing that the judgment is
to be eternal; <580602>Hebrews 6:2. They can desire no change of the sentence
which will assign them to heaven; and it will be no small part of the joy of
the heavenly world, that the results of the judgment will be everlasting.
There will be no further trial; no reversing of the sentence; no withdrawing
of the crown of glory. The righteous are the only ones who have not
reason to dread a “just eternal sentence;” and they will rejoice when the
time shall come which will fix their doom forever.

6. We should dread apostasy from the true religion; <580604>Hebrews 6:4. We
should habitually feel that if we should deny our Lord, and reject his
religion, there would be no hope. The die would be cast; and we must then
perish for ever. By this solemn consideration God intends to preserve his
people, and it is a consideration which has been so effectual that there is
not the least reason to suppose that anyone who has ever had any true
religion, has fallen away and perished. Many have been “almost”
Christians, and have then turned back to perdition (<400702>Matthew 7:2,23;
<442628>Acts 26:28), but there is no reason to suppose that any who have been
true Christians have thus apostatized and been lost. Yet Christians are not
kept without watchfulness; they cannot be kept without the most sincere
and constant endeavors to preserve themselves from failing.

7. If the sin of apostasy is so great, then every approach to it is dangerous;
and then every sin should be avoided. He that habitually indulges in sin
“cannot” be a Christian; and every sin which a sincere Christian commits
should be measured by the guilt which “would” exist should it become
final, and should he wholly fall away. No man can indulge in sin and be
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safe; and no professed Christian who finds himself disposed to indulge in
sin, should cherish the expectation of reaching heaven; Hebrews 6: 4-6.

8. It is a matter of devout gratitude that God “has” kept all his true people
from apostasy; <580604>Hebrews 6:4-6. If it is true that no one who has been
regenerated has ever fallen away; if the means which God has used have
been effectual in a world so full of temptations, and when we have hearts
so prone to evil; and if it is the intention of God to keep all to eternal
salvation who are truly converted, then it should be to us a subject of
devout thankfulness and of encouragement. In view of this, we should
admire the wisdom of the plan which thus secures salvation; we should
look to him with the firm assurance that he “will keep” what we have
committed to him to the final day.

9. We should improve the privileges which we enjoy so as to receive a
blessing from God; <580607>Hebrews 6:7,8. It is desirable that a farm should be
well cultivated so as not to be overrun with briars and thorns; desirable that
it should produce an abundant harvest, and not exhibit mere barrenness and
desolation. Yet, alas, there are many professing Christians who resemble
such a field of thorns, and such a scene of desolation. They produce no
fruits of righteousness; they do nothing to extend the kingdom of the
Redeemer! What can such expect but the “curse” of God? What can the
end of such be but to be “burned?”

10. God will not fail to reward his faithful people; <580610>Hebrews 6:10. What
we have done in his service, and with a sincere desire to promote his glory,
unworthy of his notice as it may seem to us to be, he will not fail to
reward. It may be unobserved or forgotten by the world; nay, it may pass
out of our own recollection, but it will never fail from the mind of God.
Whether it be “two mites” contributed to his cause, or a “cup of cold water
given to a disciple,” or a life consecrated to his service, it will be alike
remembered. What encouragement there is, therefore, to labor in the
promotion of his glory, and to do all we can for the advancement of his
kingdom!

11. Let us follow those who have inherited the promises; <580612>Hebrews 6:12.
They are worthy examples. When from their lofty seats in heaven they look
back on the journey of life, though to them attended with many trials, they
never regret the “faith and patience” by which they were enabled to
persevere. We have most illustrious examples to imitate. They are
numerous as the drops of dew, and bright as the star of the morning. It is
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an honor to tread in the footsteps of the holy men who have inherited the
promises; an honor to feel that we are walking in the same path, and are
reaching out the hand to the same crown.

12. It is the privilege of those who are truly the children of God to enjoy
strong consolation; <580613>Hebrews 6:13-18. Their hope is based on what
cannot fail. God cannot lie. And when we have evidence that he has
promised us eternal life, we may open our hearts to the full influence of
Christian consolation. It may be asked, perhaps, how we may have that
evidence? Will God speak to us from heaven and assure us that we are his
children? Will he reveal our names as written in his book? Will he come to
us in the night watches and address us by name as his? I answer, No. None
of these things are we to expect. But if we have evidence that we have true
repentance, and sincere faith in the Redeemer; if we love holiness and
desire to lead a pure life; if we delight in the Bible and in the people of
God, then we may regard him as addressing us in the promises and oaths of
his word, and assuring us of salvation. These promises belong to us, and
we may apply them to ourselves. And if we have evidence that God
“promises” us eternal life, why should we doubt? We may feel that we are
unworthy; our consciences may reproach us for the errors and follies of our
past lives; but on the unchanging word and oath of God we may rely, and
there we may feel secure.

13. How invaluable is the Christian hope! <580619>Hebrews 6:19. To us it is like
the anchor to a vessel in a storm. We are sailing along the voyage of life.
We are exposed to breakers, and tempests. Our bark is liable to be tossed
about, or to be shipwrecked. In the agitations and troubles of life, how
much we need some anchor of the soul; something that shall make us calm
and serene! Such an anchor is found in the hope of the gospel. While that
hope is firm we need fear nothing. All is then safe, and we may look calmly
on, assured that we shall ride out the storm, and come at last safely into the
haven of peace. Happy they who have fled for refuge to the faith of the
gospel; whose hope like a steady anchor has entered into heaven and binds
the soul to the throne of God; whose confidence in the Redeemer is
unshaken in all the storms of life, and who have the assurance that when
the tempest shall have beaten upon them a little longer they will be
admitted to a haven of rest, where storms and tempests are forever
unknown. With such a hope we may well bear the trials of this life for the
few days appointed to us on earth — for what are the longest trials here
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compared with that eternal rest which remains for all who love God in a
brighter world?
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 7

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

In <580510>Hebrews 5:10,11, the apostle had introduced the name of
Melchizedek, and said that Christ was made an high priest after the same
order as he. He added, that he had much to say of him, but that they were
not in a state of mind then to receive or understand it. He then
(<580512>Hebrews 5:12-14) rebukes them for the little progress which they had
made in Christian knowledge; exhorts them to go on and make higher
attainments (Hebrews vi. 1-3); warns them against the danger of apostasy
(<580704>Hebrews 7:4-8); and encourages them to hold fast their faith and hope
to the end, in view of the covenant faithfulness of God (<580709>Hebrews 7:9-
20); and now returns to the subject under discussion — “the high
priesthood of Christ.” His object is to show that he was superior to the
Jewish high priest, and for this purpose he institutes the comparison
between him and Melchizedek. The “argument” is the following:

I. That which is drawn from the exalted rank of Melchizedek, and the fact
that the ancestor of the whole Jewish priesthood and community —
Abraham — acknowledged him as his superior, and rendered tribute to
him. But Christ was of the order of Melchizedek, and the apostle,
therefore, infers his superiority to the Jewish priesthood; <580701>Hebrews 7:1-
10. In the prosecution of this argument, the apostle dwells on the import of
the name “Melchizedek” (<580701>Hebrews 7:1,2); states the fact that he was
without any known ancestry or descent, and that he stood alone on the
pages of the sacred record, and was therefore worthy to be compared with
the Son of God, who had a similar pre-eminence (<580703>Hebrews 7:3); urges
the consideration that even Abraham, the ancestor of the whole Jewish
community and priesthood, paid tithes to him, and thus confessed his
inferiority (<580704>Hebrews 7:4); shows that he of whom a blessing was
received must be superior to the one who receives it (<580706>Hebrews 7:6,7);
and that even Levi, the ancestor of the whole Levitical priesthood, might
be said to have paid tithes in Abraham, and thus to have acknowledged his
inferiority to Melchizedek, and consequently to the Son of God, who was
of his “order;” <580709>Hebrews 7:9,10.
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II. The apostle shows that “perfection” could not arise out of the Levitical
priesthood, and that a priesthood that introduced a perfect state must be
superior; <580711>Hebrews 7:11-19. In the prosecution of this argument, he
states that perfection could not be arrived at under the Hebrew economy,
and that there was need that a priesthood of another order should be
formed (<580711>Hebrews 7:11); that a change of the priesthood involved of
necessity a change in the law or administration (<580712>Hebrews 7:12); that the
necessity of change of the law also followed from the fact that the great
high priest was now of another tribe than that of Levi (<580713>Hebrews
7:13,14); that the Christian High Priest was constituted not after a
commandment pertaining to the flesh and liable to change, but “after the
power of an endless life” — adapted to a life that was never to change or
to end (<580715>Hebrews 7:15-17); that consequently there was a disannulling
of the commandment going before, because it was weak and unprofitable
(<580718>Hebrews 7:18); and that the old Law made “nothing” perfect, but that
by the new arrangement a system of entire and eternal perfection was
introduced; <580719>Hebrews 7:19.

III. The apostle shows the superiority of the priesthood of Christ to that
of the Jewish system from the fact that the great High Priest of the
Christian system was constituted with the solemnity of an oath; the Jewish
priesthood was not; <580720>Hebrews 7:20-22. His priesthood, therefore, was as
much more important and solemn as an oath is superior to a command; and
his suretyship became as much more certain as an oath is superior to a
simple promise; <580722>Hebrews 7:22.

IV. The superiority of the priesthood of Christ is further shown from the
fact that under the former dispensation there were “many” priests; but here
there was but “one.” There, they lived but a brief period, and then gave
way to their successors; but here there was no removal by death, there was
no succession, there was an unchangeable priesthood; <580723>Hebrews
7:23,24. He infers, therefore (<580725>Hebrews 7:25), that the Christian High
Priest was able to save to the uttermost all that came to the Father by him,
since he ever lived to make intercession.

V. The last argument is, that under the Levitical priesthood it was
necessary for the priest to offer sacrifice for his own sins as well as for
those of the people. No such necessity, however, existed in regard to the
High Priest of the Christian system. He was holy, harmless, and undefiled;
he had no need to offer sacrifices for his own sins; and in this respect there
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was a vast superiority of the Christian priesthood over the Jewish;
<580726>Hebrews 7:26-28. The force of these several arguments we shall be able
to estimate as we advance in the exposition.

<580701>Hebrews 7:1. For this Melchisedek; compare the notes on
<580506>Hebrews 5:6. The name Melchizedek, from which the apostle derives a
portion of his argument here, is Hebrew, qd,X, yKil]m1<h4442>, and is correctly
explained as meaning “king of righteousness” — being compounded of two
words — “king and righteousness.” Why this name was given to this man
is unknown. Names, however, were frequently given on account of some
quality or characteristic of the man: see the notes on <230818>Isaiah 8:18. This
name may have been given on account of his eminent integrity. The apostle
calls attention to it (<580702>Hebrews 7:2) as a circumstance worthy of notice,
that his name, and the name of the city where he reigned, were so
appropriate to one who, as a priest, was the predecessor of the Messiah.
The account of Melchizedek, which is very brief, occurs in <011418>Genesis
14:18-20. The name occurs in the Bible only in Genesis 14, <19B004>Psalm
110:4, and in this Epistle. Nothing else is certainly known of him. Grotius
supposes that he is the same man who in the history of Sanchoniathon is
called Suduk . It has indeed been made a question by some whether such a
person ever actually existed, and consequently whether this be a proper
name. But the account in Genesis is as simple a historical record as any
other in the Bible. In that account there is no difficulty whatever. It is said
simply that when Abraham was returning from a successful military
expedition, this man, who it seems was well known, and who was
respected as a priest of God, came out to express his approbation of what
he had done, and to refresh him with bread and wine. As a tribute of
gratitude to him, and as a thank-offering to God, Abraham gave him a
tenth part of the spoils which he had taken. Such an occurrence was by no
means improbable, nor would it have been attended with any special
difficulty if it had not been for the use which the apostle makes of it in this
Epistle. Yet on no subject has there been a greater variety of opinion than
in regard to this man. The bare recital of the opinions which have been
entertained of him would fill a volume. But in a case which “seems” to be
plain from the Scripture narrative, it is not necessary even to enumerate
these opinions. They only serve to show how easy it is for people to
mystify a clear statement of history, and how fond they are of finding what
is mysterious and marvelous in the plainest narrative of facts. That he was
Shem, as the Jews suppose, or that he was the Son of God himself, as



220

many Christian expositors have maintained, there is not the slightest
evidence. That the latter opinion is false is perfectly clear — for if he were
the Son of God, with what propriety could the apostle say that he “was
made like the Son of God” (<580703>Hebrews 7:3); that is, like himself; or that
Christ was constituted a priest “after the order of Melchisedek;” that is,
that he was a type of himself? The most simple and probable opinion is that
given by Josephus, that he was a pious Canaanitish prince; a personage
eminently endowed by God, and who acted as the priest of his people. That
he combined in himself the offices of priest and king, furnished to the
apostle a beautiful illustration of the offices sustained by the Redeemer, and
was in this respect, perhaps, the only one whose history is recorded in the
Old Testament, who would furnish such an illustration. That his genealogy
was not recorded, while that of every other priest mentioned was so
carefully traced and preserved, furnished another striking illustration. In
this respect, like the Son of God, he stood alone. He was not in a “line” of
priests; he was preceded by no one in the sacerdotal office, nor was he
followed by any. That he was superior to Abraham. and consequently to all
who descended from Abraham; that a tribute was rendered to him by the
great Ancestor of all the fraternity of Jewish priests was just an illustration
which suited the purpose of Paul. His name, therefore, the place where he
reigned, his solitariness, his lone conspicuity in all the past, his dignity, and
perhaps the air of mystery thrown over him in the brief history in Genesis,
furnished a beautiful and striking illustration of the solitary grandeur, and
the inapproachable eminence of the priesthood of the Son of God. There is
no evidence that Melchizedek was “designed” to be a type of the Messiah,
or that Abraham so understood it, Nothing of this kind is affirmed; and
how shall “we” affirm it when the sacred oracles are silent?f10

King of Salem Such is the record in <011418>Genesis 14:18. The word “Salem”
— µlev;<h8004> — means “peace;” and from this fact the apostle derives his
illustration in ver. 2. He regards it as a fact worth remarking on, that the
“name” of the place over which he ruled expressed so strikingly the nature
of the kingdom over which the Messiah was placed. In regard to the
“place” here denoted by the name “Salem,” the almost uniform opinion has
been that it was that afterward known as Jerusalem. The reasons for this
opinion are,

(1) that it is a part of the name Jerusalem itself — the name “Jerus,” altered
from “Jebus,” having been afterward added, because it was the residence of
the “Jebusites.”
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(2) The name “Salem” is itself given to Jerusalem; <197602>Psalm 76:2, “In
Salem also is his tabernacle, and his dwelling place in Zion.”

(3) Jerusalem would be in the direction through which Abraham would
naturally pass on his return from the slaughter of the kings. He had pursued
them unto Dan (<011414>Genesis 14:14), and he was returning to Mamre, that
is, Hebron; <011413>Genesis 14:13. on his return, therefore, he would pass in the
vicinity of Jerusalem.

Rosenmuller, however, supposes that by the name here, Jerusalem is not
intended, but the whole region occupied by the Jebusites and Hittites, or
the royal seat of this region, situated not far from the cities of the plain —
the vale of Siddim where Sodom and Gomorrah were situated. But I see no
reason for doubting that the common opinion that Jerusalem is intended, is
correct. That place was favorably situated for a capital of a nation or tribe;
was easily fortified; and would be likely to be early selected as a royal
residence.

Priest of the most high God This is the account which is given of him in
<011418>Genesis 14:18. The leading office of “priest” was to offer sacrifice. This
duty was probably first performed by the father of the family (compare the
notes on <180105>Job 1:5; see also <010820>Genesis 8:20; 22:2), and when he was
dead it devolved on the oldest son. It would seem also that in the early
ages, among all nations whose records have reached us, the office of priest
and king were united in the same person. It was long before it was found
that the interests of religion would be promoted by having the office of
priest pertain to an order of men set apart for this special work. That
Melchizedek, who was a king, should also be a priest, was not, therefore,
remarkable. The only thing remarkable is, that be should have been a priest
“of the true God.” In what way he became acquainted with Him, is wholly
unknown. It may have been by tradition preserved from the times of Noah,
as it is possible that the arrival of Abraham in that land may have been in
some way the means of acquainting him with the existence and character of
JEHOVAH. The “fact” shows at least that the knowledge of the true God
was not extinct in the world.

Who met Abraham He came out to meet him, and brought with him bread
and wine. “Why” he did this, is not mentioned. It was probably as an
expression of gratitude to Abraham for having freed the country from
oppressive and troublesome invaders, and in order to furnish refreshments
to the party which Abraham headed who had become weary and exhausted
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with the pursuit. There is not the slightest evidence that the bread and wine
which he brought forth was designed to typify the Sacrament of the Lord’s
Supper, as has been sometimes supposed; compare Bush on <011418>Genesis
14:18. What did he know of this ordinance? And why should we resort to
such a supposition, when the whole case may be met by a simple reference
to the ancient rites of hospitality, and by the fact that the deliverance of the
country by Abraham from a grievous invasion made some expression of
gratitude on the part of this pious king in the highest degree proper?

Returning from the slaughter of the kings Amraphel, king of Shinar,
Arioch, king of Ellasar, Chedorlaomer, king of Elam, and “Tidal, king of
nations,” who had invaded the valley where Sodom and Gomorrah were,
and had departed with a great amount of booty. Those kings Abraham had
pursued beyond Dan, and to the neighborhood of Damascus, and had
smitten them, and recovered the spoil.

And blessed him For the important service which he had rendered in taking
vengeance on these invaders; in freeing the land from the apprehension of
being invaded again; and in recovering the valuable booty which they had
taken away. From <580706>Hebrews 7:6,7, it appears that this act of “blessing”
was regarded as that of one who was superior to Abraham. That is, he
blessed him as a priest and a king. As such he was superior in rank to
Abraham, who never claimed the title of “king,” and who is not spoken of
as a “priest.”

<580702>Hebrews 7:2. To whom also Abraham gave a tenth part of all That
is, a tenth part of all the spoils which he had taken (<011420>Genesis 14:20), thus
acknowledging that in dignity of office Melchizedek was greatly his
superior; <580704>Hebrews 7:4,6,8. This does not appear to have been on the
part of Abraham so much designed as a present to Melchizedek personally,
as an act of pious thankfulness to God. He doubtless recognized in
Melchizedek one who was a minister of God, and to him as such he
devoted the tenth of all which he had taken, as a proper acknowledgment
of the goodness of God and of his claims. From this it is evident that the
propriety of devoting a tenth part of what was possessed to God, was
regarded as a duty before the appointment of the Levitical law. “Some”
expression of this kind is obviously demanded, and piety seems early to
have fixed on the “tenth” part as being no more than a proper proportion
to consecrate to the service of religion. For the propriety of the use which
the apostle makes of this fact, see the notes on <580704>Hebrews 7:4,6,8.
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First being The “first” idea in the interpretation of his name and office, etc.
First being mentioned as king of righteousness, and then as king of peace.

King of righteousness The literal translation of the name Melchizedek; see
the notes on ver. 1. The “argument” implied in this by the remarks of the
apostle is, that he bore a name which made him a proper emblem of the
Messiah. There was a propriety that one in whose “order” the Messiah was
to be found, should have such a name. It would be exactly descriptive of
him, and it was “worthy of observation” that he of whose “order” it was
said the Messiah would be, should have had such a name. Paul does not
say that this name was given to him with any such reference; or that it was
“designed” to be symbolical of what the Messiah would be, but that there
was a “remarkable coincidence;” that it was a fact which was worth at least
“a passing thought.” This is a kind of remark that might occur to anyone to
make, and where the slight use which Paul makes of it would not be
improper anywhere; but it cannot be denied that to one accustomed to the
Jewish mode of reasoning — accustomed to dwell much on hidden
meanings, and to trace out concealed analogies, it would be much more
obvious and striking than it is with us. We are to place ourselves in the
situation of those to whom Paul wrote — trained up with Jewish feelings,
and Jewish modes of thought, and to ask how this would strike “their”
minds. And this is no more unreasonable than it would be in interpreting a
Greek classic, or a work of a Hindu philosopher, that we should endeavor
to place ourselves in the situation of the writer and of those for whom he
wrote, and ascertain what ideas would be conveyed to them by certain
expressions. It is not meant by these observations that there was really no
intrinsic force in what Paul here said respecting the import of the “name.”
There was force; and all the use which he makes of it is proper. His
meaning appears to be merely that it was a fact worthy of remark, that the
“name” had a meaning which corresponded so entirely with the character
of him who was to be a high priest of the same “order.” “And after that.”
He is mentioned after that with another appellation equally significant.

King of peace A literal translation of the appellation “king of Salem;” ver.
1. The idea of Paul is, that it was “worthy of remark” that the appellation
which he bore was appropriate to one whose ministry it was said the
priesthood of the Messiah would resemble.f11

<580703>Hebrews 7:3. Without father The phrase “without father” —
apatwr <540> — means literally one who has no father; one who has lost his
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father; one who is an orphan. Then it denotes one who is born after the
death of his father; then one whose father is unknown — “spurious.
Passow.” The word occurs often in these senses in the classic writers, for
numerous examples of which the reader may consult Wetstein in loc. It is
morally certain, however, that the apostle did not use the word here in
either of the senses, for there is no evidence that Melchizedek was
“fatherless” in any of these respects. It was very important in the estimation
of the Jews that the line of their priesthood should be carefully kept; that
their genealogies should be accurately marked and preserved; and that their
direct descent from Aaron should be susceptible of easy and certain proof.
But the apostle says that there was no such genealogical table in regard to
Melchizedek. There was no “record” made of the name either of his father,
his mother, or any of his posterity. “He stood alone.” It is simply said that
such a man came out to meet Abraham — and that is the first and the last
which we hear of him and of his family. Now, says the apostle, it is
distinctly said (<19B004>Psalm 110:4), that the Messiah was to be a priest
“according to his order” — and in this respect there is a remarkable
resemblance, “so far as the point of his being a priest” — which was the
point under discussion — “was concerned.” The Messiah thus, “as a
priest,” STOOD ALONE. His name does not appear in the line of priests. He
pertained to another tribe; ver. 14. No one of his ancestors is mentioned as
a priest; and as a priest he has no descendants, and no followers. He has a
lonely conspicuity similar to that of Melchizedek; a standing unlike that of
any other priest. This should not, therefore, be construed as meaning that
the genealogy of Christ could not be traced out — which is not true, for
Matthew (Matthew 1), and Luke (Luke 3), have carefully preserved it; but
that he had no genealogical record “as a priest.” As the reasoning of the
apostle pertains to this point only, it would be unfair to construe it as
implying that the Messiah was to stand unconnected with any ancestor, or
that his genealogy would be unknown. The meaning of the word rendered
“without father” here is therefore, “one the name of whose father is not
recorded in the Hebrew genealogies.”

Without mother The name of whose mother is unknown, or is not recorded
in the Hebrew genealogical tables. Philo calls Sarah — amhtora <282> —
“without mother,” probably because her mother is not mentioned in the
sacred records. The Syriac has given the correct view of the meaning of the
apostle. In that version it is, “Of whom neither the father nor mother are
recorded in the genealogies.” The meaning here is not that Melchiscdek
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was of low and obscure origin — as the terms “without father and without
mother” often signify in the classic writers, and in Arabic, (compare
Wetstein) — for there is no reason to doubt that Melchizedek had an
ancestry as honorable as other kings and priests of his time. The simple
thought is, that the name of his ancestry does not appear in any record of
those in the priestly office.

Without descent Margin, “pedigree.” The Greek word — agenealoghtov
<35> — means “without genealogy; whose descent is unknown.” He is
merely mentioned himself, and nothing is said of his family or of his
posterity. “Having neither beginning of days, nor end of life.” This is a
much more difficult expression than any of the others respecting
Melchizedek. The obvious meaning of the phrase is, that in the “records of
Moses” neither the beginning nor the close of his life is mentioned. It is not
said when he was born, or when he died; nor is it said that he was born or
that he died. The apostle adverts to this particularly, because it was so
unusual in the records of Moses, who is in general so careful to mention
the birth and death of the individuals whose lives he mentions. Under the
Mosaic dispensation everything respecting the duration of the sacerdotal
office was determined accurately by the Law. In the time of Moses, and by
his arrangement, the Levites were required to serve from the age of thirty
to fifty; <040403>Numbers 4:3,23,35,43,47; 8:24,25. After the age of fifty, they
were released from the more arduous and severe duties of their office. In
later periods of the Jewish history they commenced their duties at the age
of twenty; <132324>1 Chronicles 23:24,27. The priests, also, and the high priest
entered on their office at thirty years of age, though it is not supposed that
they retired from it at any particular period of life. The idea of the apostle
here is, that nothing of this kind occurs in regard to Melchizedek. No
period is mentioned when he entered on his office; none when he retired
from it. From anything that “appears” in the sacred record it might be
perpetual — though Paul evidently did not mean to be understood as
saying that it was so. It “cannot” be that he meant to say that Melchizedek
had “no beginning” of days literally, that is, that he was from eternity; or
that he had “no end of life” literally, that is, that he would exist forever —
for this would be to make him equal with God. The expression used must
be interpreted according to the matter under discussion, and that was the
office of Melchizedek “as a priest.” Of that no beginning is mentioned, and
no end. That this is the meaning of Paul there can be no doubt; but there is
a much more difficult question about the force and pertinency of this
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reasoning; about the use which he means to make of this fact, and the
strength of the argument which he here designs to employ. This inquiry
cannot be easily settled. It may be admitted undoubtedly, that it would
strike a Jew with much more force than it would any other person, and to
see its pertinency we ought to be able to place ourselves in their condition,
and to transfer to ourselves as far as possible their state of feeling. It was
mentioned in <19B004>Psalm 110:4, that the Messiah was to be a “priest after the
order of Melchizedek.” It was natural then to turn to the only record which
existed of him — the very brief narrative in Genesis 14. There the account
is simple and plain — that he was a pious Canaanitish king, who officiated
as a priest. In what point, then, it would be asked, was the Messiah to
resemble him? In his personal character; his office; his rank; or in what he
did? It would be natural, then, to run out the parallel and seize upon the
points in which Melchizedek “differed from the Jewish priests” which
would be suggested on reading that account, for it was undoubtedly in
those points that the resemblance between Christ and Melchizedek was to
consist. Here the record was to be the only guide, and the points in which
he differed from the Jewish priesthood “according to the record,” were
such as these.

(1) That there is no account of his ancestry as a priest — neither father nor
mother being mentioned as was indispensable in the records of the Levitical
priesthood.

(2) There was no account of any descendants in his office, and no reason to
believe that he had any, and he thus stood alone.

(3) There was no account of the commencement or close of his office as a
priest, but “so far as the record goes,” it is just “as it would have been” if
his priesthood had neither beginning nor end.

It was inevitable, therefore, that those who read the Psalm, and compared
it with the account in Genesis 14, should come to the conclusion that the
Messiah was to resemble Melchizedek “in some such points as these” —
for these are the points in which he differed from the Levitical priesthood
— and to run out these points of comparison is all that the apostle has
done here. It is just what would be done by any Jew, or indeed by any
other man, and the reasoning grew directly out of the two accounts in the
Old Testament. It is not, then, quibble or quirk — it is sound reasoning,
based on these two points,
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(1) that it was said in the Old Testament that the Messiah would be a priest
after the order of Melchizedek, and

(2) that the only points, “according to the record,” in which there was
“anything special” about the priesthood of Melchizedek, or in which he
differed from the Levitical priesthood, were such as those which Paul
specifies. He reasons “from the record;” and though there is, as was
natural, something of a Jewish cast about it, yet it was the “only kind of
reasoning that was possible in the case.”

But made like The word used here means to be made like, to be made to
resemble; and then to be like, to be compared with. Our translation seems
to imply that there was a divine agency or intention by which Melchizedek
was” made to resemble the Son of God,” but this does not seem to be the
idea of the apostle. In the Psalm it is said that the Messiah would resemble
Melchizedek in his priestly office, and this is doubtless the idea here. Paul
is seeking to illustrate the nature and perpetuity of the office of the Messiah
by comparing it with that of Melchizedek. Hence, he pursues the idea of
this resemblance, and the true sense of the word used here is, “he was like,
or he resembled the Son of God.” So Tyndale and Coverdale render it, “is
likened unto the Son of God.” The points of resemblance are those which
have been already “suggested”:

(1) in the name — “king of righteousness, and king of peace;”

(2) in the fact that he had no ancestors or successors in the priestly office;

(3) that he was, according to the record, a perpetual priest — there being
no account of his death; and perhaps

(4) that he united in himself the office of king and priest.

It may be added, that the expression here, “was made like unto the Son of
God,” proves that he was not himself the Son of God, as many have
supposed. How could he be “made like” himself? How could a comparison
be formally made “between Christ and himself?”

Abideth a priest continually That is, “as far as the record in Genesis goes”
— for it was according to this record that Paul was reasoning. This clause
is connected with ver. 1; and the intermediate statements are of the nature
of a parenthesis, containing important suggestions respecting the character
of Melchizedek, which would be useful in preparing the readers for the
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argument which the apostle proposed to draw from his rank and character.
The meaning is, that there is no account of his death, or of his ceasing to
exercise the priestly office, and in this respect be may be compared with the
Lord Jesus. All other priests cease to exercise their office by death
(<580723>Hebrews 7:23); but of the death of Melchizedek there is no mention. It
must have been true that the priesthood of Melchizedek terminated at his
death; and it will be also true that that of Christ will cease when his church
shall have been redeemed, and when he shall have given up the mediatorial
kingdom to the Father; <461525>1 Corinthians 15:25-28. The expression,
“abideth a priest continually,” therefore, is equivalent to saying that he had
a “perpetual priesthood” in contradistinction from those whose office
terminated at a definite period, or whose office passed over into the hands
of others; see the notes on ver. 24.

<580704>Hebrews 7:4. Now consider how great this man was The object of
the apostle was to exalt the rank and dignity of Melchizedek. The Jews had
a profound veneration for Abraham, and if it could be shown that
Melehisedek was superior to Abraham, then it would be easy to
demonstrate the superiority of Christ as a priest to all who descended from
Abraham. Accordingly he argues, that he to whom even the patriarch
Abraham showed so much respect, must have had an exalted rank.
Abraham, according to the views of the East, the illustrious ancestor of the
Jewish nation, was regarded as superior to any of his posterity, and of
course was to be considered as of higher rank and dignity than the Levitical
priests who were descended from him.

Even the patriarch Abraham One so great as he is acknowledged to have
been. On the word “patriarch,” see the notes on <440229>Acts 2:29. It occurs
only in <440229>Acts 2:29; 7:8,9, and in this place.

Gave the tenth of the spoils see the notes <580702>Hebrews 7:2. The argument
here is, that Abraham acknowledged the superiority of Melchizedek by
thus devoting the usual part of the spoils of war, or of what was possessed,
to God by his hands, as the priest of the Most High. Instead of making a
direct consecration by himself, he brought them to him as a minister of
religion, and recognized in him one who had a higher official standing in
the matter of religion than himself. The Greek word rendered here “spoils”
— akroqinion <205> — means literally, “the top of the heap,” from akron
<206>, “top,” and qin , “heap.” The Greeks were accustomed, after a battle,
to collect the spoils together, and throw them into a pile, and then, before



229

they were distributed, to take off a portion from the top, and devote it to
the gods; Xen. Cyro. 7,5,35; Herod. i. 86,90; 8:121,122; Dion. Hal. ii. In
like manner it was customary to place the harvest in a heap, and as the first
thing to take off a portion from the top to consecrate as a thank-offering to
God. The word then came to denote the “first-fruits” which were offered
to God, and then the best of the spoils of battle. It has that sense here, and
denotes the spoils or plunder which Abraham had taken of the discomfited
kings.

<580705>Hebrews 7:5. And verily they that are of the sons of Levi The
meaning of this verse is, that the Levitical priests had a right to receive
tithes of their brethren, but still that they were inferior to Melchizedek. The
apostle admits that their superiority to the rest of the people was shown by
the fact that they had a right to require of them the tenth part of the
productions of the land for their maintenance, and for the support of
religion. But still he says, that their inferiority to Melchizedek, and
consequently to Christ as a priest, was shown by the fact that the illustrious
ancestor of all the Jewish people, including the priests as well as others,
had confessed his inferiority to Melchizedek by paying him tithes.

Who receive the office of the priesthood Not all the descendants of Levi
were priests. The apostle, therefore, specifies particularly those who
“received this office,” as being those whom he specially designed, and as
those whose inferiority to Christ as a priest it was his object to show.

Have a commandment to take tithes Have by the Law a commission, or a
right to exact tithes of the people. <051422>Deuteronomy 14:22,27-29.

<580706>Hebrews 7:6. But he whose descent is not counted from them
Melchizedek. The word “descent” is “pedigree” in the margin. The
meaning is, that he was not “in the same genealogy” — mh <3361>

genealogoumenov <1075> — he was not of the order of Levitical priests.
That Melchizedek is meant there can be no doubt; at the same time, also,
the thought is presented with prominence on which Paul so much insists,
that he was of a different order from the Levitical priesthood.

And blessed him Blessed him as a priest of God; blessed him in such a
manner as to imply acknowledged superiority; see ver. 1.
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That had the promises The promise that he should have a numerous
posterity; that in him all the nations of the earth should be blessed; see
<580612>Hebrews 6:12-16.

<580707>Hebrews 7:7. And without all contradiction It is an admitted
principle; a point about which there can be no dispute.

The less is blessed of the better The act of pronouncing a blessing is
understood to imply superiority of rank, age, or station. So when a father
lays his hand on his children and blesses them, it is understood to be the act
of one superior in age, venerableness, and authority; when a prophet
pronounced a blessing on the people, the same thing was understood, and
the same is true also when a minister of religion pronounces a blessing on a
congregation. It is the act of one who is understood to sustain an office
above the people on whom the blessing is pronounced. This was
understood of the Saviour when parents brought their children to him to
lay his hands on them and bless them (<401913>Matthew 19:13); and the same
was true of Jacob when dying he blessed the sons of Joseph; <581121>Hebrews
11:21; <014805>Genesis 48:5-20. The word “less” here means the one of inferior
rank; who is less in office, honor, or age. It does not imply inferiority of
moral or religious character, for this is not the point under consideration.
The word “better” means one who is of superior office or rank, not one
who has necessarily a purer or holier character. That Melchizedek was thus
superior to Abraham, Paul says, is implied by the very declaration that he
“blessed him.” It is also seen to be true by the whole comparison. Abraham
was a petty prince; an “Emir” — the head of a company of Nomades, or
migratory shepherds, having, it is true, a large number of dependants, but
still not having the rank here given to Melchizedek. Though called “a
prophet” (<012007>Genesis 20:7), yet he is nowhere called either a priest or a
king. In these respects, it was undoubted that he was inferior to
Melchizedek.

<580708>Hebrews 7:8. And here men that die receive tithes Another point
showing the inferiority of the Levitical priesthood. They who thus received
tithes, though by the right to do this they asserted a superiority over their
brethren, were mortal. Like others, they would soon die; and in regard to
the most essential things they were on a level with their brethren. They had
no exemption from sickness, affliction, or bereavement, and death came to
them with just as much certainty as he approached other men. The meaning
of this is, that they are mortal like their brethren, and the design is to show
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the inferiority of their office by this fact. Its obvious and natural
signification, in the apprehension of the great mass of readers, would not
be, as the meaning has been supposed to be, that it refers “to the brief and
mutable condition of the Levitical priesthood;” see Stuart in loco. Such an
interpretation would not occur to anyone if it were not to avoid the
difficulty existing in the correlative member of the verse where it is said of
Melchizedek that “he liveth.” But is the difficulty avoided then? Is it not as
difficult to understand what is meant by his having an immutable and
perpetual priesthood, as it is to know what is meant by his not dying
literally? Is the one any more true than the other? Whatever difficulties,
therefore, there may be, we are bound to adhere to the obvious sense of
the expression here; a sense which furnishes also a just and forcible ground
of comparison. It seems to me, therefore, that the simple meaning of this
passage is, that, under the Levitical economy, those who received tithes
were mortal, and were thus placed in strong contrast with him of whom it
was said “he liveth.” Thus, they were inferior to him — as a mortal is
inferior to one who does not die; and thus also they must be inferior to him
who was made a priest after the “order” of him who thus “lived.”

But there In contrast with “here” in the same verse. The reference here is
to the account of Melchizedek, “Here,” in the Levitical economy, men
received tithes who are mortal; “there,” in the account of Melchizedek, the
case is different.

He receiveth them Melchizedek — for so the connection evidently
demands.

Of whom it is witnessed Of whom the record is. There is not in Genesis,
indeed, any direct record that he lives, but there is the absence of a record
that he died, and this seems to have been regarded as in fact a record of
permanency in the office; or as having an office which did not pass over to
successors by the death of the then incumbent.

That he liveth This is an exceedingly difficult expression, and one which
has always greatly perplexed commentators. The fair and obvious meaning
is, that all the record we have of Melchizedek is, that he was “alive;” or as
Grotius says, the record is merely that he lived. We have no mention of his
death. From anything that the record shows, it might appear that he
continued to live on, and did not die. “Arguing from the record,” therefore,
there is a strong contrast between him and the Levitical priests, all of
whom we know are mortal; <580723>Hebrews 7:23. The apostle is desirous of
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making out a contrast between them and the priesthood of Christ on “this
point” among others, and in doing this, he appeals to the record in the Old
Testament, and says that there was a case which furnished an intimation
that the priestly office of the Messiah was not to pass over from him to
others by death. That case was, that he was expressly compared (<19B004>Psalm
110:4) with Melchizedek, and that in the account of Melchizedek there was
no record of his death. As to the force of this argument, it must be
admitted that it would strike a Jew more impressively than it does most
readers now; and it may not be improbable that the apostle was reasoning
from some interpretation of the passages in Genesis 14: and Psalm 110.,
which was then prevalent, and which would then be conceded on all hands
to be correct. If this was the admitted interpretation, and if there is no
equivocation, or mere trick in the reasoning — as there cannot be shown to
be — why should we not allow to the Jew a uniqueness of reasoning as we
do to all other people? There are modes of reasoning and illustration in all
nations, in all societies, and in all professions, which do not strike others as
very forcible. The ancient philosophers had methods of reasoning which
now seem weak to us; the lawyer often argues in a way which appears to
be a mere quirk or quibble, and so the lecturer in science sometimes
reasons. The cause of all this may not be always that there is real quibble or
quirk, in the mode of argumentation, but that he who reasons in this
manner has in his view certain points which he regards as undisputed which
do not appear so to us; or that he argues from what is admitted in the
profession, or in the school where he is taught, which are not understood
by those whom he addresses. To this should be added also the
consideration, that Paul had a constant reference to the Messiah, and that it
is possible that in his mind there was here a transition from the type to the
antitype, and that the language which he uses may be stronger than if he
had been speaking of the mere record of Melchizedek if he had found it
standing by itself. Still his reasoning turns mainly on the fact that in the
case of Melchizedek there was no one who had preceded him in that office,
and that he had no successor, and, in regard to the matter in hand, it was
all one as if he had been a perpetual priest, or had continued still alive.f12

<580709>Hebrews 7:9. And as I may so say So to speak — wJv <5613> epov <2031>

eipein <2036>. For numerous examples in the classic writers of this
expression, see Wetstein in loc. It is used precisely as it is with us when we
say “so to speak,” or “if I may be allowed the expression.” It is employed
when what is said is not strictly and literally true, but when it amounts to



233

the same thing, or when about the same idea is conveyed. “It is a
“softening down” of an expression which a writer supposes his readers may
deem too strong, or which may have the appearance of excess or severity.
It amounts to an indirect apology for employing an unusual or unexpected
assertion or phrase.” “Prof. Stuart.” Here Paul could not mean that Levi
had actually paid tithes in Abraham — for he had not then an existence; or
that Abraham was his representative — for there had been no appointment
of Abraham to act in that capacity by Levi; or that the act of Abraham was
imputed or reckoned to Levi, for that was not true, and would not have
been pertinent to the case if it were so. But it means, that in the
circumstances of the case, the same thing occurred in regard to the
superiority of Melchizedek, and the inferiority of the Levitical priesthood,
as if Levi had been present with Abraham, and had himself actually paid
tithes on that occasion. This was so because Abraham was the
distinguished ancestor of Levi, and when an ancestor has done an act
implying inferiority of rank to another, we feel as if the whole family or all
the descendants, by that act recognized the inferiority, unless something
occurs to change the relative rank of the persons. Here nothing indicating
any such change had occurred. Melchizedek had no descendants of which
mention is made, and the act of Abraham, as the head of the Hebrew race,
stood therefore as if it were the act of all who descended from him.

Levi The ancestor of the whole Levitical priesthood, and from whom they
received their name. He was the third son of Jacob and Leah, and was born
in Mesopotamia. On account of the conduct of Simeon and Levi toward
Shechem, for the manner in which he had treated their sister Dinah
(<013425>Genesis 34:25), and which Jacob characterized as “cruelty”
(<014905>Genesis 49:5,6), Jacob said that they should be “scattered in Israel.”
<014907>Genesis 49:7. Afterward the whole tribe of Levi was chosen by God to
execute the various functions of the priesthood, and were “scattered” over
the land, having no inheritance of their own, but deriving their subsistence
from the offerings of the people; <040306>Numbers 3:6ff. Levi is here spoken of
as the ancestor of the tribe, or collectively to denote the entire Jewish
priesthood.

Who receiveth tithes That is, his descendants, the priests and Levites,
receive tithes.

Payed tithes in Abraham It is the same as if he had payed tithes in or by
Abraham.
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<580710>Hebrews 7:10. For he was yet in the loins of his father Abraham is
here called the father of Levi, by a common use of the word, referring to a
more remote ancestor than the literal father. The meaning of the apostle is,
that he was even then, in a certain sense, in the loins of Abraham, when
Melchizedek met him; or it was all the same as if he were there, and had
then an existence. The relation which subsisted between him and Abraham,
in the circumstances of the case, implied the same thing as if he had then
been born, and had acted for himself by paying tithes. Instances of this
occur constantly. A father sells a farm, to which his son would he heir, and
it is the same as if the son had sold it. He has no more control over it than
if he had been present and disposed of it himself. A father acknowledges
fealty to a government for a certain title or property which is to descend to
his heirs, and it is all one as if the heir had himself done it; and it is not
improper to say that it is the same as if he had been there and acted for
himself. For some valuable remarks on the nature of the reasoning here
employed, see Stuart on the Hebrews; Excursus xiv. The reasoning here is,
indeed, especially such as would be suited to impress a Jewish mind, and
perhaps more forcibly than it does ours. The Jews valued themselves on the
dignity and honor of the Levitical priesthood, and it was important to show
them on their own principles, and according to their own sacred writings,
that the great ancestor of all the Levitical community had himself
acknowledged his inferiority to one who was declared also in their own
writings (Psalm 110) to be like the Messiah, or who was of the same
“order.” At the same time, the reasoning concedes nothing false; and
conveys no wrong impression. It is not mere fancy or accommodation, nor
is it framed on allegory or cabalistic principles. It is founded in truth, and
such as might be used anywhere, where regard was shown to pedigree, or
respect was claimed on account of the illustrious deeds of an ancestor. It
would be regarded as sound reasoning in a country like England, where
titles and ranks are recognized, and where various orders of nobility exist.
The fact that a remote ancestor had done homage or fealty to the ancestor
of another class of titled birth, would be regarded as proof of
acknowledged inferiority in the family, and might be used with force and
propriety in an argument. Paul has done no more than this.f13

<580711>Hebrews 7:11. If therefore perfection were by the Levitical
priesthood As the Jews supposed. They were accustomed to regard the
system as perfect. It was an appointment of God, and they were tenacious
of the opinion that it was to be permanent, and that it needed no change.
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But Paul says that this could not be. Even from their own Scriptures it was
apparent that a priest was to arise of another order, and of a more
permanent character, and this he says was full proof: that there was defect
of some kind in the previous order. What this defect was, he does not here
specify, but the subsequent reasoning shows that it was in such points as
these — that it was not permanent; that it could not make the worshippers
perfect; that the blood which they offered in sacrifice could not take away
sin, and could not render those who offered it holy; compare <580719>Hebrews
7:19,23,24; <581001>Hebrews 10:1-4.

For under it the people received the law This assertion seems necessary in
order to establish the point maintained in ver. 12, that if the priesthood is
changed there must be also a change of the Law. In order to this, it was
necessary to admit that the Law was received under that economy, and that
“it was a part of it,” so that the change of one involved also the change of
the other. It was not strictly true that the whole Law was given after the
various orders of Levitical priest were established — for the Law on Sinai,
and several other laws, were given before that distinct arrangement was
made; but it was true:

(1) that a considerable part of the laws of Moses were given under that
arrangement; and

(2) that the whole of the ceremonial observances was connected with that.
They were parts of one system, and mutually dependent on each other.
This is all that the argument demands.

What further need was there ... “If that system would lead to perfection; if
it was sufficient to make the conscience pure, and to remove sin, then there
was no necessity of any other. Yet the Scriptures have declared that there
“would be” another of a different order, implying that there was some
defect in the former.” This reasoning is founded on the fact that there was
an express prediction of the coming of a priest of a different “order”
(<19B004>Psalm 110:4), and that this fact implied that there was some deficiency
in the former arrangement. To this reasoning it is impossible to conceive
that there can be any objection.

<580712>Hebrews 7:12. For the priesthood being changed According to the
prediction in Psalm 110., that it would be. When that occurs, the
consequence specified will also follow.
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There is made of necessity a change also of the law The Law so far as it
grew out of that, or was dependent on it. The connection requires us to
understand it only of the Law “so far as it was connected with the Levitical
priesthood.” This could not apply to the ten commandments — for they
were given before the institution of the priesthood; nor could it apply to
any other part of the moral law, for that was not dependent on the
appointment of the Levitical priests. But the meaning is, that since a large
number of laws — constituting a code of considerable extent and
importance — was given for the regulation of the priesthood, and in
reference to the rites of religion, which they were to observe or
superintend, it followed that when their office was superseded by “one of a
wholly different order,” the Law which had regulated them vanished also,
or ceased to be binding. This was a very important point in the introduction
of Christianity, and hence, it is that it is so often insisted on in the writings
of Paul. The argument to show that there had been a change or transfer of
the priestly office, he proceeds to establish in the sequel.

<580713>Hebrews 7:13. For he of whom these things are spoken The Lord
Jesus, the Messiah, to whom they had reference. The things here spoken of
pertain to his office as priest; his being of the order of Melchizedek. The
apostle here “assumes” it as a point concerning which there could be no
dispute, that these things referred to the Lord Jesus. Those whom he
addressed would not be disposed to call this in question, and his argument
had conducted him to this conclusion.

Pertaineth to another tribe To the tribe of Judah; ver. 14.

Of which no man gave attendance at the altar The priestly office pertained
only to the tribe of Levi. No one of the tribe of Judah had any part in the
performance of the duties of that office. This was settled by the Jewish
Law.

<580714>Hebrews 7:14. For it is evident that our Lord sprang out of Judah It
is well known: it cannot be a matter of dispute. About the fact that the
Lord Jesus was of the tribe of Judah, there could be no doubt; compare
<400103>Matthew 1:3. But probably the apostle means here to refer to more than
that simple fact. It was a doctrine of the Old Testament, and was admitted
by the Jews, that the Messiah was to be of that tribe; see <014910>Genesis 49:10;
<231101>Isaiah 11:1; <330502>Micah 5:2; <400206>Matthew 2:6. This was an additional
consideration to show that there was to be a change of some kind in the
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office of the priesthood, since it was declared (Psalm 110) that the Messiah
was to be a priest. The fact that the Messiah is to be of the tribe of Judah is
still admitted by the Jews. As their distinction of tribes now, however, is
broken up, and as it is impossible for them to tell who belongs to the tribe
of Judah, it is held by them that when he comes this will be made known by
miracle.

Of which tribe Moses spake nothing concerning priesthood That is, in the
Mosaic laws respecting the office of priest, this tribe is not mentioned. All
the arrangements pertain to the tribe of Levi.

<580715>Hebrews 7:15. And it is yet far more evident Not that our Lord
would spring out of Judah, but the point which he was endeavoring to
establish that there must be a change of the priesthood, was rendered still
more evident from another consideration. A strong proof of the necessity
of such a change of the priesthood was furnished from the fact that the
Messiah was to be of the tribe of Judah; but a much stronger, because “as a
priest” he was to be of the order of Melchizedek — that is, he was of the
same rank with one who did not even belong to that tribe.

After the similitude Resembling; that is, he was to be of the order of
Melchizedek.

<580716>Hebrews 7:16. Who is made That is, the other priest is made, to wit,
the Messiah. He was made a priest by a special law.

Not after the law of a carnal commandment Not according to the Law of a
commandment pertaining to the flesh. The word “carnal” means “fleshly;”
and the idea is, that the Law under which the priests of the old dispensation
were made was external, rather than spiritual; it related more to outward
observances than to the keeping of the heart. That this was the nature of
the Mosaic ritual in the main, it was impossible to doubt, and the apostle
proceeds to argue from this undeniable truth.

But after the power of an endless life By an authority of endless duration.
That is, it was not concerned mainly with outward observances, and did
not pass over from one to another by death, but was unchanging in its
character, and spiritual in its nature. It was enduring and perpetual as a
priesthood, and was thus far exalted above the service performed by the
priests under the former dispensation.
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<580717>Hebrews 7:17. For he testifieth “That this is the true account of it is
proved by the testimony of God himself, that he was to be a priest for
ever;” see the note on <580506>Hebrews 5:6.

<580718>Hebrews 7:18. For there is verily a disannulling A setting aside.
The Law which existed before in regard to the priesthood becomes now
abrogated in consequence of the change which has been made in the
priesthood; see the note at <580712>Hebrews 7:12.

Of the commandment Relating to the office of priest, or to the ceremonial
rites in general. This does not refer to the moral law, as if that was
abrogated, for:

(1) the reasoning of the apostle does not pertain to that, and

(2) that law cannot be abrogated. It grows out of the nature of things, and
must be perpetual and universal.

Going before Going before the Christian dispensation and introducing it

For the weakness and unprofitableness thereof That is, it was not adapted
to save man; it had not power to accomplish what was necessary to be
done in human salvation. It answered the end for which it was designed —
that of introducing a more perfect plan, and then vanished as a matter of
course. It did not expiate guilt; it did not give peace to the conscience; it
did not produce perfection (<580711>Hebrews 7:11), and therefore it gave place
to a better system.

<580719>Hebrews 7:19. For the law made nothing perfect The Levitical,
ceremonial law. It did not produce a perfect state; it did not do what was
desirable to be done for a sinner; see the note on <580711>Hebrews 7:11. That
Law, as such, did not reconcile man to God; it did not make an atonement:
it did not put away guilt; in one word, “it did not restore things to the
condition in which they were before the Law was broken and man became
a sinner.” If man were saved under that system — as many undoubtedly
were — it was not in virtue of any intrinsic efficacy which it possessed, but
in virtue of that great sacrifice which it typified.

But the bringing in of a better hope did Margin, “But it was.” The correct
rendering is, probably, “but there is the bringing in of a better hope, by
which we have access to God.” The Law could not effect this. It left the
conscience guilty, and sin unexpiated. But there is now the introduction of
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a better system by which we can approach a reconciled God. The “better
hope” here refers to the more sure and certain expectation of heaven
introduced by the gospel. There is a better foundation for hope; a more
certain way of obtaining the divine favor than the Law could furnish.

By the which By which better hope; that is, by means of the ground of
hope furnished by the gospel, to wit, that God is now reconciled. and that
we can approach him with the assurance that he is ready to save us.

We draw nigh unto God We have access to him; notes, <450501>Romans 5:1,2.

<580720>Hebrews 7:20. And inasmuch as not without an oath In addition to
every other consideration showing the superiority of Christ as a priest,
there was the solemnity of the oath by which he was set apart to the office.
The appointment of one to the office of priest by an oath, such as occurred
in the case of Jesus, was much more solemn and important than where the
office was received merely by descent.

<580721>Hebrews 7:21. For those priests were made without an oath The
Levitical priests were set apart and consecrated without their office being
confirmed to them by an oath on the part of God. They received it by
regular descent, and when they arrived at a suitable age they entered on it
of course. Jesus received his office by special appointment, and it was
secured to him by an oath. The word rendered “oath” is in the margin
“swearing of an oath.” This is the proper meaning of the Greek word, but
the sense is not materially varied.

But this with an oath This priest, the Lord Jesus, became a priest in virtue
of an oath.

The Lord sware see the note at <580613>Hebrews 6:13. The reference here is to
<19B004>Psalm 110:4. “The Lord hath sworn.”

And will not repent That is, “will not regret, or will not alter his mind
through regret” — for this is the meaning of the Greek word.

<580722>Hebrews 7:22. By so much Inasmuch as an oath is more solemn than
a mere appointment. The meaning is, that there is all the additional security
in the suretyship of Jesus which arises from the solemnity of an oath. It is
not implied that God would not be true to his mere promise, but the
argument here is derived from the custom of speaking among people. An
oath is regarded as much more sacred and binding than a mere promise,
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and the fact that God has sworn in a given case furnishes the highest
security that what he has promised will be performed.

Was Jesus made a surety The word “surety” — enguov <1450> — occurs
nowhere else in the New Testament nor is it found in the Septuagint. It
properly means, a bondsman; one who pledges his name, property, or
influence, that a certain thing shall be done. When a contract is made, debt
contracted, or a note given, a friend often becomes the “security” in the
case, and is himself responsible if the terms of the contract are not
complied with. In the case of the new covenant between God and man,
Jesus is the “security” or the bondsman. But of what, and to whom, is he
the surety? It cannot be that he is a bondsman for God that he will maintain
the covenant, and be true to the promise which he makes, as Crellius
supposes, for we need no such “security” of the divine faithfulness and
veracity. It cannot be that he becomes responsible for the divine conduct in
any way — for no such responsibility is needed or possible. But it must
mean that he is the security or bondsman on the part of man. He is the
pledge that we shall be saved. He becomes responsible, so to speak, to law
and justice, that no injury shall be done by our salvation, though we are
sinners. He is not a security that we shall be saved at any rate, without
holiness, repentance, faith, or true religion — for he never could enter into
a suretyship of that kind: but his suretyship extends to this point, that the
law shall be honored; that all its demands shall be met; that we may be
saved though we have violated it, and that its terrific penalty shall not fall
upon us. The case is this. A sinner becomes a true penitent and enters
heaven. It might be said that he does this over a broken law; that God
treats the good and bad alike, and that no respect has been paid to the law
or the penalty in his salvation. Here the Great Surety comes in, and says
that it is not so. He has become responsible for this; he the surety, the
pledge, that all proper honor shall be paid to justice, and that the same
good effects shall ensue as if the penalty of the law had been fully borne.
He himself has died to honor the law, and to open a way by which its
penalty may be fully remitted consistently with justice, and he becomes “the
everlasting pledge or security” to law, to justice, to the universe, that no
injury shall result from the pardon and salvation of the sinner. According to
this view, no man can rely on the suretyship of Jesus but he who expects
salvation on the terms of the gospel. The suretyship is not at all that he
shall be saved in his sins, or that he shall enter heaven no matter what life
he leads; it is only that if he believes, repents, and is saved, no injury shall
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be done to the universe; no dishonor to the law. For this the Lord Jesus is
responsible.

Of a better testament Rather, “of a better covenant.” The former covenant
was what God made with his people under the Mosaic dispensation; the
new covenant is that made by means of Christ. This is “better” because

(1) the terms are more simple and easy;

(2) the observances and rites are much less onerous and hard;

(3) it relates to all people, not being confined to the Jewish people;

(4) it is now sure.

The former was administered through the instrumentality of the Levitical
priesthood, this by the Son of God; that was transitory and changing, this is
permanent and eternal.f14

<580723>Hebrews 7:23. And they truly Under the Jewish dispensation. The
object of this verse and the following is, to state one more reason of the
excellence of the priesthood of Christ. It is, that owing to the frailty of
human nature, and the shortness of life, the office of priest there was
continually changing. But here there was no such change. Christ, being
exalted to the heavens to live forever there, has now an unchangeable
priesthood, and everything in regard to his office is permanent.

<580724>Hebrews 7:24. But this man Greek “But he” — referring to Christ.

Because he continueth ever Greek “Because he remains forever.” The idea
is because he does not die, but ever lives, he has an unchanging priesthood.
There is no necessity that he should yield it to others, as was the case with
the Jewish priests because they were mortal. The reason in their case, why
it passed to others, was not that they did not perform the office well, but
that they were mortal, and could not continue to hold it. But this reason
could not operate in the case of the Lord Jesus, and therefore his
priesthood would be permanent.

Hath an unchangeable priesthood Margin, “or, “which passeth not from
one to another.” The margin expresses the sense of the passage. The idea is
not strictly that it was “unchangable,” but that “it did not pass over into
other hands.” The Levitical priesthood passed from one to another as
successive generations came on the stage of action. This reasoning is not
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designed to prove that the priesthood of Christ will be literally “eternal” —
for its necessity may cease when all the redeemed are in heaven — but that
it is permanent, and does not pass from hand to hand.

<580725>Hebrews 7:25. Wherefore he is able also As he ever lives, and ever
intercedes, he has power to save. He does not begin the work of salvation,
and then relinquish it by reason of death, but he lives on as long as it is
necessary that anything should be done for the salvation of his people. We
need a Saviour who has power, and Christ has shown that he has all the
power which is needful to rescue man from eternal death.

To the uttermost This does not mean simply “forever” — but that he has
power to save them so that their salvation shall be “complete” — eiv <1519>

to <3588> pantelev <3838>. He does not abandon the work midway; he does not
begin a work which he is unable to finish. He can aid us as long as we need
anything done for our salvation; he can save all who will entrust their
salvation to his hands.

That come unto God by him In his name; or depending on him. To come to
God, is to approach him for pardon and salvation.

Seeing he ever liveth He does not die as the Jewish priests did.

To make intercession for them see the note at <450834>Romans 8:34. He
constantly presents the merits of his death as a reason why we should be
saved. The precise mode, however, in which he makes intercession in
heaven for his people is not revealed. The general meaning is, that he
undertakes their cause, and assists them in overcoming their foes and in
their endeavors to live a holy life; compare <620201>1 John 2:1. He does in
heaven whatever is necessary to obtain for us grace and strength; secures
the aid which we need against our foes; and is the pledge or security for us
that the law shall be honored, and the justice and truth of God maintained,
though we are saved. It is reasonable to presume that this is somehow by
the presentation of the merits of his great sacrifice, and that that is the
ground on which all this grace is obtained. As that is infinite, we need not
fear that it will ever be exhausted.

<580726>Hebrews 7:26. For such an High Priest became us Was suited to
our condition. That is, there was that in our character and circumstances
which demanded that a high priest for us should be personally holy. It was
not requisite merely that he should have great power; or that he should be
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of a rank superior to that of the Jewish priesthood; but there was a special
propriety that he should surpass all others in “moral” purity. Other priests
were mere mortal men, and it was necessary that their office should pass to
other hands; they were “sinful” men also, and it was necessary that
sacrifices should be made for themselves as well as others. We need,
however, a different priest. We need not only one who ever lives, but one
who is perfectly holy, and who has no need to bring an offering for himself,
and all the merit of whose sacrifice, therefore, may be ours. Such an high
priest we have in the person of the Lord Jesus; and there is no truth more
interesting, and no proposition more susceptible of proof, than that HE IS

EXACTLY FITTED TO MAN. In his moral character, and in the great work
which he has accomplished, he is just such a Saviour as is adapted to the
wants of ignorant, fallen, wretched, sinful man. He is benevolent, and pities
our woes; wise, and is able to enlighten our ignorance; compassionate, and
ready to forgive our faults. He has made such a sacrifice as was necessary
to put away our guilt, and offers such intercession as we need to have
offered for us in order that we may be preserved from falling.

Who is holy Not merely “outwardly righteous,” but pure in heart.

Harmless Not injuring anyone. To no one did he do wrong. Neither to
their name, person, or property, did he ever do injury; nor will he ever. He
is the only one who has lived on earth of whom it could be said that he
never, in any way, did wrong to another.

Undefiled By sin; by any improper desire or passion. He was unstained by
crime; “unspotted from the world.” Sin always defiles the soul; but from
every such pollution the Lord Jesus was free.

Separate from sinners That is, he did not associate with them as such. He
did not partake of their feelings, plans, pleasures. Though he mingled with
them, yet it was merely to do them good, and in all his life there was an
entire separation from the feelings, principles, and views of a sinful world.

And made higher than the heavens Exalted above the visible heavens; that
is, at the right hand of God; see the notes on <490121>Ephesians 1:21;
<502609>Philippians 2:9. We needed a high priest who is thus exalted that he
may manage our cause before the throne of God.

<580727>Hebrews 7:27. Who needeth not daily, as those high priests As the
Jewish priests. This is an additional circumstance introduced to show the
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superior excellency of the High Priest of the Christian profession, and to
show also how he was suited to our wants. The Jewish high priest was a
sinful man. He had the same fallen and corrupt nature as others. He needed
an expiatory sacrifice for his own sins as really as they did for theirs. When
he approached God to offer sacrifice, it was needful to make an atonement
for himself, and when all was done it was still a sacrifice offered by a sinful
man. But it was not so in the case of Jesus. He was so holy that he needed
no sacrifice for himself, and all that he did was in behalf of others. Besides,
it was necessary that the sacrifices in the Jewish service should be
constantly repeated. They were imperfect. They were mere types and
shadows. They who offered them were frail, sinful men. It became
necessary, therefore, to repeat them every day to keep up the proper sense
of their transgressions, and to furnish a suitable acknowledgment of the
tendency to sin alike among the people and the priests. Neither in the
nature of the offering, nor in the character of those who made it, was there
any sufficient reason why it should cease to be offered, and it was therefore
repeated day by day. But it was not so with the Lord Jesus. The offering
which he made, though presented but once, was so ample and perfect that
it had sufficient merit for all the sins of the world, and needed never to be
repeated. It is not probable that the Jewish high priest himself personally
officiated at the offering of sacrifice every day; but the meaning here is,
that it was done daily, and that there was need of a daily sacrifice in his
behalf. As one of the Jewish people, the sacrifice was offered on his
account as well as on the account of others — for he partook of the
common infirmities and sinfulness of the nation.

For this he did once That is, once for all — ef’ <1909> aJpax <530>. He made
such an atonement that it was not needful that it should be repeated. Thus,
he put an end to sacrifice, for when he made the great atonement it was
complete, and there was no need that any more blood should be shed for
human guilt.

<580728>Hebrews 7:28. For the law The ceremonial law.

Which have infirmity Who are weak, frail, sinful, dying. Such were all who
were appointed to the office of priest under the Jewish Law.

But the word of the oath By which one was appointed after the order of
Melchizedek; note, <580721>Hebrews 7:21.
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Maketh the Son The Son of God. That appointment has resulted in his
being set apart to this work.

Who is consecrated forevermore Margin, “Perfected;” see the note at
<580210>Hebrews 2:10. The idea is, that the appointment is “complete” and
“permanent.” It does not pass from one to the other. It is perfect in all the
arrangements, and will remain so forever.

REMARKS

The subject of this chapter is the exalted high priesthood of the Redeemer.
This is a subject which pertains to all Christians, and to all men. All
religions imply the priestly office; all suppose sacrifice of some kind. In
regard to the priestly office of Christ as illustrated in this chapter, we may
observe:

(1) He stands alone. In that office he had no predecessor, and has no one
to succeed him. In this respect he was without father, mother, or descent
— and he stands in lonely majesty as the only one who sustains the office;
<580703>Hebrews 7:3.

(2) He is superior to Abraham. Abraham never laid claim to the ofrice of
priest, but he recognized his inferiority to one whom the Messiah was to
resemble; <580702>Hebrews 7:2,4.

(3) He is superior to all the Jewish priesthood — sustaining a rank and
performing an office above them all. The great ancestor of all the Levitical
priests recognized his inferiority to one of the rank or “order” of which the
Messiah was to be, and received from him a blessing. In our contemplation
of Christ, therefore, as priest, we have the privilege of regarding him as
superior to the Jewish high priest — exalted as was his office, and
important as were the functions of his office; as more grand, more pure,
more worthy of confidence and love.

(4) The great High Priest of the Christian profession is the only perfect
priest; <580711>Hebrews 7:11,19. The Jewish priests were all imperfect and
sinful men. The sacrifices which they offered were imperfect, and could not
give peace to the conscience. There was need of some better system, and
they all looked forward to it. But in the Lord Jesus, and in his work, there
is absolute perfection. What he did was complete, and his office needs no
change.
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(5) The office now is permanent. It does not change from hand to hand;
<580723>Hebrews 7:23,24. He who sustains this office does not die, and we may
ever apply to him and cast our cares on him. Men die; one generation
succeeds another; but our High Priest is the same. We may trust in him in
whom our fathers found peace and salvation, and then we may teach our
children to confide in the same High Priest — and so send the invaluable
lesson down to latest generations.

(6) His work is firm and sure; <580720>Hebrews 7:20-22. His office is founded
on an oath, and he has become the security for all who will commit their
cause to him. Can great interests like those of the soul be entrusted to
better hands? Are they not safer in his keeping than in our own?

(7) He is able to save to the uttermost; <580725>Hebrews 7:25. That power he
showed when he was on earth; that power he is constantly evincing. No
one has asked aid of him and found him unable to render it; no one has
been suffered to sink down to hell because his arm was weak. What he has
done for a few he can do for “all;” and they who will entrust themselves to
him will find him a sure Saviour. So why will people not be persuaded to
commit themselves to him? Can they save themselves? Where is there one
who has shown that he was able to do it? Do they not need a Saviour? Let
the history of the world answer. Can man conduct his own cause before
God? How weak, ignorant, and blind is he; how little qualified for such an
office! Has anyone suffered wrong by committing himself to the
Redeemer? If there is such an one, where is he? Who has ever made this
complaint that has tried it? Who ever will make it? In countless millions of
instances, the trial has been made whether Christ was “able to save.” Men
have gone with a troubled spirit; with a guilty conscience; and with awful
apprehensions of the wrath to come, and have asked him to save them. Not
one of those who have done this has found reason to doubt his ability; not
one has regretted that he has committed the deathless interest of the soul
into his hands.

(8) Christ saves to the uttermost; <580725>Hebrews 7:25. He makes the
salvation complete. So the Bible assures us; and so we see it in fact as far
as we can trace the soul. When a Christian friend dies, we stand at his bed-
side and accompany him as far as we can into the valley of the shadow of
death. We ask him whether he feels that Christ is able to save? He replies,
“yes.” When he has lost the power of speaking above a whisper, we ask
him the same question, and receive the same reply. When he gives us the
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parting hand, and we, still anxious to know whether all is well, ask the
same question, a sign, a smile, a lighting up of the dying eye, declares that
all is well. As far as we can trace the departing soul when it goes into the
dark valley, we receive the same assurance; and why should we doubt that
the same grace is bestowed further onward, and that he saves “to the
uttermost?” But what else thus saves? Friends give the parting hand at the
gloomy entrance to that valley, and the frivolous and the worldly coolly
turn away. The delusions of infidelity there forsake the soul, and minister
no comfort then. Flatterers turn away from the dying scene — for who
flatters the dying with the praise of beauty or accomplishments? Taste,
skill, learning, talent, do not help then, for how can they save a dying soul?
None but Jesus saves to the “uttermost;” no other friend but he goes with
us entirely through the valley of death. Is it not better to have such a friend
than to go alone through that dark, gloomy path? Any other gloomy and
dangerous way may be more safely trod without a friend, than the vale of
death.

(9) The Christian religion is suited to our condition; <580726>Hebrews 7:26,27.
It has just such a High Priest as we need — holy, harmless, undefiled. Just
such an atonement has been made as is necessary — ample, rich, full, and
not needing to be made again. It reveals just such truth as we want — that
respecting the immortality of the soul, and the glorious state of the
redeemed beyond the grave. It imparts just such consolation as is suited to
our condition — pure, rich, unfailing, elevating. It reconciles us to God
just as it should be done — in such a way that God can be honored, and
the purity and dignity of his Law maintained. It is the religion adapted to
dying, ignorant, sinful, wretched man. No other system so much consults
the true dignity of our nature, and the honor of God; no one diffuses such
consolations through the life that is, or fills with such hopes in regard to
the life to come.

(10) Since, then, we have now such a Great High Priest; since the promises
of the gospel are settled on so firm a foundation; and since the gospel in its
provisions of mercy is all that we can desire it to be, let us yield our hearts
entirely to the Saviour, and make this salvation wholly ours. We have the
privilege, if we will, of drawing near to God with boldness. We may come
near his throne. Though we are poor, and sinful, and deserve neither notice
nor mercy, yet we may come and ask for all that we need. We may go to
God, and supplicate his favor, with the assurance that he is ready to hear.
We may go feeling that the great atonement has been made for our sins,
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and that no other offering is now needed; that the last bloody offering
which God required has been presented, and that all that he now asks is the
sacrifice of a contrite and a grateful heart. All that was needful to be done
on the part of God to provide a way of salvation has been done; all that
remains is for man to forsake his sins and to come back to a God who
waits to be gracious.
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 8

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

This chapter (Hebrews 8) is a continuation of the argument which has been
prosecuted in the previous chapters respecting the priesthood of Christ.
The apostle had demonstrated that he was to be a priest, and that he was to
be, not of the Levitical order, but of the order of Melchizedek. As a
consequence he had proved that this involved a change of the Law
appointing the priesthood, and that in respect to permanency, and happy
moral influence, the priesthood of Christ far surpassed the Jewish. This
thought he pursues in this chapter, and shows particularly that it involved a
change in the nature of the covenant between God and his people. In the
prosecution of this, he:

(1) states the sum or principal point of the whole matter under discussion
— that the priesthood of Christ was real and permanent, while that of the
Hebrew economy was typical, and was destined in its own nature to be
temporary; <580801>Hebrews 8:1-3.

(2) There was a fitness and propriety in his being removed to heaven to
perform the functions of his office there — since if he had remained on
earth he could not have officiated as priest, that duty being by the Law of
Moses entrusted to others pertaining to another tribe; <580804>Hebrews 8:4,5.

(3) Christ had obtained a more exalted ministry than the Jewish priests
held, because he was the Mediator in a better covenant — a covenant that
related rather to the heart than to external observances; <580806>Hebrews 8:6-
13. That new covenant excelled the old in the following respects:

(a) It was established on better promises; <580806>Hebrews 8:6.

(b) It was not a covenant requiring mainly external observances, but
pertained to the soul, and the Law of that covenant was written there;
<580807>Hebrews 8:7-10.

(c) It was connected with the diffusion of the knowledge of the Lord
among all classes from the highest to the lowest; <580811>Hebrews 8:11.
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(d) The evidence of forgiveness might be made more clear than it was
under the old dispensation, and the way in which sins are pardoned be
much better understood; <580812>Hebrews 8:12. These considerations involved
the consequence, also, which is stated in <580813>Hebrews 8:13, that the old
covenant was of necessity about to vanish away.

<580801>Hebrews 8:1. Now of the things which we have spoken Or, “of the
things of which we are speaking” (Stuart); or as we should say, “of what is
said.” The Greek does not necessarily mean things that “had been” spoken,
but may refer to all that he was saying, taking the whole subject into
consideration.

This is the sum Or this is the principal thing; referring to what he was
about to say, not what he had said. Our translators seem to have
understood this as referring to a “summing up,” or recapitulation of what
he had said, and there can be no doubt that the Greek would bear this
interpretation. But another exposition has been proposed, adopted by
Bloomfield, Stuart, Michaelis, and Storr, among the moderns, and found
also in Suidas, Theodoret, Theophylact, and others, among the ancients. It
is what regards the word rendered “sum” — kefalaion <2774> — as
meaning the “principal thing;” the chief matter; the most important point.
The reason for this interpretation is, that the apostle in fact goes into no
recapitulation of what he had said, but enters on a new topic relating to the
priesthood of Christ. Instead of going over what he had demonstrated, he
enters on a more important point, that the priesthood of Christ is
performed in heaven, and that he has entered into the true tabernacle there.
All which preceded was type and shadow; this was that which the former
economy had adumbrated. In the previous chapters the apostle had shown
that he who sustained this office was superior in rank to the Jewish priests;
that they were frail and dying, and that the office in their hands was
changing from one to another, but that that of Christ was permanent and
abiding. He now comes to consider the real nature of the office itself; the
sacrifice which was offered; the substance of which all in the former
dispensation was the type. This was the “principal thing” — kefalaion
<2774> — the “head,” the most important matter; and the consideration of this
is pursued through the 8th, 9th, and 10th chapters (Hebrews 8—10).

We have such an high priest That is settled; proved; indisputable. The
Christian system is not destitute of what was regarded as so essential to the
old dispensation — the office of a high priest.
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Who is set on the right hand of a throne ... He is exalted to honor and
glory before God. The right hand was regarded as the place of principal
honor, and when it is said that Christ is at the right hand of God, the
meaning is, that he is exalted to the highest honor in the universe; see the
note at <411619>Mark 16:19. Of course the language is figurative — as God has
no hands literally — but the language conveys an important meaning, that
he is near to God; is high in his affection and love, and is raised to the most
elevated situation in heaven; see <502609>Philippians 2:9; notes <490121>Ephesians
1:21,22.

<580802>Hebrews 8:2. A minister of the sanctuary Margin, “or holy things.”
Greek twn <3588> aJgiwn <40>. The Greek may either mean “the sanctuary” —
denoting the Holy of Holies; or “holy things.” The word “sanctuary” —
vd,qo<h6944> — was given to the tabernacle or temple as a “holy place,” and
the plural form which is used here — ta <3588> aJgia <40> — was given to the
most holy place by way of eminence — the full form of the name being —
µyvid;q’<h6944> vd,qo<h6944>, or, aJgia <40> aJgiwn <40> — “hagia hagion,” (Jahn’s
Arche. section 328), or as it is used here simply as ta <3588> aJgia <40>. The
connection seems to require us to understand it of the “most holy place,”
and not of holy things. The idea is, that the Lord Jesus the Great High
Priest, has entered into the Holy of Holies in heaven, of which that in the
tabernacle was an emblem. For a description of the Most Holy place in the
temple, see the notes on <402112>Matthew 21:12.

And of the true tabernacle The “real” tabernacle in heaven, of which that
among the Hebrews was but the type. The word “tabernacle” — skhnh
<4633> — means properly a “booth, hut, or tent,” and was applied to the
“tent” which Moses was directed to build as the place for the worship of
God. That tabernacle, as the temple was afterward, was regarded as the
special abode of God on earth. Here the reference is to heaven, as the
dwelling place of God, of which that tabernacle was the emblem or symbol.
It is called the “true tabernacle,” as it is the real dwelling of God, of which
the one made by Moses was but the “emblem.” It is not moveable and
perishable like that made by man, but is unchanging and eternal.

Which the Lord pitched, and not man The word “pitched” is adapted to
express the setting up of a “tent.” When it is said that “the Lord pitched the
true tabernacle,” that is, the permanent dwelling in heaven; the meaning is,
that heaven has been prepared by God himself, and that whatever is
necessary to constitute that an appropriate abode for the divine majesty has
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been done by him. To that glorious dwelling the Redeemer has been
received, and there he performs the office of high priest in behalf of man.
In what way he does this, the apostle specifies in the remainder of this
chapter, and in Hebrews 9—10:

<580803>Hebrews 8:3. For every high priest is ordained to offer gifts and
sacrifices This is a general statement about the functions of the high priest.
It was the uniqueness of the office; it constituted its essence, that some gift
or sacrifice was to be presented. This was indisputable in regard to the
Jewish high priest, and this is involved in the nature of the priestly office
everywhere. A “priest” is one who offers sacrifice, mainly in behalf of
others. The principles involved in the office are:

(1) that there is need that some offering or atonement should be made for
sin; and

(2) that there is a fitness or propriety that some one should be designated
to do it.

If this idea that a priest must offer sacrifice be correct, then it follows that
the name priest should not be given to any one who is not appointed to
offer sacrifice. It should not therefore be given to the ministers of the
gospel, for it is no part of their work to offer sacrifice — the great sacrifice
for sin having been once offered by the Lord Jesus, and not being again to
be repeated. Accordingly the writers in the New Testament are perfectly
uniform and consistent on this point. The name priest is never once given
to the ministers of the gospel there. They are called ministers, ambassadors,
pastors, bishops, overseers, etc., but never priests. Nor should they be so
called in the Christian church. The name priest as applied to Christian
ministers, has been derived from the “papists.” They hold that the priest
does offer as a sacrifice the real body and blood of Christ in the mass, and
holding this, the name priest is given to the minister who does it
“consistently.” It is not indeed “right or Scriptural” — for the whole
doctrine on which it is based is absurd and false, but while that doctrine is
held the name is consistent. But with what show of consistency or
propriety can the name be given to a Protestant minister of the gospel?

Wherefore it is of necessity that this man have somewhat also to offer That
the Lord Jesus should make an offering. That is, since he is declared to be
a priest, and since it is essential to the office that a priest should make an
offering, it is indispensable that he should bring a sacrifice to God. He
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could not be a priest on the acknowledged principles on which that office is
held, unless he did it. What the offering was which the Lord Jesus made,
the apostle specifies more fully in <580911>Hebrews 9:11-14,25,26.

<580804>Hebrews 8:4. For if he were on earth, he should not be a priest He
could not perform that office. The design of this is, to show a reason why
he was removed to heaven. The reason was, that on earth there were those
who were set apart to that office, and that he, not being of the same tribe
with them, could not officiate as priest. There was an order of people here
on earth consecrated already to that office, and hence, it was necessary that
the Lord Jesus, in performing the functions of the office, should be
removed to another sphere.

<580805>Hebrews 8:5. Who serve unto the example Who perform their
service by the mere example and shadow of the heavenly things; or in a
tabernacle, and in a mode, that is the mere emblem of the reality which
exists in heaven. The reference is to the tabernacle, which was a mere
“example” or “copy” of heaven. The word rendered here “example” —
uJpodeigma <5262> — means a “copy, likeness, or imitation.” The tabernacle
was made after a pattern which was shown to Moses; it was made so as to
have some faint resemblance to the reality in heaven, and in that “copy,” or
“example,” they were appointed to officiate. Their service, therefore, had
some resemblance to that in heaven.

And shadow That is, in the tabernacle where they served there was a mere
shadow of what was real and substantial. Compared with what is in
heaven, it was what the shadow is compared with the substance. A shadow
— as of a man, a house, a tree, will indicate the form, the outline, the size
of the object; but it has no substance, or reality. So it was with the rites of
the Jewish religion. They were designed merely as a shadow of the
substantial realities of the true religion, or to present the dim outlines of
what is true and real in heaven; compare the notes on <510217>Colossians 2:17;
<581001>Hebrews 10:1. The word “shadow” here — skia <4639> — is used in
distinction from the body or reality — swma <4983> —(compare
<510217>Colossians 2:17), and also from eikwn <1504> — a perfect image or
resemblance; see <581001>Hebrews 10:1.

Of heavenly things Of the heavenly sanctuary; of what is real and
substantial in heaven. That is, there exists in heaven a reality of which the
service in the Jewish sanctuary was but the outline. The reference is,
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undoubtedly, to the service which the Lord Jesus performs there as the
great high priest of his people.

As Moses was admonished of God As he was divinely instructed. The word
used— crhmatizw <5537> — means properly to give oracular responses; to
make communications to people in a supernatural way — by dreams, by
direct revelations, etc.; see <400212>Matthew 2:12,22; <420226>Luke 2:26; <441022>Acts
10:22; <581107>Hebrews 11:7.

For, see, saith he <022509>Exodus 25:9,40; 26:30. In Exodus 11, it is also
repeatedly said that Moses executed all the work of the tabernacle as he
had been commanded. Great care was taken that an exact copy should be
exhibited to him of all which he was to make, and that the work should be
exactly like the pattern. The reason doubtless was, that as the Jewish
service was to be typical, none but God could judge of the form in which
the tabernacle should be made. It was not to be an edifice of architectural
beauty, skill, or taste, but was designed to adumbrate important realities
which were known only to God. Hence, it was needful that the exact model
of them should be given to Moses, and that it should be scrupulously
followed.

That thou make all things Not only the tabernacle itself, but the altars, the
ark, the candlestick, etc. The form and materials for each were specified,
and the exact pattern shown to Moses in the mount.

According to the pattern Greek tupon <5179> — “type;” that is, figure, form.
The word tupov <5179>, “type,” means properly anything produced by the
agency or means of “blows” (from tuptw <5180>, “to strike”); hence, a mark,
stamp, print, impression — as that made by driving nails in the hands
(<432025>John 20:25); then a figure or form, as of an image or statue (<440743>Acts
7:43); the form of a doctrine or opinion (<450617>Romans 6:17); then an
example to be imitated or followed (<461006>1 Corinthians 10:6,7;
<500317>Philippians 3:17; <520107>1 Thessalonians 1:7; <530309>2 Thessalonians 3:9); and
hence, a pattern, or model after which anything is to be made; <440744>Acts
7:44. This is the meaning here. The allusion is to a pattern such as an
architect or sculptor uses; a drawing, or figure made in wood or clay, after
which the work is to be modelled. The idea is, that some such drawing or
model was exhibited to Moses by God on mount Sinai, so that he might
have an exact idea of the tabernacle which was to be made. A similar
drawing or model of the temple was given by David to Solomon; <132811>1
Chronicles 28:11,12. We are not indeed to suppose that there was in the
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case of the pattern shown to Moses, any miniature model of wood or stone
actually created and exhibited, but that the form of the tabernacle was
exhibited to Moses in vision (note, <230101>Isaiah 1:1), or was so vividly
impressed on his mind that he would have a distinct view of the edifice
which was to be reared.

In the mount In mount Sinai; for it was while Moses was there in the
presence of God, that these communications were made.

<580806>Hebrews 8:6. But now hath he obtained That is, Christ.

A more excellent ministry A service of a higher order, or of a more exalted
nature. It was the real and substantial service of which the other was but
the emblem; it pertained to things in heaven, while that was concerned with
the earthly tabernacle; it was enduring, while that was to vanish away; see
the notes on <470306>2 Corinthians 3:6-9.

By how much By as much as the new covenant is more important than the
old, by so much does his ministry exceed in dignity that under the ancient
dispensation.

He is the mediator see the notes on <480319>Galatians 3:19,20, where the word
“mediator” is explained. It means here that Christ officiates between God
and man according to the arrangements of the new covenant.

Of a better covenant Margin, “Or testament.” This word properly denotes
a “disposition, arrangement, or ordering” of things; and in the Scriptures is
employed to describe the arrangement which God has made to secure the
maintenance of his worship on earth, and the salvation of people. It is
uniformly used in the Septuagint and in the New Testament to denote the
covenant which God makes with people. The word which “properly”
denotes a “covenant or compact” — sunqhkh <4936> — “suntheke” is never
used. The writers of the New Testament evidently derived its use from the
Septuagint, but why the authors of that version employed it as denoting a
“will” rather than the proper one denoting a “compact,” is unknown. It has
been supposed by some, and the conjecture is not wholly improbable, that
it was because they were unwilling to represent God as making a
“compact” or “agreement” with people, but chose rather to represent him
as making a mere “arrangement or ordering of things;”

(See supplementary note, <580916>Hebrews 9:16, for the evidence of the
covenant of grace.)
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compare the notes on <580808>Hebrews 8:8, and <580916>Hebrews 9:16,17. This is a
better covenant than the old, inasmuch as it relates mainly to the pardon of
sin; to a spiritual and holy religion; see <580810>Hebrews 8:10. The former
related more to external rites and observances, and was destined to vanish
away; see <580813>Hebrews 8:13.

Which was established upon better promises The promises in the first
covenant pertained mainly to the present life. They were promises of length
of days; of increase of numbers; of seed time and harvest; of national
privileges, and of extraordinary peace, abundance, and prosperity. That
there was also the promise of eternal life, it would be wrong to doubt; but
this was not the main thing. In the new covenant, however, the promise of
spiritual blessings becomes the principal thing. The mind is directed to
heaven; the heart is cheered with the hopes of immortal life, the favor of
God and the anticipation of heaven are secured in the most ample and
solemn manner.

<580807>Hebrews 8:7. For if that first covenant had been faultless see the
note on <580711>Hebrews 7:11. It is implied here that God had said that that
covenant was not perfect or faultless. The meaning is not that that first
covenant made under Moses had any real faults — or inculcated what was
wrong, but that it did not contain the ample provision for the pardon of sin
and the salvation of the soul which was desirable. It was merely
“preparatory” to the gospel.

Then should no place have been sought for the second There could not
have been — inasmuch as in that case it would have been impossible to
have bettered it, and any change would have been only for the worse.

<580808>Hebrews 8:8. For finding fault with them Or rather, “finding fault,
he says to them.” The difference is only in the punctuation, and this change
is required by the passage itself. This is commonly interpreted as meaning
that the fault was not found with “them” — that is, with the Jewish people,
for they had had nothing to do in giving the covenant, but “with the
covenant itself.” “Stating its defects, he had said to them that he would
give them one more perfect, and of which that was only preparatory.” So
Grotius, Stuart, Rosenmuller, and Erasmus understand it. Doddridge,
Koppe, and many others understand it as it is in our translation, as implying
that the fault was found with the people, and they refer to the passage
quoted from Jeremiah for proof, where the complaint is of the people. The
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Greek may bear either construction; but may we not adopt a somewhat
different interpretation still? May not this be the meaning? For using the
language of complaint, or language that implied that there was defect or
error, he speaks of another covenant. According to this, the idea would be,
not that he found fault specifically either with the covenant or the people,
but generally that he used language which implied that there was defect
somewhere when he promised another and a better covenant. The word
rendered “finding fault” properly means to censure, or to blame. It is
rendered in <410702>Mark 7:2, “ they found fault,” to wit, with those who ate
with unwashed hands; in <450919>Romans 9:19, “why doth he yet find fault?” It
occurs nowhere else in the New Testament, It is language used where
wrong has been done; where there is ground of complaint; where it is
desirable that there should be a change. In the passage here quoted from
Jeremiah, it is not expressly stated that God found fault either with the
covenant or with the people, but that he promised that he would give
another covenant, and that it should be “different” from what he gave them
when they came out of Egypt — implying that there was defect in that, or
that it was not “faultless.” The whole meaning is, that there was a
deficiency which the giving of a new covenant would remove.

He saith In <243131>Jeremiah 31:31-34. The apostle has not quoted the passage
literally as it is in the Hebrew, but he has retained the substance, and the
sense is not essentially varied. The quotation appears to have been made
partly from the Septuagint, and partly from memory. This often occurs in
the New Testament.

Behold This particle is designed to call attention to what was about to be
said as important, or as having some special claim to notice. It is of very
frequent occurrence in the Scriptures, being much more freely used by the
sacred writers than it is in the classic authors.

The days come The time is coming. This refers doubtless to the times of
the Messiah. Phrases such as these, “in the last days,” “in after times,” and
“the time is coming,” are often used in the Old Testament to denote the last
dispensation of the world — the dispensation when the affairs of the world
would be wound up; see the phrase explained in the notes <580102>Hebrews 1:2,
and <230202>Isaiah 2:2. There can be no doubt that as it is used by Jeremiah it
refers to the times of the gospel.

When I will make a new covenant A covenant that shall contemplate
somewhat different ends; that shall have different conditions, and that shall



258

be more effective in restraining from sin. The word “covenant” here refers
to the arrangement, plan, or dispensation into which he would enter in his
dealings with people. On the meaning of the word, see the notes on
<440708>Acts 7:8, and on <580916>Hebrews 9:16,17. The word “covenant” with us
commonly denotes a compact or agreement between two parties that are
equal, and who are free to enter into the agreement or not. In this sense, of
course, it cannot be used in relation to the arrangement which God makes
with man. There is:

(1) no equality between them, and

(2) man is not at liberty to reject any proposal which God shall make.

The word, therefore, is used in a more general sense, and more in
accordance with the original meaning of the Greek word. It has been above
remarked (see the notes on <580806>Hebrews 8:6), that the “proper” word to
denote “covenant,” or “compact” — sunqhkh <4936> — “syntheke” — is
never used either in the Septuagint or in the New Testament — another
word — diaqhkh <1242> — “diatheke” — being carefully employed.
Whether the reason there suggested for the adoption of this word in the
Septuagint be the real one or not, the fact is indisputable. I may be allowed
to suggest as possible here an additional reason why this so uniformly
occurs in the New Testament. It is, that the writers of the New Testament
never meant to represent the transactions between God and man as a
“compact or covenant” properly so called. They have studiously avoided it,
and their uniform practice, in making this nice distinction between the two
words, may show the real sense in which the Hebrew word rendered
“covenant” — tyriB]<h1285> — is used in the Old Testament. The word which
they employ — diaqhkh <1242> — never means a compact or agreement as
between equals. It remotely and secondarily means a “will, or testament”
— and hence, our phrase “New Testament.” But this is not the sense in
which it is used in the Bible — for God has never made a will in the sense
of a testamentary disposition of what belongs to him. We are referred;
therefore, in order to arrive at the true Scripture view of this whole matter,
to the original meaning of the word — diaqhkh <1242> — as denoting a
“disposition, arrangement, plan;” then what is ordered, a law, precept,
promise, etc. Unhappily we have no single word which expresses the idea,
and hence, a constant error has existed in the church — either keeping up
the notion of a “compact” — as if God could make one with people; or the
idea of a will — equally repugnant to truth. The word diaqhkh <1242> is
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derived from a verb — diatiqhmi <1303> — meaning to place apart, to set in
order; and then to appoint, to make over, to make an arrangement with.
Hence, the word diaqhkh <1242> — means properly the “arrangement or
disposition” which God made with people in regard to salvation; the
system of statutes, directions, laws, and promises by which people are to
become subject to him, and to be saved. The meaning here is, that he
would make a “new” arrangement, contemplating as a primary thing that
the Law should be written in the “heart;” an arrangement which would be
especially spiritual in its character, and which would be attended with the
diffusion of just views of the Lord.

(See the supplementary note on the existence of the covenant of
grace, <580916>Hebrews 9:16.)

With the house of Israel The family, or race of Israel, for so the word
“house” is often used in the Scriptures and elsewhere. The word “Israel” is
used in the Scriptures in the following senses.

(1) As a name given to Jacob because he wrestled with the angel of God
and prevailed as a prince; <013228>Genesis 32:28.

(2) As denoting all who were descended from him — called “the children
of Israel” — or the Jewish nation.

(3) As denoting the kingdom of the ten tribes — or the kingdom of
Samaria, or Ephraim — that kingdom having taken the name Israel in
contradistinction from the other kingdom, which was called “Judah.”

(4) As denoting the people of God in general — his true and sincere friends
— his church; see the notes on <450228>Romans 2:28,29; 9:6. In this place
quoted from Jeremiah, it seems to be used to denote the kingdom of Israel
in contradistinction from that of Judah, and “together they denote the
whole people of God, or the whole Hebrew nation.” This arrangement was
ratified and confirmed by the gift of the Messiah, and by implanting his
laws in the heart. It is not necessary to understand this as referring to the
whole of the Jews, or to the restoration of the ten tribes; but the words
“Israel” and “Judah” are used to denote the people of God in general, and
the idea is, that with the true Israel under the Messiah the laws of God
would be written in the heart rather than be mere external observances.
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And with the house of Judah The kingdom of Judah. This kingdom
consisted of two tribes — Judah and Benjamin. The tribe of Benjamin was,
however, small, and the name was lost in that of Judah.

<580809>Hebrews 8:9. Not according to the covenant ... An arrangement or
dispensation relating mainly to outward observances, and to temporal
blessings. The meaning is, that the new dispensation would be different
from what was made with them when they came out of Egypt. In what
respects it would differ is specified in <580810>Hebrews 8:10-12.

Because they continued not in my covenant In Jeremiah, in the Hebrew,
this is, “while my covenant they brake.” That is, they failed to comply with
the conditions on which I promised to bestow blessings upon them. In
Jeremiah this is stated as a simple fact; in the manner in which the apostle
quotes it, it is given as a reason why he would give a new arrangement.
The apostle has quoted it literally from the Septuagint, and the sense is not
materially varied. The word rendered “because” — oJti <3754> — may mean
“since” — “since they did not obey that covenant, and it was ineffectual in
keeping them from sin, showing that it was not perfect or complete in
regard to what was needful to be done for man, a new arrangement shall be
made that will be without defect.” This accords with the reasoning of the
apostle; and the idea is, simply, that an arrangement may be made for man
adapted to produce important ends in one state of society or one age of the
world, which would not be well adapted to him in another, and which
would not accomplish all which it would be desirable to accomplish for the
race. So an arrangement may be made for teaching children which would
not answer the purpose of instructing those of mature years, and which at
that time of life may be superseded by another. A system of measures may
be adapted to the infancy of society, or to a comparatively rude period of
the world, which would be ill adapted to a more advanced state of society.
Such was the Hebrew system. It was well adapted to the Jewish
community in their circumstances, and answered the end then in view. It
served to keep them separate from other people; to preserve the
knowledge and the worship of the true God, and to introduce the gospel
dispensation.

And I regarded them not In Jeremiah this is, “Although I was an husband
unto them.” The Septuagint is as it is quoted here by Paul. The Hebrew is,
µb;<h8700> yTil][1B;<h1166> ykinOa;w]<h595> — which may be rendered, “although I was
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their Lord;” or as it is translated by Gesenius, “and I rejected them.” The
word l[1B;<h1167> — means:

(1) to be lord or master over anything (<232613>Isaiah 26:13);

(2) to become the husband of anyone (<052113>Deuteronomy 21:13; 24:1);

(3) with B], “to disdain, to reject”; so <240314>Jeremiah 3:14.

It is very probable that this is the meaning here, for it is not only adopted
by the Septuagint, but by the Syriac. So Abulwalid, Kimchi, and Rabbi
Tanchum understood it. The Arabic word means “to reject, to loath, to
disdain.” All that is necessary to observe here is, that it cannot be
demonstrated that the apostle has not given the true sense of the prophet.
The probability is, that the Septuagint translators would give the meaning
which was commonly understood to be correct, and there is still more
probability that the Syriac translator would adopt the true sense, for

(1) the Syriac and Hebrew languages strongly resemble each other; and

(2) the old Syriac version — the Peshito — is incomparably a better
translation than the Septuagint. If this, therefore, be the correct translation,
the meaning is, that since they did not regard and obey the laws which he
gave them, God would reject them as his people, and give new laws better
adapted to save people. Instead of regarding and treating them as his
friends, he would punish them for their offences, and visit them with
calamities.

<580810>Hebrews 8:10. For this is the covenant This is the arrangement, or
the dispensation which shall succeed the old one. “With the house of
Israel.” With the true Israel; that is, with all those whom he will regard and
treat as his friends.

After those days This may either mean, “after those days I will put my laws
in their hearts,” or, “I will make this covenant with them after those days.”
This difference is merely in the punctuation, and the sense is not materially
affected. It seems, to me, however, that the meaning of the Hebrew in
Jeremiah is, “in those after days” (compare notes on <230201>Isaiah 2:1),

I will put my laws into their mind that is, in that subsequent period, called
in Scripture “the after times,” “the last days,” “the ages to come,” meaning
the last dispensation of the world. Thus interpreted, the sense is, that this
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would be done in the times of the Messiah. “I will put my laws into their
mind.” Margin, “Give.” The word “give” in Hebrew is often used in the
sense of “put.” The meaning here is, that they would not be mere external
observances, but would affect the conscience and the heart. The laws of
the Hebrews pertained mainly to external rites and ceremonies; the laws of
the new dispensation would relate particularly to the inner man, and be
designed to control the heart. The grand uniqueness of the Christian system
is, that it regulates the conscience and the principles of the soul rather than
external matters. It prescribes few external rites, and those are exceedingly
simple, and are merely the proper expressions of the pious feelings
supposed to be in the heart; and all attempts either to increase the number
of these rites, or to make them imposing by their gorgeousness, have done
just so much to mar the simplicity of the gospel, and to corrupt religion.

And write them in their hearts Margin, “Upon.” Not on fables of stone or
brass, but on the soul itself. That is, the obedience rendered will not be
external. The law of the new system will have living power, and bind the
faculties of the soul to obedience. The commandment there will be written
in more lasting characters than if engraved on fables of stone.

And I will be to them a God This is quoted literally from the Hebrew. The
meaning is, that he would sustain to them the appropriate relation of a
God; or, if the expression may be allowed, he would be to them what a
God should be, or what it is desirable that people should find in a God. We
speak of a father’s acting in a manner appropriate to the character of a
father; and the meaning here is, that he would be to his people all that is
properly implied in the name of God. He would be their Lawgiver, their
counsellor, their protector, their Redeemer, their guide. He would provide
for their wants, defend them in danger, pardon their sins, comfort them in
trials, and save their souls. He would be a faithful friend, and would never
leave them nor forsake them. It is one of the inestimable privileges of his
people that JEHOVAH is their God. The living and ever-blessed Being who
made the heavens sustains to them the relation of a Protector and a Friend,
and they may look up to heaven feeling that he is all which they could
desire in the character of a God.

And they shall be to me a people This is not merely stated as a “fact,” but
as a “privilege.” It is an inestimable blessing to be regarded as one of the
people of God, and to feel that we belong to him — that we are associated
with those whom he loves, and whom he treats as his friends.
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<580811>Hebrews 8:11. And they shall not teach every man his neighbor ...
That is, no one shall be under a necessity of imparting instruction to
another, or of exhorting him to become acquainted with the Lord. This is
designed to set forth another of the advantages which would attend the
new dispensation. In the previous verse it had been said that one advantage
of that economy would be, that the Law would be written on the heart, and
that they who were thus blessed would be regarded as the people of God.
Another advantage over the “old” arrangement or covenant is here stated.
It is, that the knowledge of the Lord and of the true religion would be
deeply engraved on the minds of all, and that there would be no necessity
for mutual exhortation and counsel. “They shall have a much more certain
and effectual teaching than they can derive from another.” “Doddridge.”
This passage does not refer to the fact that the true religion will be
universally diffused, but that among those who are interested in the
blessings of the new covenant there would be an accurate and just
knowledge of the Lord. In some way they would be so taught respecting
his character that they would not need the aid to be derived from others.
All under that dispensation, or sustaining to him the relation of “a people,”
would in fact have a correct knowledge of the Lord. This could not be said
of the old dispensation, for

(1) their religion consisted much in outward observances.

(2) It was not to such an extent as the new system a dispensation of the
Holy Spirit.

(3) There were not as many means as now for learning the true character of
God.

(4) The fullest revelations had not been made to them of that character.
That was reserved for the coming of the Saviour, and under him it was
intended that there should be communicated the full knowledge of the
character of God.

Many MSS., and those among the best, here have polithn <4177> —
“citizen;” “fellow-citizen,” instead of plhsion <4139>, “neighbor,” and this is
adopted by Griesbach, Tittman, Rosenmuller, Knapp, Stuart, and by many
of the fathers. It is also in the version of the Septuagint in the place quoted
from Jeremiah. It is not easy to determine the true reading, but the word
“neighbor” better agrees with the meaning of the Hebrew — [1re<h7453> —



264

and there is strong authority from the MSS. and the versions for this
reading.

And every man his brother Another form of expression, meaning that there
would be no necessity that one should teach another.

Saying, Know the Lord That is, become acquainted with God; learn his
character and his will. The idea is, that the true knowledge of Yahweh
would prevail as a characteristic of those times.

For all shall know me That is, all those referred to; all who are interested
in the new covenant, and who are partakers of its blessings. It does not
mean that all persons, in all lands, would then know the Lord — though
the time will come when that will be true; but the expression is to be
limited by the point under discussion. That point is not that the knowledge
of the Lord will fill the whole world, but that all who are interested in the
new dispensation will have a much more full and clear knowledge of God
than was possessed under the old. Of the truth of this no one can doubt.
Christians have a much more perfect knowledge of God and of his
government than could have been learned merely from the revelations of
the Old Testament.

<580812>Hebrews 8:12. For I will be merciful to their unrighteousness ...
That is, the blessing of “pardon” will be much more richly enjoyed under
the new dispensation than it was under the old. This is the “fourth”
circumstance adduced in which the new covenant will surpass the old. That
was comparatively severe in its inflictions (see <581028>Hebrews 10:28); marked
every offence with strictness, and employed the language of mercy much
less frequently than that of justice. It was a system where law and justice
reigned; not where mercy was the crowning and prevalent attribute. It was
true that it contemplated pardon, and made arrangements for it; but it is
still true that this is much more prominent in the new dispensation than in
the old. It is there the leading idea. It is what separates it from all other
systems. The entire arrangement is one for the pardon of sin in a manner
consistent with the claims of law and justice, and it bestows the benefit of
forgiveness in the most ample and perfect manner on all who are interested
in the plan. In fact, the uniqueness by which the gospel is distinguished
from all other systems, ancient and modern, philosophic and moral, pagan
and deistical, is that it is a system making provision for the forgiveness of
sin, and actually bestowing pardon on the guilty. This is the center, the
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crown, the glory of the new dispensation. God is merciful to the
unrighteousness of people and their sins are remembered no more.

Will I remember no more This is evidently spoken after the manner of men,
and in accordance with human apprehension. It cannot mean literally that
God forgets that people are sinners, but it means that he treats them as if
this were forgotten. Their sins are not charged upon them, and they are no
more punished than if they had passed entirely out of the recollection. God
treats them with just as much kindness, and regards them with as sincere
affection, as if their sins ceased wholly to be remembered, or which is the
same thing, as if they had never sinned.

<580813>Hebrews 8:13. In that he saith, A new covenant, he hath made the
first old That is, the use of the word “new” implies that the one which it
was to supersede was “old.” New and old stand in contradistinction from
each other. Thus, we speak of a new and old house, a new and old
garment, etc. The object of the apostle is to show that by the very fact of
the arrangement for a new dispensation differing so much from the old, it
was implied of necessity that that was to be superseded, and would vanish
away. This was one of the leading points at which he arrived.

Now that which decayeth and waxeth old is ready to vanish away This is a
general truth which would be undisputed, and which Paul applies to the
case under consideration. An old house, or garment; an ancient tree; an
aged man, all have indications that they are soon to disappear. They cannot
be expected to remain long. The very fact of their growing old is an
indication that they will soon be gone. So Paul says it was with the
dispensation that was represented as old. It had symptoms of decay. It had
lost the vigour which it had when it was fresh and new; it had every mark
of an antiquated and a declining system; and it had been expressly declared
that a new and more perfect dispensation was to be given to the world.
Paul concluded, therefore, that the Jewish system must soon disappear.

REMARKS

1. The fact that we have a high priest, is suited to impart consolation to the
pious mind; <580801>Hebrews 8:1-5. He ever lives, and is ever the same. He is a
minister of the true sanctuary, and is ever before the mercy-seat. He enters
there not once a year only, but has entered there to abide there for ever.
We can never approach the throne of mercy without having a high priest
there — for he at all times, day and night, appears before God. The merits
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of his sacrifice are never exhausted, and God is never wearied with hearing
his pleadings in behalf of his people. He is the same that he was when he
gave himself on the cross. He has the same love and the same compassion
which he had then, and that love which led him to make the atonement, will
lead him always to regard with tenderness those for whom he died.

2. It is a privilege to live under the blessings of the Christian system;
<580806>Hebrews 8:6. We have a better covenant than the old one was — one
less expensive and less burdensome, and one that is established upon better
promises. Now the sacrifice is made, and we do not have to renew it every
day. It was made once for all, and need never be repeated. Having now a
high priest in heaven who has made the sacrifice, we may approach him in
any part of the earth, and at all times, and feel that our offering will be
acceptable to him. If there is any blessing for which we ought to be
thankful, it is for the Christian religion; for we have only to look at any
portion of the pagan world, or even to the condition of the people of God
under the comparatively dark and obscure Jewish dispensation, to see
abundant reasons for thanksgiving for what we enjoy.

3. Let us often contemplate the mercies of the new dispensation with which
we are favored — the favors of that religion whose smiles and sunshine we
are permitted to enjoy; <580810>Hebrews 8:10-12. It contains all that we want,
and is exactly adapted to our condition. It has that for which every man
should be thankful; and has not one thing which should lead a man to reject
it. It furnishes all the security which we could desire for our salvation; lays
upon us no oppressive burdens or charges; and accomplishes all which we
ought to desire in our souls. Let us contemplate a moment the
arrangements of that “covenant,” and see how suited it is to make man
blessed and happy.

First, It writes the laws of God on the mind and the heart; ver 10. It not
only reveals them, but it secures their observance. It has made
arrangements for disposing people to keep the laws a thing which has not
been introduced into any other system. Legislators may enact good laws,
but they cannot induce others to obey them; parents may utter good
precepts, but they cannot engrave them on the hearts of their children; and
sages may express sound maxims and just precepts in morals, but there is
no security that they will be regarded. So in all the pagan world — there is
no power to inscribe good maxims and rules of living on the heart. They
may be written; recorded on tablets; hung up in temples; but still people
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will not regard them. They will still give indulgence to evil passions, and
lead wicked lives. But it is not so with the arrangement which God has
made in the plan of salvation. One of the very first provisions of that plan
is, that the laws shall be inscribed on the heart, and that there shall be a
DISPOSITION to obey. Such a system is what man wants, and such a system
he can nowhere else find.

Secondly, This new arrangement “reveals to us” a God such as we need;
<580810>Hebrews 8:10. It contains the promise that he will be “our God.” He
will be to his people all that can be “desired in God;” all that man could
wish. He is just such a God as the human mind, when it is pure, most loves;
has all the attributes which it could be desired there should be in his
character; has done all that we could desire a God to do; and is ready to do
all that we could wish a God to perform. “Man wants a God;” a God in
whom he can put confidence, and on whom he can rely. The ancient Greek
philosopher wanted a God — and he would then have made a beautiful and
efficient system of morals; the pagan want a God — to dwell in their empty
temples, and in their corrupt hearts; the Atheist wants a God to make him
calm, contented, and happy in this life — for he has no God now, and man
everywhere, wretched, sinful, suffering, dying, WANTS A GOD. Such a God
is revealed in the Bible — one whose character we may contemplate with
ever-increasing admiration; one who has all the attributes which we can
desire; one who will minister to us all the consolation which we need in this
world; and one who will be to us the same God forever and ever.

Thirdly, The new covenant contemplates the diffusion of “knowledge;”
<580811>Hebrews 8:11. This too was what man needed, for everywhere else he
has been ignorant of God and of the way of salvation. The whole pagan
world is sunk in ignorance, and indeed all people, except as they are
enlightened by the gospel, are in profound darkness on the great questions
which most nearly pertain to their welfare. But it is not so with the new
arrangement which God has made with his people. It is a fact that they
know the Lord, and a dispensation which would produce that is just what
man needed. There are two things hinted at in <580811>Hebrews 8:11, which are
worthy of more than a passing notice, illustrating the excellency of the
Christian religion. The first is, that in the new dispensation “all would
know the Lord.” The matter of fact is, that the obscurest and most
unlettered Christian often has a knowledge of God which sages never had,
and which is never obtained except by the teachings of the Spirit of God.
However this may be accounted for, the fact cannot be denied. There is a
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clear and elevating view of God; a knowledge of him which exerts a
practical influence on the heart, and which transforms the soul; and a
correctness of apprehension in regard to what truth is, possessed by the
humble Christian, though a peasant, which philosophy never imparted to its
votaries. Many a sage would be instructed in the truths of religion if he
would sit down and converse with the comparatively unlearned Christian,
who has no book but his Bible. The other thing hinted at here is, that all
would know the Lord “from the least to the greatest.” Children and youth,
as well as age and experience, would have an acquaintance with God. This
promise is remarkably verified under the new dispensation. One of the most
striking things of the system is, the attention which it pays to the young;
one of its most wonderful effects is the knowledge which it is the means of
imparting to those in early life. Many a child in the Sunday School has a
knowledge of God which Grecian sages never had; many a youth in the
Church has a more consistent acquaintance with God’s real plan of
governing and saving people, than all the teachings which philosophy could
ever furnish.

Fourthly, The new dispensation contemplates the pardon of sin, and is,
therefore, suited to the condition of man; <580812>Hebrews 8:12. It is what man
needs. The knowledge of some way of pardon is what human nature has
been sighing for ages; which has been sought in every system of religion,
and by every bloody offering; but which has never been found elsewhere.
The philosopher had no assurance that God would pardon, and indeed one
of the chief aims of the philosopher has been to convince himself that he
had no need of pardon. The pagan have had no assurance that their
offerings have availed to put away the divine anger, and to obtain
forgiveness. “The only assurance anywhere furnished that sin may be
forgiven, is in the Bible.” This is the great uniqueness of the system
recorded there, and this it is which renders it so valuable above all the
other systems. It furnishes the assurance that sins may be pardoned, and
shows how it may be done. This is what we must have, or perish. And
why, since Christianity reveals a way of forgiveness — a way honorable to
God and not degrading to man — why should any man reject it? Why
should not the guilty embrace a system which proclaims pardon to the
guilty, and which assures all that, if they will embrace him who is the
“Mediator of the new covenant,” “God will be merciful to their
unrighteousness, and will remember their iniquities no more.”
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 9

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

The general design of this chapter (Hebrews 9) is the same as the two
preceding, to show that Christ as high priest is superior to the Jewish high
priest. This the apostle had already shown to be true in regard to his rank,
and to the dispensation of which he was the “mediator.” He proceeds now
to show that this was also true in reference to the efficacy of the sacrifice
which he made; and in order to this, he gives an account of the ancient
Jewish sacrifices, and compares them with that made by the Redeemer. The
essential point is, that the former dispensation was mere shadow, type, or
figure, and that the latter was real and efficacious. The chapter comprises,
in illustration of this general idea, the following points:

(1) A description of the ancient tabernacle, and of the utensils that were in
it; <580901>Hebrews 9:1-5.

(2) A description of the services in it, particularly of that performed by the
high priest once a year; <580906>Hebrews 9:6,7.

(3) All this was typical and symbolical, and was a standing demonstration
that the way into the most holy place in heaven was not yet fully revealed;
<580908>Hebrews 9:8-10.

(4) Christ was now come — the substance of which that was the shadow;
the real sacrifice of which that was the emblem; <580911>Hebrews 9:11-14. He
pertained as a priest to a more perfect tabernacle (<580911>Hebrews 9:11); he
offered not the blood of bulls and goats, but his own blood (<580912>Hebrews
9:12); with that blood he entered into the most holy place in heaven
(<580912>Hebrews 9:12); and if the blood of bulls and goats was admitted to be
efficacious in putting away external uncleanness, it must be admitted that
the blood of Christ had an efficacy in cleansing the conscience; <580913>Hebrews
9:13,14.

(5) His blood is efficacious not only in remitting present sins, but it extends
in its efficacy even to past ages, and removes the sins of those who had
worshipped God under the former covenant; <580915>Hebrews 9:15.
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(6) The apostle then proceeds to show that it was necessary that the
mediator of the new covenant should shed his own blood, and that the
blood thus shed should be applied to purify those for whom the sacrifice
was made; <580916>Hebrews 9:16-23. This he shows by the following
considerations, namely:

(a) He argues it from the nature of a covenant or compact, showing that it
was ratified only over dead sacrifices, and that of necessity the victim that
was set apart to confirm or ratify it must be slain; see notes on <580916>Hebrews
9:16,17.

(b) The first covenant was confirmed or ratified by blood, and hence, it
was necessary that, since the “patterns” of the heavenly things were
sprinkled with blood, the heavenly things themselves should be purified
with better sacrifices; <580918>Hebrews 9:18-23.

(7) The offering made by the Redeemer was to be made but once. This
arose from the necessity of the case, since it could not be supposed that the
mediator would suffer often, as the high priest went once every year into
the most holy place. He had come and died once in the last dispensation of
things on earth, and then had entered into heaven and could suffer no
more; <580924>Hebrews 9:24-26.

(8) In the close of the chapter the apostle adverts to the fact that there was
a remarkable resemblance, in one respect, between the death of Christ and
the death of all people. It was appointed to them to die once, and but once,
and so Christ died but once. As a man, it was in accordance with the
universal condition of things that he should die once; and in accordance
with the same condition of things it was proper that he should die but once.
In like manner there was a resemblance or fitness in regard to what would
occur after death. Man was to appear at the judgment. He was not to cease
to be, but would stand hereafter at the bar of God. In like manner, Christ
would again appear. He did not cease to exist when he expired, but would
appear again that he might save his people; <580927>Hebrews 9:27,28.

<580901>Hebrews 9:1. Then verily Or, moreover. The object is to describe
the tabernacle in which the service of God was celebrated under the former
dispensation, and to show that it had a reference to what was future, and
was only an imperfect representation of the reality. It was important to
show this, as the Jews regarded the ordinances of the tabernacle and of the
whole Levitical service as of divine appointment, and of perpetual
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obligation. The object of Paul is to prove that they were to give place to a
more perfect system, and hence, it was necessary to discuss their real
nature.

The first covenant The word “covenant” is not in the Greek, but is not
improperly supplied. The meaning is, that the former arrangement or
dispensation had religious rites and services connected with it.

Had also ordinances Margin, “Ceremonies.” The Greek word means
“laws, precepts, ordinances;” and the idea is, that there were laws
regulating the worship of God. The Jewish institutions abounded with such
laws.

And a worldly sanctuary The word “sanctuary” means a holy place, and is
applied to a house of worship, or a temple. Here it may refer either to the
temple or to the tabernacle. As the temple was constructed after the same
form as the tabernacle, and had the same furniture, the description of the
apostle may be regarded as applicable to either of them, and it is difficult to
determine which he had in his eye. The term “worldly,” applied to
“sanctuary,” here means that it pertained to this world; it was
contradistinguished from the heavenly sanctuary not made with hands
where Christ was now gone; compare <580911>Hebrews 9:11-24. It does not
mean that it was “worldly” in the sense in which that word is now used as
denoting the opposite of spiritual, serious, religious; but worldly in the
sense that it belonged to the earth rather than to heaven; it was made by
human hands, not directly by the hands of God.

<580902>Hebrews 9:2. For there was a tabernacle made The word
“tabernacle” properly means a tent, a booth, or a hut, and was then given
by way of eminence to the tent for public worship made by Moses in the
wilderness. For a description of this, see Exodus 26. In this place the word
means the “outer sanctuary” or “room” in the tabernacle; that is, the “first”
room which was entered — called here “the first.” The same word —
skhnh <4633> — is used in <580903>Hebrews 9:3 to denote the “inner” sanctuary,
or holy of holies. The tabernacle, like the temple afterward, was divided
into two parts by the veil (<022631>Exodus 26:31,33), one of which was called
“the holy place,” and the other “the holy of holies.” The exact size of the
two rooms in the tabernacle is not specified in the Scriptures, but it is
commonly supposed that the tabernacle was divided in the same manner as
the temple was afterward; that is, two-thirds of the interior constituted the
holy place, and one-third the holy of holies. According to this, the holy
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place, or “first tabernacle” was twenty cubits long by ten broad, and the
most holy place was ten cubits square. The whole length of the tabernacle
was about fifty-five feet, the breadth eighteen, and the height eighteen. In
the temple, the two rooms, though of the same relative proportions, were
of course much larger. See a description of the temple in the notes on
<402112>Matthew 21:12. In both cases, the holy place was at the east, and the
Holy of Holies at the west end of the sacred edifice.

The first The first room on entering the sacred edifice, here called the “first
tabernacle.” The apostle proceeds now to enumerate the various articles of
furniture which were in the two rooms of the tabernacle and temple. His
object seems to be, not for information, for it could not be supposed that
they to whom he was writing were ignorant on this point, but partly to
show that it could not be said that he spoke of that of which he had no
information, or that he undervalued it; and partly to show the real nature of
the institution, and to prove that it was of an imperfect and typical
character, and had a designed reference to something that was to come. It
is remarkable that though he maintains that the whole institution was a
“figure” of what was to come, and though he specifies by name all the
furniture of the tabernacle, he does not attempt to explain their particular
typical character, nor does he affirm that they had such a character. He
does not say that the candlestick, and the table of show-bread, and the ark,
and the cherubim were designed to adumbrate some particular truth or fact
of the future dispensation, or had a designed spiritual meaning. It would
have been happy if all expositors had followed the example of Paul, and
had been content, as he was, to state the facts about the tabernacle, and the
general truth that the dispensation was intended to introduce a more
perfect economy, without endeavoring to explain the typical import of
every pin and pillar of the ancient place of worship. If those things had
such a designed typical reference, it is remarkable that Paul did not go into
an explanation of that fact in the Epistle before us. Never could a better
opportunity for doing it occur than was furnished here. Yet it was not
done. Paul is silent where many expositors have found occasion for
admiration. Where they have seen the profoundest wisdom, he saw none;
where they have found spiritual instruction in the various implements of
divine service in the sanctuary, he found none. Why should we be more
wise than he was? Why attempt to hunt for types and shadows where he
found none? And why should we not be limited to the views which he
actually expressed in regard to the design and import of the ancient
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dispensation? Following an inspired example we are on solid ground, and
are not in danger. But the moment we leave that, and attempt to
spiritualize everything in the ancient economy, we are in an open sea
without compass or chart, and no one knows to what fairy lands he may be
drifted. As there are frequent allusions in the New Testament to the
different parts of the tabernacle furniture here specified, it may be a matter
of interest and profit to furnish an illustration of the most material of
them.f15

The candlestick For an account of the candlestick, see <022531>Exodus 25:31-
37. It was made of pure gold, and had seven branches, that is, three on
each side and one in the center. These branches had on the extremities
seven golden lamps, which were fed with pure olive oil, and which were
lighted “to give light over against it;” that is, they shed light on the altar of
incense, the table of show-bread, and generally on the furniture of the holy
place. These branches were made with three “bowls,” “knops,” and
“flowers” occurring alternately on each one of the six branches; while on
the center or upright shaft there were four “bowls,” “knops” and “flowers”
of this kind. These ornaments were probably taken from the almond, and
represented the flower of that tree in various stages. The “bowls” on the
branches of the candlestick probably meant the calyx or cup of that plant
from which the flower springs. The “knops” probably referred to some
ornament on the candlestick mingled with the “bowls” and the “flowers,”
perhaps designed as an imitation of the nut or fruit of the almond. The
“flowers” were evidently ornaments resembling the flowers on the almond-
tree, wrought, as all the rest were, in pure gold. See Bush’s notes on
Exodus 25. The candlestick was undoubtedly designed to furnish light in
the dark room of the tabernacle and temple; and in accordance with the
general plan of those edifices, was ornamented after the most chaste and
pure views of ornamental architecture of those times — but there is no
evidence that its branches, and bowls, and knops, and flowers each had a
special typical significance.
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The sacred writers are wholly silent as to any such reference, and it is not
well to attempt to be “wise above that which is written.” An expositor of
the Scripture cannot have a safer guide than the sacred writers themselves.
How should any uninspired man know that these things had such a special
typical signification?* The candlestick was placed on the south, or lefthand
side of the holy place as one entered, the row of lamps being probably
parallel with the wall. It was at first placed in the tabernacle, and afterward
removed into the temple built by Solomon. Its subsequent history is
unknown. Probably it was destroyed when the temple was taken by the
Chaldeans. The form of the candlestick in the second temple, whose figure
is preserved on the “Arch of Titus” in Rome, was of somewhat different
construction. But it is to be remembered that the articles taken away from
the temple by Vespasian were not the same as those made by Moses, and
Josephus says expressly that the candlestick was altered from its original
form.

And the table That is, the table on which the showbread was placed. This
table was made of shittim-wood, overlaid with gold. It was two cubits
long, and one cubit broad, and a cubit and a half high; that is, about three
feet and a half in length, one foot and nine inches wide, and two feet and a
half in height. It was furnished with rings or staples, through which were
passed staves, by which it was carried. These staves, we are informed by
Josephus, were removed when the table was at rest, so that they might not
be in the way of the priest as they officiated in the tabernacle. It stood
lengthwise east and west, on the north side of the holy place.

And the show-bread On the table just described. This bread consisted of
twelve loaves, placed on the table, every Sabbath. The Hebrews affirm that
they were square loaves, having the four sides covered with leaves of gold.
They were arranged in two piles, of course with six in a pile; <032405>Leviticus
24:5-9. The number twelve was selected with reference to the twelve tribes
of Israel. They were made without leaven; were renewed each Sabbath,
when the old loaves were then taken away to be eaten by the priests only.
The Hebrew phrase rendered “show-bread” means properly “bread of
faces,” or “bread of presence.” The Septuagint render it artouv <740>

enwpiouv <1799> — foreplaced loaves. In the New Testament it is, hJ <3588>

proqesiv <4286> twn <3588> artwn <740> — “the placing of bread;” and in
Symmachus, “bread of proposition,” or placing. Why it was called “bread
of presence” has been a subject on which expositors have been much
divided. Some have held that it was because it was “before,” or in the
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presence of the symbol of the divine presence in the tabernacle, though in
another department; some that it was because it was set there to be seen by
people, rather than to be seen by God. Others that it had an emblematic
design, looking forward to the Messiah as the food or nourishment of the
soul, and was substantially the same as the table spread with the symbols of
the Saviour’s body and blood. See Bush, in loc. But of this last-mentioned
opinion, it may be asked where is the proof? It is not found in the account
of it in the Old Testament, and there is not the slightest intimation in the
New Testament that it had any such design. The object for which it was
placed there can be only a matter of conjecture, as it is not explained in the
Bible, and it is more difficult to ascertain the use and design of the show-
bread than of almost any other emblem of the Jewish economy.” Calmet.

    

Perhaps the true idea, after all that has been written and conjectured is, that
the table and the bread were for the sake of carrying out the idea that the
tabernacle was the dwellingplace of God, and that there was a propriety
that it should be prepared with the usual appurtenances of a dwelling.
Hence, there was a candlestick and a table, because these were the
common and ordinary furniture of a room; and the idea was to be kept up
constantly that that was the dwelling-place of the Most High by lighting
and trimming the lamps every day, and by renewing the bread on the table
periodically. The most simple explanation of the phrase “bread of faces,” or
“bread of presence” is, that it was so called because it was set before the
“face” or in the “presence” of God in the tabernacle. The various forms
which it has been supposed would represent the table of showbread may be
seen in Calmet’s Large Dictionary. The Jews say that they were separated
by plates of gold.

Which is called the sanctuary Margin, “Or, holy.” That is, “the holy
place.” The name sanctuary was commonly given to the whole edifice, but
with strict propriety appertained only to this first room.

<580903>Hebrews 9:3. And after the second veil There were two “veils” to
the tabernacle. The one which is described in <022636>Exodus 26:36,37, was
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called “the hanging for the door of the tent,” and was made of “blue, and
purple, and scarlet, and fine twined linen,” and was suspended on five
pillars of shittim-wood, overlaid with gold. This answered for a door to the
whole tabernacle. The second or inner veil, here referred to, divided the
holy from the most holy place. This is described in <022631>Exodus 26:31-33. It
was made of the same materials as the other, though it would seem in a
more costly manner, and with more embroidered work. On this veil the
figures of the cherubim were curiously wrought. The design of this veil was
to separate the holy from the most holy place; and in regard to its
symbolical meaning we can be at no loss, for the apostle Paul has himself
explained it in this chapter; see notes on <580908>Hebrews 9:8-14. “The
tabernacle.” That is, the inner tabernacle; or what more properly was called
the tabernacle. The name was given to either of the two rooms into which
it was divided, or to the whole structure.

Which is called the Holiest of all It was called “the Most Holy place;” “the
Holy of Holies;” or “the Holiest of all.” It was so called because the
symbol of the divine presence — the “Shekinah” — dwelt there between
the Cherubim.

<580904>Hebrews 9:4. Which had the golden censer The censer was a “fire-
pan,” made for the purpose of carrying fire, in order to burn incense on it
in the place of worship. The forms of the censer were various. Some
difficulty has been felt respecting the statement of Paul here that the
“golden censer” was in the most holy place, from the fact that no such
utensil is mentioned by Moses as pertaining to the tabernacle, nor in the
description of Solomon’s temple, which was modelled after the tabernacle,
is there any account of it given. But the following considerations will
probably remove the difficulty.

(1) Paul was a Jew, and was familiar with what pertained to the temple,
and gave such a description of it as would be in accordance with what
actually existed in his time. The fact that Moses does not expressly mention
it, does not prove that in fact no such censer was laid up in the most holy
place.

(2) Aaron and his successors were expressly commanded to burn incense in
a “censer” in the most holy place before the mercy-seat. This was to be
done on the great day of atonement, and but once in a year; <031612>Leviticus
16:12,13.
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(3) There is every probability that the censer that was used on such an
occasion was made of gold. All the implements that were employed in the
most holy place were made of gold, or overlaid with gold, and it is in the
highest degree improbable that the high priest would use any other on so
solemn an occasion; compare <110750>1 Kings 7:50.

(4) As the golden censer was to be used only once in a year, it would
naturally be laid away in some secure situation, and none would so
obviously occur as the most holy place. There it would be perfectly safe.
No one was permitted to enter there but the high priest, and being
preserved there it would be always ready for his use. The statement of
Paul, therefore, has the highest probability, and undoubtedly accords with
what actually occurred in the tabernacle and the temple. The object of the
incense burned in worship was to produce an agreeable fragrance or smell;
see notes on <420109>Luke 1:9.

And the ark of the covenant This ark or chest was made of shittim-wood,
was two cubits and a half long, a cubit and a half broad, and the same in
height; <022510>Exodus 25:10. It was completely covered with gold, and had a
“lid,” which was called the “mercy-seat,” on which rested the Shekinah, the
symbol of the divine presence, between the outstretched wings of the
cherubim. It was called “the ark of the covenant,” because within it were
the two tables of the covenant, or the Law of God written on tables of
stone. It was a simple “chest, coffer, or box,” with little ornament, though
rich in its materials. A golden crown or molding ran around the top, and it
had rings and staves in its sides by which it might be borne; <022512>Exodus
25:12-16. This ark was regarded as the most sacred of all the appendages
of the tabernacle. Containing the Law, and being the place where the
symbol of the divine presence was manifested, it was regarded as especially
holy, and in the various wars and revolutions in the Hebrew
commonwealth, it was guarded with special care. After the passage over
the Jordan it remained for some time at Gilgal (<060419>Joshua 4:19), whence it
was removed to Shiloh; <090103>1 Samuel 1:3. From hence, the Israelites took it
to their camp, apparently to animate them in battle, but it was taken by the
Philistines; 1 Samuel 4. The Philistines, however, oppressed by the hand of
God, resolved to return it, and sent it to Kirjath-Jearim; <090701>1 Samuel 7:1.
In the reign of Saul it was at Nob. David conveyed it to the house of
Obededom, and thence to his palace on Mount Zion; 2 Samuel 6. At the
dedication of the temple it was placed in the Holy of Holies by Solomon,
where it remained for many years. Subsequently, it is said, the wicked
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kings of Judah, abandoning themselves to idolatry, established idols in the
most holy place itself, and the priests removed the ark, and bore it from
place to place to secure it from profanation. “Calmet.” When Josiah
ascended the throne he commanded the priests to restore the ark to its
place in the sanctuary, and forbade them to carry it about from one place to
another as they had before done; <143503>2 Chronicles 35:3. The subsequent
history of the ark is unknown. It is probable that it was either destroyed
when the city of Jerusalem was taken by Nebuchadnezzar, or that it was
carried with other spoils to Babylon, There is no good reason to suppose
that it was ever in the second temple, and it is generally admitted by the
Jews that the ark of the covenant was one of the things that were wanting
there. Abarbanel says, that the Jews flatter themselves that it will be
restored by the Messiah.

Wherein That is, in the ark — for so the construction naturally requires. In
<110809>1 Kings 8:9, however, it is said that there was nothing in the ark, “save
the two tables of stone which Moses put there at Horeb,” and it has been
supposed by some that the pot of manna and the rod of Aaron were not in
the ark, but that they were in capsules, or ledges made on its sides for their
safe keeping, and that this should be rendered “by the ark.” But the apostle
uses the same language respecting the pot of manna and the rod of Aaron
which he does about the two tables of stone, and as they were certainly in
the ark, the fair construction here is that the pot of manna and the rod of
Aaron were in it also. The account in <021632>Exodus 16:32-34; <041710>Numbers
17:10, is, that they were laid up in the most holy place, “before the
testimony,” and there is no improbability whatever in the supposition that
they were in the ark. Indeed, that would be the most safe place to keep
them, as the tabernacle was often taken down and removed from place to
place. It is clear from the passage in <110809>1 Kings 8:9, that they were not in
the ark in the temple, but there is no improbability in the supposition that
before the temple was built they might have been removed from the ark
and lost. When the ark was carried from place to place, or during its
captivity by the Philistines, it is probable that they were lost, as we never
hear of them afterward.
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The golden pot In <021633>Exodus 16:33, it is simply “a pot,” without specifying
the material. In the Septuagint it is rendered “golden pot,” and as the other
utensils of the sanctuary were of gold, it may be fairly presumed that this
was also.

That had manna A small quantity of manna which was to be preserved as a
perpetual remembrancer of the food which they had eaten in their long
journey in the wilderness, and of the goodness of God in miraculously
supplying their wants. As the manna, also, would not of itself keep,
(<021620>Exodus 16:20), the fact that this was to be laid up to be preserved
from age to age, was a perpetual miracle in proof of the presence and
faithfulness of God. On the subject of the manna, see Bush’s notes on
<021615>Exodus 16:15.

And Aaron’s rod that budded That budded and blossomed as a proof that
God had chosen him to minister to him. The princes of the tribes were
disposed to rebel, and to call in question the authority of Aaron. To settle
the matter, each one was required to take a rod or staff of office, and to
bring it to Moses with the name of the tribe to which it appertained written
on it. These were laid up by Moses in the tabernacle, and it was found on
the next day that the rod marked with the name of Levi had budded and
blossomed, and produced almonds. In perpetual remembrance of this
miracle, the rod was preserved in the ark; Numbers 17. Its subsequent
history is unknown. It was not in the ark when the temple was built, nor is
there any reason to suppose that it was preserved to that time.

And the tables of the covenant The two tables of stone on which the ten
commandments were written. They were expressly called “the words of the
covenant” in <023428>Exodus 34:28. On the word “covenant”; see notes on
<580916>Hebrews 9:16 and 17 of this chapter. These two tables were in the ark
at the time the temple was dedicated. <110809>1 Kings 8:9. Their subsequent
history is unknown. It is probable that they shared the fate of the ark, and
were either carried to Babylon, or were destroyed when the city was taken
by Nebuchadnezzar.

<580905>Hebrews 9:5. And over it That is, over the ark.

The cherubim of glory A Hebrew mode of expression, meaning “the
glorious cherubim.” The word “cherubim” is the Hebrew form of the
plural, of which cherub is the singular. The word “glory” used here in
connection with “cherubim,” refers to the splendor, or magnificence of the
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image, as being carved with great skill, and covered with gold. There were
two cherubim on the ark, placed on the lid in such a manner that their faces
looked inward toward each other, and downward toward the mercy-seat.
They stretched out their wings “on high,” and covered the mercy-seat, or
the lid of the ark; <022518>Exodus 25:18-20; compare <110806>1 Kings 8:6,7; <132818>1
Chronicles 28:18. In the temple, the cherubim were made of the olive tree,
and were ten cubits high. They were overlaid with gold, and were so
placed that the wing of one touched the wall on one side of the Holy of
Holies, and that of the other the other side, and their wings met together
over the ark; <110623>1 Kings 6:23-28. It is not probable, however, that this was
the form used in the tabernacle, as wings thus expanded would have
rendered it inconvenient to carry them from place to place. Of the form and
design of the cherubim much has been written, and much that is the mere
creation of fancy, and the fruit of wild conjecture. Their design is not
explained in the Bible, and silence in regard to it would have been wisdom.
If they were intended to be symbolical, as is certainly possible, (compare
<261020>Ezekiel 10:20-22), it is impossible now to determine the object of the
symbol. Who is authorized to explain it? Who can give to his speculations
anything more than the authority of “pious conjecture?” And of what
advantage, therefore, can speculation be, where the volume of inspiration
says nothing?

          

(See the supplementary note at <580902>Hebrews 9:2.)

They who wish to examine this subject more fully, with the various
opinions that have been formed on it, may consult the following works,
namely, Calmet’s Dictionary, Fragment No. 152, with the numerous
illustrations; Bush’s notes on <022518>Exodus 25:18; and the Quarterly Christian
Spectator, vol. viii. pp. 368-388. Drawings resembling the cherubim were
not uncommon on ancient sculptures.
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Shadowing Stretching out its wings so as to cover the mercy-seat.

The mercy-seat The cover of the ark on which rested the cloud or visible
symbol of the divine presence. It was called “mercy-seat,” or “propitiatory”
— iJlasthrion <2435> — because it was this which was sprinkled over with
the blood of atonement or propitiation, and because it was from this place,
on which the symbol of the deity rested, that God manifested himself as
propitious to sinners. The blood of the atonement was that through or by
means of which he declared his mercy to the guilty. Here God was
supposed to be seated, and from this place he was supposed to dispense
mercy to man when the blood of the atonement was sprinkled there. This
was undoubtedly designed to be a symbol of his dispensing mercy to
people in virtue of the blood which the Saviour shed as the great sacrifice
for guilt; see <580913>Hebrews 9:13,14.

Of which we cannot now speak particularly That is, it is not my present
design to speak particularly of these things. These matters were well
understood by those to whom he wrote, and his object did not require him
to go into a fuller explanation.

<580906>Hebrews 9:6. When these things were thus ordained Thus arranged
or appointed. Having shown what the tabernacle was, the apostle proceeds
to show what was done in it. “The priests went always into the first
tabernacle.” The outer tabernacle called the holy place. They were not
permitted to enter the Holy of Holies, that being entered only once in a
year by the High Priest. The holy place was entered every day to make the
morning and evening oblation.

Accomplishing the service of God Performing the acts of worship which
God had appointed — burning incense, etc.; <420109>Luke 1:9,

<580907>Hebrews 9:7. But into the second The second apartment or room,
called the most holy place; <580903>Hebrews 9:3.

Went the high priest alone once every year On the great day of atonement;
<023010>Exodus 30:10. On that day he probably entered the Holy of Holies three
or four times, first to burn incense, <031612>Leviticus 16:12; then to sprinkle the
blood of the bullock on the mercy-seat, <031614>Leviticus 16:14; then he was to
kill the goat of the sin-offering, and bring that blood within the Veil and
sprinkle it also on the mercy-seat, and then, perhaps, he entered again to
bring out the golden censer. The Jewish tradition is, that he entered the
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Holy of Holies four times on that day. After all, however, the number of
times is not certain, nor is it material, the only important point being that he
entered it only on one day of the year, while the holy place was entered
every day.

Not without blood That is, he bare with him blood to sprinkle on the
mercy-seat. This was the blood of the bullock and of the goat — borne in
at two different times.

Which he offered for himself The blood of the bullock was offered for
himself and for his house or family — thus keeping impressively before his
own mind and the mind of the people the fact that the priests even of the
highest order were sinners, and needed expiation like others; <030907>Leviticus
9:7.

And for the errors of the people The blood of the goat was offered for
them; <031615>Leviticus 16:15. The word rendered “errors” — agnohma <51> —
denotes properly “ignorance, involuntary error;” and then error or fault in
general — the same as the Hebrew hN,v]mi<h4870> — from hg;v;<h7686> — “to err.”
The object was to make expiation for all the errors and sins of the people,
and this occurred once in the year. The repetition of these sacrifices was a
constant remembrancer of sin, and the design was that neither the priests
nor the people should lose sight of the fact that they were violators of the
Law of God.

<580908>Hebrews 9:8. The Holy Ghost Who appointed all this. The whole
arrangement in the service of the tabernacle is represented as having been
under the direction of the Holy Spirit, or this was one of his methods of
teaching the great truths of religion, and of keeping them before the minds
of people. Sometimes that Spirit taught by direct revelation; sometimes by
the written word, and sometimes by symbols. The tabernacle, with its
different apartments, utensils, and services, was a permanent means of
keeping important truths before the minds of the ancient people of God.

This signifying That is, showing this truth, or making use of this
arrangement to impress this truth on the minds of people that the way into
the holiest of all was not yet made manifest.

That the way into the holiest of all Into heaven — of which the Most Holy
place in the tabernacle was undoubtedly designed to be an emblem. It was
the place where the visible symbol of God — the Shekinah — dwelt; where
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the blood of propitiation was sprinkled, and was, therefore, an appropriate
emblem of that holy heaven where God dwells, and whence pardon is
obtained by the blood of the atonement.

Was not yet made manifest The way to heaven was not opened or fully
understood. It was not known how people could appear before God, or
how they could come with the hope of pardon. That way has now been
opened by the ascension of the Redeemer to heaven, and by the assurance
that all who will may come in his name.

While as the first tabernacle was yet standing As long as it stood, and the
appointed services were held in it. The idea is, that until it was superseded
by a more perfect system, it was a “proof” that the way to heaven was not
yet fully and freely optioned, and that the Holy Spirit “designed” that it
should be such a proof. The apostle does not specify in what the proof
consisted, but it may have been in something like the following.

(1) It was a mere “symbol,” and not the “reality” — showing that the true
way was not yet fully understood.

(2) It was entered but once a year — showing that there was not access at
all times.

(3) It was entered only by the High Priest — showing that there was not
free end full access to all the people.

(4) It was accessible only by Jews — showing that the way in which all
men might be saved was not then fully revealed.

The sense is, that it was a system of types and shadows, in which there
were many burdensome rites and many things to prevent people from
coming before the symbol of the divinity, and was, therefore, an “imperfect
system.” All these obstructions are now removed; the Saviour — the great
High Priest of his people — has entered heaven and “opened it to all true
believers,” and all of every nation may now have free access to God; see
<580912>Hebrews 9:12; compare <581019>Hebrews 10:19-22.

<580909>Hebrews 9:9. Which was a figure for the time then present That is,
as long as the tabernacle stood. The word rendered “figure” — parabolh
<3850> — is not the same as type — tupov <5179> — (<450514>Romans 5:14; <440713>Acts
7:13,44; <432025>John 20:25; <461006>1 Corinthians 10:6,11; <500317>Philippians 3:17, et
al.) — but is the word commonly rendered “parable;” <401303>Matthew
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13:3,10,13,18,24,31,33-36,53; 15:15, “et soepe,” and means properly “a
placing side by side;” then a “comparison, or similitude.” Here it is used in
the sense of “image, or symbol” — something to “represent” other things.
The idea is, that the arrangements and services of the tabernacle were a
representation of important realities, and of things which were more fully
to be revealed at a future period. There can be no doubt that Paul meant to
say that this service in general was symbolical or typical, though this will
not authorize us to attempt to spiritualize every minute arrangement of it.
Some of the things in which it was typical are specified by the apostle
himself, and wisdom and safety in explaining the arrangements of the
tabernacle and its services consist in adhering very closely to the
explanations furnished by the inspired writers. An interpreter is on an open
sea, to be driven he knows not whither, when he takes leave of these safe
pilots.

(See the supplementary note at <580902>Hebrews 9:2.)

Both gifts Thank-offerings.

And sacrifices Bloody offerings. The idea is, that all kinds of offerings to
God were made there.

That could not make him that did the service perfect That could not take
away sin, and remove the stains of guilt on the soul; note <580711>Hebrews
7:11; compare <580807>Hebrews 8:7; 7:27; 10:1,11.

As pertaining to the conscience They related mainly to outward and
ceremonial rites, and even when offerings were made for sin the conscience
was not relieved. They could not expiate guilt; they could not make the
soul pure; they could not of themselves impart peace to the soul by
reconciling it to God. They could not fully accomplish what the conscience
needed to have done in order to give it peace. Nothing will do this but the
blood of the Redeemer.

<580910>Hebrews 9:10. Which stood only in meats and drinks The idea is,
that the ordinances of the Jews, in connection with the services of religion,
consisted much of laws pertaining to what was lawful to eat and drink, etc.
A considerable part of those laws related to the distinction between clean
and unclean beasts, and to such arrangements as were designed to keep
them externally distinct from other nations. It is possible also that there
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may be a reference here to meat and drink offerings. On the grammatical
difficulties of this verse, see Stuart on the Hebrews, in loc.

And divers washings The various ablutions which were required in the
service of the tabernacle and the temple — washing of the hands, of the
victim that was to be offered, etc. It was for this purpose that the laver was
erected in front of the tabernacle (<023018>Exodus 30:18; 31:9; 35:16), and that
the brass sea and the lavers were constructed in connection with the temple
of Solomon; <140402>2 Chronicles 4:2-5; <110726>1 Kings 7:26. The Greek word here
is “baptisms.” On its meaning, see notes on <400306>Matthew 3:6; <410704>Mark 7:4.

And carnal ordinances Margin, “Or, rites, or ceremonies.” Greek
“Ordinances of the flesh;” that is, which pertained to the flesh or to
external ceremonies. The object was rather to keep them “externally” pure
than to cleanse the conscience and make them holy in heart.

Imposed on them “Laid on them” — epikeimena <1945>. It does not mean
that there was any “oppression” or “injustice” in regard to these
ordinances, but that they were appointed for a temporary purpose.

Until the time of reformation The word rendered here “reformation” —
diorqwsiv <1357> — means properly “emendation, improvement, reform.” It
refers to putting a thing in a right condition; making it better; or raising up
and restoring what is fallen down. Passow. Here the reference is
undoubtedly to the gospel as being a better system — “a putting things
where they ought to be;” compare notes on <440321>Acts 3:21. The idea here is,
that those ordinances were only temporary in their nature, and were
designed to endure until a more perfect system should be introduced. They
were of value “to introduce” that better system; they were not adapted to
purify the conscience and remove the stains of guilt from the soul.

<580911>Hebrews 9:11. But Christ being come Now that the Messiah has
come, a more perfect system is introduced by which the conscience may be
made free from guilt.

An high priest of good things to come see <581001>Hebrews 10:1. The apostle
having described the tabernacle, and shown wherein it was defective in
regard to the real wants of sinners, proceeds now to describe the Christian
system, and to show how that met the real condition of man, and especially
how it was adapted to remove sin from the soul. The phrase “high priest of
good things to come,” seems to refer to those “good things” which
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belonged to the dispensation that was to come; that is, the dispensation
under the Messiah. The Jews anticipated great blessings in that time. They
looked forward to better things than they enjoyed under the old
dispensation. They expected more signal proofs of the divine favor; a
clearer knowledge of the way of pardon; and more eminent spiritual
enjoyments. Of these, the apostle says that Christ, who had come, was now
the high priest. It was he by whom they were procured; and the time had
actually arrived when they might enjoy the long-anticipated good things
under the Messiah.

By a greater and more perfect tabernacle The meaning is, that Christ
officiated as high priest in a much more magnificent and perfect temple
than either the tabernacle or the temple under the old dispensation. He
performed the great functions of his priestly office — the sprinkling of the
blood of the atonement — in heaven itself, of which the most holy place in
the tabernacle was but the emblem. The Jewish high priest entered the
sanctuary made with hands to minister before God; Christ entered into
heaven itself. The word “by” here — dia <1223> — means probably through,
and the idea is, that Christ passed through a more perfect tabernacle on his
way to the mercy-seat in heaven than the Jewish high priest did when he
passed through the outer tabernacle (<580902>Hebrews 9:2) and through the veil
into the most holy place. Probably the idea in the mind of the writer was
that of the Saviour passing through the “visible heavens” above us, to
which the veil, dividing the holy from the most holy place in the temple,
bore some resemblance. Many, however, have understood the word
“tabernacle” here as denoting the “body of Christ” (see Grotius and
Bloomfield in loc.); and according to this the idea is, that Christ, by means
of his own body and blood offered as a sacrifice, entered into the most holy
place in heaven. But it seems to me that the whole scope of the passage
requires us to understand it of the more perfect temple in heaven where
Christ performs his ministry, and of which the tabernacle of the Hebrews
was but the emblem. Christ did not belong to the tribe of Levi; he was not
an high priest of the order of Aaron; he did not enter the holy place on
earth, but he entered the heavens, and perfects the work of his ministry
there.

Not made with hands A phrase that properly describes heaven as being
prepared by God himself; see notes on <470501>2 Corinthians 5:1.
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Not of this building Greek “of this “creation” — ktisewv <2937>. The
meaning is, that the place where he officiates is not made by human power
and art, but is the work of God. The object is to show that his ministry is
altogether more perfect than what could be rendered by a Jewish priest,
and performed in a temple which could not have been reared by human
skill and power.

<580912>Hebrews 9:12. Neither by the blood of goats and calves The Jewish
sacrifice consisted of the shedding of the blood of animals. On the great
day of the atonement the high priest took with him into the most holy
place:

(1) the blood of a young bullock (<031603>Leviticus 16:3,11), which is here
called the blood of a “calf,” which he offered for his own sin; and

(2) the blood of a goat, as a sin-offering for others; <031609>Leviticus 16:9,15. It
was “by,” or “by means of” — dia <1223> — blood thus sprinkled on the
mercyseat, that the high priest sought the forgiveness of his own sins and
the sins of the people.

But by his own blood That is, by his own blood shed for the remission of
sins. The meaning is, that it was in virtue of his own blood, or “by means”
of that, that he sought the pardon of his people. That blood was not shed
for himself — for he had no sin — and consequently there was a material
difference between his offering and that of the Jewish high priest. The
difference related to such points as these.

(1) The offering which Christ made was wholly for others; that of the
Jewish priest for himself as well as for them.

(2) The blood offered by the Jewish priest was that of animals; that offered
by the Saviour was his own.

(3) That offered by the Jewish priest was only an emblem or type — for it
could not take away sin; that offered by Christ had a real efficacy, and
removes transgression from the soul.

He entered into the holy place Heaven. The meaning is, that as the Jewish
high priest bore the blood of the animal into the Holy of Holies, and
sprinkled it there as the means of expiation, so the offering which Christ
has to make in heaven, or the consideration on which he pleads for the
pardon of his people, is the blood which he shed on Calvary. Having made
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the atonement, he now pleads the merit of it as a “reason” why sinners
should be saved. It is not of course meant that he literally bore his own
blood into heaven — as the high priest did the blood of the bullock and the
goat into the sanctuary; or that he literally “sprinkled” it on the mercy-seat
there, but that that blood, having been shed for sin, is now the ground of
his pleading and intercession for the pardon of sin — as the sprinkled blood
of the Jewish sacrifice was the ground of the pleading of the Jewish high
priest for the pardon of himself and the people.

Having obtained eternal redemption for us That is, by the shedding of his
blood. On the meaning of the word “redemption,” see notes on
<480313>Galatians 3:13. The redemption which the Lord Jesus effected for his
people is eternal. It will continue forever. It is not a temporary deliverance
leaving the redeemed in danger of falling into sin and ruin, but it makes
salvation secure, and in its effects extends through eternity. Who can
estimate the extent of that love which purchased for us “such” a
redemption? Who can be sufficiently grateful that he is thus redeemed? The
doctrine in this verse is, that the blood of Christ is the means of
redemption, or atones for sin. In the following verses the apostle shows
that it not only makes atonement for sin, but that it is the means of
sanctifying or purifying the soul.

<580913>Hebrews 9:13. For if the blood of bulls and of goats Referring still
to the great day of atonement, when the offering made was the sacrifice of
a bullock and a goat.

And the ashes of an heifer For an account of this, see <041902>Numbers 19:2-
10. In ver. 9, it is said that the ashes of the heifer, after it was burnt, should
be kept “for a water of separation; it is a purification for sin.” That is, the
ashes were to be carefully preserved, and being mixed with water were
sprinkled on those who were from any cause ceremonially impure. The
“reason” for this appears to have been that the heifer was considered as a
sacrifice whose blood has been offered, and the application of the ashes to
which she had been burnt was regarded as an evidence of participation in
that sacrifice. It was needful, where the laws were so numerous respecting
external pollutions, or where the members of the Jewish community were
regarded as so frequently “unclean” by contact with dead bodies, and in
various other ways, that there should be some method in which they could
be declared to be cleansed from their “uncleanness.” The nature of these
institutions also required that this should be in connection with “sacrifice,”
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and in order to this, it was arranged that there should be this “permanent
sacrifice” — the ashes of the heifer that had been sacrificed — of which
they could avail themselves at any time, without the expense and delay of
making a bloody offering specifically for the occasion. It was, therefore, a
provision of convenience, and at the same time was designed to keep up
the idea, that all purification was somehow connected with the shedding of
blood.

Sprinkling the unclean Mingled with water, and sprinkled on the unclean.
The word “unclean” here refers to such as had been defiled by contact with
dead bodies, or when one had died in the family, etc.; see Numbers xix. 11-
22.

Sanctifieth to the purifying of the flesh Makes holy so far as the flesh or
body is concerned. The uncleanness here referred to related to the body
only, and of course the means of cleansing extended only to that. It was
not designed to give peace to the conscience, or to expiate moral offences.
The offering thus made removed the obstructions to the worship of God so
far as to allow him who had been defiled to approach him in a regular
manner. Thus, much the apostle allows was accomplished by the Jewish
rites. They had an efficacy in removing ceremonial uncleanness, and in
rendering it proper that he who had been polluted should be permitted
again to approach and worship God. The apostle goes on to argue that if
they had such an efficacy, it was fair to presume that the blood of Christ
would have far greater efficacy, and would reach to the conscience itself,
and make that pure.

<580914>Hebrews 9:14. How much more shall the blood of Christ As being
infinitely more precious than the blood of an animal could possibly be. If
the blood of an animal had any efficacy at all, even in removing ceremonial
pollutions, how much more is it reasonable to suppose may be effected by
the blood of the Son of God!

Who through the eternal Spirit This expression is very difficult, and has
given rise to a great variety of interpretation. — Some MSS. instead of
“eternal” here, read “holy,” making it refer directly to the Holy Spirit; see
“Wetstein.” These various readings, however, are not regarded as of
sufficient authority to lead to a change in the text, and are of importance
only as showing that it was an early opinion that the Holy Spirit is here
referred to. The principal opinions which have been entertained of the
meaning of this phrase, are the following.
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(1) That which regards it as referring to the Holy Spirit, the third person of
the Trinity. This was the opinion of Owen, Doddridge, and archbishop
Tillotson.

(2) That which refers it to the “divine nature” of Christ. Among those who
have maintained this opinion, are Beza, Ernesti, Wolf, Vitringa, Storr, and
the late Dr. JohnP. Wilson. MSS. notes.

(3) Others, as Grotius, Rosenmuller, Koppe, understand it as meaning
“endless” or “immortal life,” in contradistinction from the Jewish sarifices
which were of a perishable nature, and which needed so often to be
repeated.

(4) Others regard it as referring to the glorified person of the Saviour,
meaning that in his exalted, or spiritual station in heaven, he presents the
efficacy of his blood.

(5) Others suppose that it means “divine influence,” and that the idea is,
that Christ was actuated and filled with a divine influence when he offered
up himself as a sacrifice; an influence which was not of a temporal and
fleeting nature, but which was eternal in its efficacy. This is the
interpretation preferred by Prof. Stuart.

For an examination of these various opinions, see his “Excursus, xviii.” on
this Epistle. It is difficult, if not impossible, to decide what is the true
meaning of the passage amidst this diversity of opinion; but there are some
reasons which seem to me to make it probable that the Holy Spirit is
intended, and that the idea is, that Christ made his great sacrifice under
“the extraordinary influences of that Eternal Spirit.” The reasons which
lead me to this opinion, are the following:

(1) It is what would occur to the great mass of the readers of the New
Testament. It is presumed that the great body of sober, plain, and
intelligent readers of the Bible, on perusing the passage, suppose that it
refers to the Holy Spirit, the third person of the Trinity. There are few
better and safer rules for the interpretation of a volume designed like the
Bible for the mass of mankind, than to abide by the sense in which they
understand it.

(2) This interpretation is one which is most naturally conveyed by the
language of the original. The phrase “the spirit” — to <3588> pneuma <4151> —
has so far a technical and established meaning in the New Testament as to
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denote the Holy Spirit, unless there is something in the connection which
renders such an application improper. In this case there is nothing certainly
which “necessarily” forbids such an application. The high names and
Classical authority of those who have held this opinion, are a sufficient
guarantee of this.

(3) This interpretation accords with the fact that the Lord Jesus is
represented as having been eminently endowed with the influences of the
Holy Spirit; compare notes on <430334>John 3:34. Though he was divine, yet he
was also a man, and as such was under influences similar to those of other
pious people. The Holy Spirit is the source and sustainer of all piety in the
soul, and it is not improper to suppose that the man Christ Jesus was in a
remarkable manner influenced by the Holy Spirit in his readiness to obey
God and to suffer according to his will.

(4) If there was ever any occasion on which we may suppose he was
influenced by the Holy Spirit, that of his sufferings and death here referred
to may be supposed eminently to have been such an one. It was expressive
of the highest state of piety — of the purest love to God and man — which
has ever existed in the human bosom; it was the most trying time of his
own life; it was the period when there would be the most strong temptation
to abandon his work; and as the redemption of the whole world was
dependent on that act, it is reasonable to suppose that the richest heavenly
grace would be there imparted to him, and that he would then be eminently
under the influence of that Spirit which was granted not “by measure unto
him.” notes <430334>John 3:34.

(5) This representation is not inconsistent with the belief that the sufferings
and death of the Redeemer were “voluntary,” and had all the merit which
belongs to a voluntary transaction. Piety in the heart of a Christian now is
not less voluntary because it is produced and cherished by the Holy Spirit,
nor is there less excellence in it because the Holy Spirit imparts strong faith
in the time of temptation and trial. It seems to me, therefore, that the
meaning of this expression is, that the Lord Jesus was led by the strong
influences of the Spirit of God to devote himself as a sacrifice for sin. It
was not by any temporary influence; not by mere excitement; it was by the
influence of the “Eternal” Spirit of God, and the sacrifice thus offered
could, therefore, accomplish effects which would be eternal in their
character. It was not like the offering made by the Jewish high priest which
was necessarily renewed every year, but it was under the influence of one
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who was “eternal,” and the effects of whose influence might be everlasting.
It may be added, that if this is a correct exposition, it follows that the Holy
Spirit is eternal, and must, therefore, be divine.

Offered himself That is, as a sacrifice. He did not offer a bullock or a goat,
but he offered “himself.” The sacrifice of oneself is the highest offering
which he can make; in this case it was the highest which the universe had
to make.

Without spot Margin, “Or fault.” The animal that was offered in the Jewish
sacrifices was to be without blemish; see <030110>Leviticus 1:10; 22:17-22. It
was not to be lame, or blind, or diseased. The word which is used here and
rendered “without spot” amwmov <299> — refers to this fact — that there
was no defect or blemish. The idea is, that the Lord Jesus, the great
sacrifice, was “perfect;” see <580726>Hebrews 7:26.

Purge your conscience That is, cleanse, purify, or sanctify your conscience.
The idea is, that this offering would take away whatever rendered the
conscience defiled or sinful. The offerings of the Jews related in the main
to external purification, and were not adapted to give peace to a troubled
conscience. They could render the worshipper externally pure so that he
might draw near to God and not be excluded by any ceremonial pollution
or defilement; but the mind, the heart, the conscience, they could not make
pure. They could not remove what troubles a man when he recollects that
he has violated a holy law and has offended God, and when he looks
forward to an awful judgment-bar. The word “conscience” here is not to be
understood as a distinct and independent faculty of the soul, but as the soul
or mind itself reflecting and pronouncing on its own acts. The whole
expression refers to a mind alarmed by the recollection of guilt — for it is
guilt only that disturbs a man’s conscience. Guilt originates in the soul
remorse and despair; guilt makes a man troubled when he thinks of death
and the judgment; it is guilt only which alarms a man when he thinks of a
holy God; and it is nothing but guilt that makes the entrance into another
world terrible and awful. If a man had no guilt he would never dread his
Maker, nor would the presence of his God be ever painful to him (compare
<010306>Genesis 3:6-10); if a man had no guilt he would not fear to die — for
what have the innocent to fear anywhere? The universe is under the
government of a God of goodness and truth, and, under such a
government, how can those who have done no wrong have anything to
dread? The fear of death, the apprehension of the judgment to come, and
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“the dread of God,” are strong and irrefragable proofs that every man is a
sinner. The only thing, therefore, which ever disturbs the conscience, and
makes death dreadful, and God an object of aversion, and eternity awful, is
GUILT. If that is removed, man is calm and peaceful; if not, he is the victim
of wretchedness and despair.

From dead works From works that are deadly in their nature, or that lead
to death. Or it may mean from works that have no spirituality and no life.
By “works” here the apostle does not refer to their outward religious acts
particularly, but to the conduct of the life, to what people do; and the idea
is, that their acts are not spiritual and saving but such as lead to death; see
note <580601>Hebrews 6:1.

To serve the living God Not in outward form, but in sincerity and in truth;
to be his true friends and worshippers. The phrase “the living God” is
commonly used in the Scriptures to describe the true God as distinguished
from idols, which are represented as “dead,” or without life; <19B504>Psalm
115:4-7. The idea in this verse is, that it is only the sacrifice made by Christ
which can remove the stain of guilt from the soul. It could not be done by
the blood of bulls and of goats — for that did not furnish relief to a guilty
conscience, but it could be done by the blood of Christ. The sacrifice which
he made for sin was so pure and of such value, that God can consistently
pardon the offender and restore him to his favor. That blood too can give
peace — for Christ poured it out in behalf of the guilty. It is not that he
took part with the sinner against God; it is not that he endeavors to
convince him who has a troubled conscience that he is needlessly alarmed,
or that sin is not as bad as it is represented to be, or that it does not expose
the soul to danger. Christ never took the part of the sinner against God; he
never taught that sin was a small matter, or that it did not expose to
danger. He admitted all that is said of its evil. But he provides for giving
peace to the guilty conscience by shedding his blood that it may be
forgiven, and by revealing a God of mercy who is willing to receive the
offender into favor, and to treat him as though he had never sinned. Thus,
the troubled conscience may find peace; and thus, though guilty, man may
be delivered from the dread of the wrath to come.

<580915>Hebrews 9:15. And for this cause With this view; that is, to make an
effectual atonement for sin, and to provide a way by which the troubled
conscience may have peace.
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He is the Mediator see notes on <480319>Galatians 3:19,20. He is the Mediator
between God and man in respect to that new covenant which he has made,
or that new dispensation by which people are to be saved. He stands
between God and man — the parties at variance — and undertakes the
work of mediation and reconciliation.

Of the New Testament Not “testament” — for a “testament,” or “will,”
needs no mediator; but of the “new covenant,” or the new “arrangement”
or “disposition” of things under which he proposes to pardon and save the
guilty; see notes on <580916>Hebrews 9:16,17.

That by means of death His own death as a sacrifice for sin. The “old”
covenant or arrangement also contemplated “death” — but it was the death
of an “animal.” The purposes of this were to be effected by the death of the
Mediator himself; or this covenant was to be ratified in his blood.

For the redemption of the transgression that were “under the first
testament The covenant or arrangement under Moses. The general idea
here is, that these were offences for which no expiation could be made by
the sacrifices under that dispensation, or from which the blood then shed
could not redeem. This general idea may include two particulars.

(1) That they who had committed transgressions under that covenant, and
who could not be fully pardoned by the imperfect sacrifices then made,
would receive a full forgiveness of all their sins in the great day of account
through the blood of Christ. Though the blood of bulls and goats could not
expiate, yet they offered that blood in faith; they relied on the promised
mercy of God; they looked forward to a perfect sacrifice — and now the
blood of the great atonement offered as a “full” expiation for all their sins,
would be the ground of their acquittal in the last day.

(2) That the blood of Christ would now avail for the remission of all those
sins which could not be expiated by the sacrifices offered under the Law. It
not only contemplated the remission of all the offences committed by the
truly pious under that Law, but would now avail to put away sin entirely.
No sacrifice which people could offer would avail, but the blood of Christ
would remove all that guilt.

That they which are called Alike under the old covenant and the new.

Might receive the promise of eternal inheritance That is, the fulfillment of
the promise; or that they might be made partakers of eternal blessings. That
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blood is effectual alike to save those under the ancient covenant and the
new — so that they will be saved in the same manner, and unite in the same
song of redeeming love.

<580916>Hebrews 9:16. For where a testament is This is the same word —
diaqhkh <1242> — which in <580806>Hebrews 8:6, is rendered “covenant.” For the
general signification of the word, see note on that verse. There is so much
depending, however, on the meaning of the word, not only in the
interpretation of this passage, but also of other parts of the Bible, that it
may be proper to explain it here more at length. The word — diaqhkh <1242>

— occurs in the New Testament thirty-three times. It is translated
“covenant” in the common version, in <420172>Luke 1:72; <440325>Acts 3:25; 7:8;
<450904>Romans 9:4; 11:27; <480315>Galatians 3:15,17; 4:24; <490212>Ephesians 2:12;
<580806>Hebrews 8:6,9, “twice,” <580810>Hebrews 8:10; 9:4, “twice,” 10:16; 12:24;
13:20. In the remaining places it is rendered “testament;” <402628>Matthew
26:28; <411424>Mark 14:24; <422220>Luke 22:20; <461125>1 Corinthians 11:25; <470306>2
Corinthians 3:6. 14; <580722>Hebrews 7:22; 9:15-17,20; <661119>Revelation 11:19. In
four of those instances (<402628>Matthew 26:28; <411424>Mark 14:24; <422220>Luke
22:20, and <461125>1 Corinthians 11:25), it is used with reference to the
institution or celebration of the Lord’s Supper. In the Septuagint it occurs
not far from 300 times, in considerably more than 200 times of which it is
the translation of the Hebrew word tyriB]<h1285>. In one instance
(<381114>Zechariah 11:14) it is the translation of the word “brotherhood;” once
(<050905>Deuteronomy 9:5), of rb;D;<h1697> — “word;” once (<241102>Jeremiah 11:2),
of “words of the covenant;” once <032611>Leviticus 26:11), of “tabernacle;”
once (<023107>Exodus 31:7), of “testimony;” it occurs once (<262037>Ezekiel 20:37),
where the reading of the Greek and Hebrew text is doubtful; and it occurs
three times (<091102>1 Samuel 11:2; 20:8; <110809>1 Kings 8:9), where there is no
corresponding word in the Hebrew text. From this use of the word by the
authors of the Septuagint, it is evident that they regarded it as the proper
translation of the Hebrew — tyriB]<h1285>, and as conveying the same sense
which that word does. It cannot be reasonably doubted that the writers of
the New Testament were led to the use of the word, in part, at least, by the
fact that they found it occurring so frequently in the version in common
use, but it cannot be doubted also that they regarded it as fairly conveying
the sense of the word tyriB]<h1285>. On no principle can it be supposed that
inspired and honest people would use a word in referring to transactions in
the Old Testament which did not “fairly” convey the idea which the writers
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of the Old Testament meant to express. The use being thus regarded as
settled, there are some “facts” in reference to it which are of great
importance in interpreting the New Testament, and in understanding the
nature of the “covenant” which God makes with man. These facts are the
following.

(1) The word diaqhkh <1242> — “diatheke” — is not what properiy denotes
“compact, agreement,” or “covenant.” That word is sunqhkh <4936> —
“syntheke” or in other forms sunqesiv and sunqesiav ; or if the word
“diatheke” is used in that signification it is only remotely, and as a
secondary meaning; see “Passow;” compare the Septuagint in <232815>Isaiah
28:15; 30:1; <271106>Daniel 11:6, and Wisdom 1:16; 1 Macc. 10:26; 2 Macc.
13:25; 14:26. It is not the word which a “Greek” would have employed to
denote a “compact” or “covenant.” He would have employed it to denote a
“disposition, ordering,” or “arrangement” of things, whether of religious
rites, civil customs, or property; or if used with reference to a compact, it
would have been with the idea of an “arrangement,” or “ordering” of
matters, not with the primary notion of an agreement with another.

(2) The word properly expressive of a “covenant” or “compact” —
sunqhkh <4936> — is “never” used in the New Testament. In all the allusions
to the transactions between God and man, this word never occurs. From
some cause, the writers and speakers in the New Testament seem to have
supposed that the word would leave an impression which they did not wish
to leave. Though it might have been supposed that in speaking of the
various transactions between God and man they would have selected this
word, yet with entire uniformity they have avoided it. No one of them —
though the word diaqhkh <1242> — “diatheke” — has been used by no less
than six of them — has been betrayed in a single instance into the use of
the word sunqhkh <4936> — “syntheke,” or has differed from the other
writers in the language employed. This cannot be supposed to be the result
of concert or collusion, but it must have been founded on some reason
which operated equally on all their minds.

(3) In like manner, and with like remarkable uniformity, the word sunqhkh
<4936> — syntheke — is “never” used in the Septuagint with reference to any
arrangement or “covenant” between God and man. Once indeed in the
Apocrypha, and but once, it is used in that sense. In the three only other
instances in which it occurs in the Septuagint, it is with reference to
compacts between man and man; <232815>Isaiah 28:15; 30:1; <271106>Daniel 11:6.
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This remarkable fact that the authors of that version NEVER use the word
to denote any transaction between God and man, shows that there must
have been some reason for it which acted on their minds with entire
uniformity.

(4) It is no less remarkable that neither in the Septuagint nor the New
Testament is the word diaqhkh <1242> — “diatheke” — “ever” used in the
sense of “will” or “testament,” unless it be in the case before us. This is
conceded on all hands, and is expressly admitted by Prof. Stuart; (Com. on
Hebrews p. 439), though he defends this use of the word in this passage.
— A very important inquiry presents itself here, which has never received a
solution generally regarded as satisfactory. It is, why the word diaqhkh
<1242> — “diatheke” — was selected by the writers of the New Testament to
express the nature of the transaction between God and man in the plan of
salvation. It might be said indeed that they found this word uniformly used
in the Septuagint, and that they employed it as expressing the idea which
they wished to convey, with sufficient accuracy. But this is only removing
the difficulty one step further back. Why did the Septuagint adopt this
word? Why did they not rather use the common and appropriate Greek
word to express the notion of a covenant? A suggestion on this subject has
already been made in the notes on <580806>Hebrews 8:6; compare Bib.
Repository vol. xx. p. 55. Another reason may, however, be suggested for
this remarkable fact which is liable to no objection. It is, that in the
apprehension of the authors of the Septuagint, and of the writers of the
New Testament, the word diaqhkh <1242> — “diatheke” — in its original
and proper signification “fairly” conveyed the sense of the Hebrew word
tyriB]<h1285>, and that the word sunqhkh <4936> — or “compact, agreement,”
would “not” express that; and “that they never meant to be understood as
conveying the idea either that God entered into a COMPACT or COVENANT

with man, or that he made a WILL.” They meant to represent; him as
making “an arrangement, a disposition, an ordering” of things, by which his
service might be kept up among his people, and by which people might be
saved; but they were equally remote from representing him as making a
“compact,” or a “will.” In support of this there may be alleged

(1) the remarkable uniformity in which the word diaqhkh <1242> —
“diatheke” — is used, showing that there was some “settled principle”
from which they never departed; and
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(2) it is used mainly as the meaning of the word itself. Prof. Stuart has,
undoubtedly, given the accurate original sense of the word. “The real,
genuine, and original meaning of diaqhkh <1242> (diatheke) is, “arrangement,
disposition,” or “disposal” of a thing.” P. 440. The word from which it is
derived — diatiqhmi <1303> — means to place apart or asunder; and then to
set, arrange, dispose in a certain order. “Passow.” From this original
signification is derived the use which the word has with singular uniformity
in the Scriptures. It denotes the “arrangment, disposition,” or “ordering” of
things which God made in relation to mankind, by which he designed to
keep up his worship on earth, and to save the soul. It means neither
covenant nor will; neither compact nor legacy; neither agreement nor
testament. It is an “arrangement” of an entirely different order from either
of them, and the sacred writers with an uniformity which could have been
secured only by the presiding influence of the One Eternal Spirit, have
avoided the suggestion that God made with man either a “compact” or a
“will.” We have no word which precisely expresses this idea, and hence,
our conceptions are constantly floating between a “compact” and a “will,”
and the views which we have are as unsettled as they are. unscriptural. The
simple idea is, that God has made an “arrangement” by which his worship
may be celebrated and souls saved. Under the Jewish economy this
arrangement assumed one form; under the Christian another. In neither was
it a compact or covenant between two parties in such a sense that one
party would be at liberty to reject the terms proposed; in neither was it a
testament or will, as if God had left a legacy to man, but in both there were
some things in regard to the arrangement such as are found in a covenant
or compact. One of those things — equally appropriate to a compact
between man and man and to this arrangement, the apostle refers to here
— that it implied in all cases the death of the victim. If these remarks are
well-founded, they should be allowed materially to shape our views in the
interpretation of the Bible. Whole treatises of divinity have been written on
a mistaken view of the meaning of this word — understood as meaning
“covenant.” Volumes of angry controversy have been published on the
nature of the “covenant” with Adam, and on its influence on his posterity.
The only literal “covenant” which can he supposed in the plan of
redemption is that between the Father and the Son — though even the
existence of such a covenant is rather the result of devout and learned
imagining than of any distinct statement in the volume of inspiration. The
simple statement there is, that God has made an arrangement for salvation,
the execution of which he has entrusted to his Son, and has proposed it to
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man to be accepted as the only arrangement by which man can be saved,
and which he is not at liberty to disregard.f16

There has been much difference of opinion in reference to the meaning of
the passage here, and to the design of the illustration introduced. If the
word used — diaqhkh <1242> — means “testament,” in the sense of a “will,”
then the sense of that passage is that “a will is of force only when he who
made it dies, for it relates to a disposition of his property after his death.”
The force of the remark of the apostle then would be, that the fact that the
Lord Jesus made or expressed his “will” to mankind, implied that he would
die to confirm it; or that since in the ordinary mode of making a will, it was
of force only when he who made it was dead, therefore it was necessary
that the Redeemer should die, in order to confirm and ratify what he made.
But the objections to this, which appears to have been the view of our
translators, seem to me to be insuperable. They are these.

(1) The word diaqhkh <1242> — “diatheke” — is not used in this sense in the
New Testament elsewhere; see the remarks above.

(2) The Lord Jesus made no such will. He had no property, and the
commandments and instructions which he gave to his disciples were not of
the nature of a will or testament.

(3) Such an illustration would not be pertinent to the design of the apostle,
or in keeping with his argument. He is comparing the Jewish and Christian
dispensations, and the point of comparison in this chapter relates to the
question about the efficacy of sacrifice in the two arrangements. He
showed that the arrangement for blood-shedding by sacrifice entered into
both; that the high priest of both offered blood as an expiation; that the
holy place was entered with blood, and that consequently there was death
in both the arrangements, or dispensations. The former arrangement or
dispensation was ratified with blood, and it was equally proper that the
new arrangement should be also. The point of comparison is not that
Moses made a will or testament which could be of force only when he died,
and that the same thing was required in the new dispensation, but it is that
the former covenant was “ratified by blood,” or “by the death of a victim,”
and that it might be expected that the new dispensation would be
confirmed, and that it was in fact confirmed in the same manner. In this
view of the argument, what pertinency would there be in introducing an
illustration respecting a will, and the manner in which it became efficient;
compare notes on <580918>Hebrews 9:18. It seems clear, therefore, to me, that



300

the word rendered “testament” here is to be taken in the sense in which it is
ordinarily used in the New Testament. The opinion that the word here
means such a divine arrangement as is commonly denoted a “covenant,”
and not testament, is sanctioned by not a few names of eminence in
criticism, such as Pierce, Doddridge, Michaelis, Steudel, and the late Dr.
John P. Wilson. Bloomfield says that the connection here demands this.
The principal objections to this view are:

(1) that it is not proved that no covenants or compacts were valid except
such as were made by the intervention of sacrifices.

(2) That the word rendered “testator” — diaqemenov <1303> — cannot refer
to the death of an animal slain for the purpose of ratifying a covenant, but
must mean either a “testator,” or a “contractor,” that is, one of two
contracting parties.

(3) That the word rendered “dead” (<580917>Hebrews 9:17) — nekroiv <3498> —
means only “dead men,” and never is applied to the dead bodies of animals;
(see Stuart on the Hebrew, p. 442.)

These objections to the supposition that the passage refers to a covenant or
compact, Prof. Stuart says are in his view insuperable, and they are
certainly entitled to grave consideration. Whether the view above presented
is one which can be sustained, we may be better able to determine after an
examination of the words and phrases which the apostle uses. Those
objections which depend wholly on the “philological” argument derived
from the words used, will be considered of course in such an examination.
It is to be remembered at the outset:

(1) that the word diaqhkh <1242> — “diatheke” — is never used in the New
Testament in the sense of “testament,” or “will,” unless in this place;

(2) that it is never used in this sense in the Septuagint; and

(3) that the Hebrew word tyriB]<h1285> — “never” has this signification. This
is admitted; see Stuart on the Hebrews pp. 439, 440. It must require very
strong reasons to prove that it has this meaning here, and that Paul has
employed the word in a sense differing from its uniform signification
elsewhere in the Bible; compare, however, the remarks of Prof. Stuart in
Bib. Repos. vol. xx. p. 364.
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There must also of necessity be anangkh <318> — That is, it is necessary in
order to confirm the covenant, or it would not be binding in cases where
this did not occur. The “necessity” in the case is simply to make it valid or
obligatory. So we say now there must “necessarily” be a “seal,” or a deed
would not be valid. The fair interpretation of this is, that this was the
common and established custom in making a “covenant” with God, or
confirming the arrangement with him in regard to salvation. To this it is
objected (see the first objection above), that “it is yet to be made out that
no covenants were valid except those by the intervention of sacrifices.” In
reply to this, we may observe:

(1) that the point to be made out is not that this was a custom in compacts
between “man and man,” but between “man and his Maker.” There is no
evidence, as it seems to me, that the apostle alludes to a compact between
man and man. The mistake on this subject has arisen partly from the use of
the word “testament” by our translators, in the sense of “will” —
supposing that it must refer to some transaction relating to man only; and
partly from the insertion of the word “men” in <580917>Hebrews 9:17, in the
translation of the phrase — epi <1909> nekroiv <3498> — “ upon the dead,” or”
over the dead.” But it is not necessary to suppose that there is a reference
here to any transaction between man and man at all, as the whole force of
the illustration introduced by the apostle will be retained if we suppose him
speaking “only” of a covenant between man and God. Then his assertion
will be simply that in the arrangement between God and man there was a
“necessity” of the death of something, or of the shedding of blood in order
to ratify it. This view will save the necessity of proof that the custom of
ratifying compacts between man and man by sacrifice prevailed. Whether
that can be made out or not, the assertion of the apostle may be true, that
in the arrangement which God makes with man, sacrifice was necessary in
order to confirm or ratify it.

(2) The point to be made out is, not that such a custom is or was universal
among all nations, but that it was the known and regular opinion among
the Hebrews that a sacrifice was necessary in a “covenant” with God, in
the same way as if we should say that a deed was not valid without a seal,
it would not be necessary to show this in regard to all nations, but only that
it is the law or the custom in the nation where the writer lived, and at the
time when he lived. Other nations may have very different modes of
confirming or ratifying a deed, and the same nation may have different
methods at various times. The fact or custom to which I suppose there is
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allusion here, is that of sacrificing an animal to ratify the arrangement
between man and his Maker, commonly called a “covenant.” In regard to
the existence of such a custom, particularly among the Hebrews, we may
make the following observations. It was the common mode of ratifying the
“covenant” between God and man. That was done over a sacrifice, or by
the shedding of blood. So the covenant with Abraham was ratified by
slaying an heifer, a she-goat, a ram, a turtle-dove, and a young pigeon. The
animals were divided and a burning lamp passed between them; <011509>Genesis
15:9,18. So the covenant made with the Hebrews in the wilderness was
ratified in the same manner; <022406>Exodus 24:6, seq. Thus, in <243418>Jeremiah
34:18, God speaks of the “men that had transgressed his covenant which
they had made before him when they cut the calf in twain, and passed
between the parts thereof;” see also <380911>Zechariah 9:11. Indeed all the
Jewish sacrifices were regarded as a ratification of the covenant. It was
never supposed that it was ratified or confirmed in a proper manner
without such a sacrifice. Instances occur, indeed, in which there was no
sacrifice offered when a covenant was made between man and man (see
<012316>Genesis 23:16; 24:9; <052507>Deuteronomy 25:7,9; <080407>Ruth 4:7), but these
cases do not establish the point that the custom did not prevail of ratifying
a covenant with God by the blood of sacrifice. Further; the terms used in
the Hebrew in regard to making a covenant with God, prove that it was
understood to be ratified by sacrifice, or that the death of a victim was
necessary tr1K;<h3772> tyriB]<h1285>), “to cut a covenant” — the word

tr1K;<h3772> meaning “to cut; to cut off; to cut down,” and the allusion being
to the victims offered in sacrifice, and “cut in pieces” on occasion of
entering into a covenant; see <011510>Genesis 15:10; <243418>Jeremiah 34:18,19. The
same idea is expressed in the Greek phrases oJrkia <3727> temnein <5114>,
temnein <5114> spondav <786>, and in the Latin “icere foedus;” compare Virgil,
Aeneid viii. 941.

Et caesa jungebant foedera porca.

These considerations show that it was the common sentiment, alike among
the Hebrews and the pagan, that a covenant with God was to be ratified or
sanctioned by sacrifice; and the statement of Paul here is, that the death of
a sacrificial victim was needful to confirm or ratify such a covenant with
God. It was not secure, or confirmed, until blood was thus shed. This was
well understood among the Hebrews, that all their covenant transactions
with God were to be ratified by a sacrifice; and Paul says that the same
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principle must apply to any arrangement between God and human beings.
Hence, he goes on to show that it was “necessary” that a sacrificial victim
should die in the new covenant which God established by man through the
Mediator; see <580923>Hebrews 9:23. This I understand to be the sum of the
argument here. It is not that every contract made between man and man
was to be ratified or confirmed by a sacrifice — for the apostle is not
discussing that point; but it is that every similar transaction with God must
be based on such a sacrifice, and that no covenant with him could be
complete without such a sacrifice. This was provided for in the ancient
dispensation by the sacrifices which were constantly offered in their
worship; in the new, by the one great sacrifice offered on the cross. Hence,
all our approaches to God are based on the supposition of such a sacrifice,
and are, as it were, ratified over it. We ratify or confirm such a covenant
arrangement, not by offering the sacrifice anew, but by recalling it in a
proper manner when we celebrate the death of Christ, and when in view of
his cross we solemnly pledge ourselves to be the Lord’s.

The death of the testator According to our common version, “the death of
him who makes a will.” But if the views above expressed are correct, this
should be rendered the “covenanter,” or “the victim set apart to be slain.”
The Greek will admit of the translation of the word diaqemenov <1303>,
“diathemenos,” by the word “covenanter,” if the word diaqhkh <1242> —
“diatheke” — is rendered “covenant.” To such a translation here as would
make the word refer “to a victim slain in order to ratify a covenant,” it is
objected that the “word has no such meaning anywhere else. It must either
mean a “testator,” or a “contractor,” that is, one of two covenanting
parties. But where is the death of a person covenanting made necessary in
order to confirm the covenant?” Prof. Stuart, in loc. To this objection I
remark respectfully:

(1) that the word is NEVER used in the sense of “testator” either in the
New Testament or the Old, unless it be here. It is admitted of the word
diaqhkh <1242> — by Prof. Stuart himself, that it never means “will,” or
“testament,” unless it be here, and it is equally true of the word used here
that it never means one “who makes a will.” If, therefore, it should be that
a meaning quite uncommon, or wholly unknown in the usage of the
Scriptures, is to be assigned to the use of the word here, why should it be
“assumed” that that unusual meaning should be that of “making a will,”
and not that of confirming a covenant?
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(2) If the apostle used the word diaqhkh <1242> — “diatheke” — in the
sense of “a covenant” in this passage, nothing is more natural than that he
should use the corresponding word diaqemenov <1303> — “diathemenos” —
in the sense of that by which a covenant was ratified. He wished to express
the idea that the covenant was always ratified by the death of a victim — a
sacrifice of an animal under the Law, and the sacrifice of the Redeemer
under the gospel — and no word would so naturally convey that idea as
the one from which the word “covenant” was derived. It is to be
remembered also that there was no word to express that thought. Neither
the Hebrew nor the Greek furnished such a word; nor have we now any
word to express that thought, but are obliged to use circumlocution to
convey the idea. The word “covenanter” would not do it; nor the words
“victim,” or “sacrifice.” We can express the idea only by some phrase like
this — “the victim set apart to be slain to ratify the covenant.” But it was
not an unusual thing for the apostle Paul to make use of a word in a sense
quite unique to himself; compare <470417>2 Corinthians 4:17.

(3) The word diatiqhmi <1303> — properly means, “to place apart, to set in
order, to arrange.” It is rendered “appoint” in <422229>Luke 22:29; “made,” and
“make,” with reference to a covenant, <440325>Acts 3:25; <580810>Hebrews 8:10;
10:16. It occurs nowhere else in the New Testament, except in the passage
before us. The idea of “placing, laying, disposing, arranging,” etc., enters
into the word — as to place wares or merchandise for sale, to arrange a
contract, &c; see “Passow.” The fair meaning of the word here may be,
whatever goes to arrange, dispose, or settle the covenant, or to make the
covenant secure and firm. If the reference be to a compact, it cannot relate
to one of the contracting parties, because the death of neither is necessary
to confirm it. But it may refer to that which was well-known as an
established opinion, that a covenant with God was ratified only by a
sacrifice. Still, it must be admitted that this use of the word is not found
elsewhere, and the only material question is, whether it is to be presumed
that the apostle would employ a word in a single instance in a special
signification, where the connection would not render it difficult to be
understood. This must be admitted, that he might, whichever view is taken
of the meaning of this passage, for on the supposition that he refers here to
a will, it is conceded that he uses the word in a sense which does not once
occur elsewhere either in the Old Testament or the New. It seems to me,
therefore, that the word here may, without impropriety, be regarded as
referring to “the victim that was slain in order to ratify a covenant with
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God,” and that the meaning is, that such a covenant was not regarded as
confirmed until the victim was slain. It may be added that the authority of
Michaelis, Macknight, Doddridge, Bloomfield, and Dr. John P. Wilson, is a
proof that such an interpretation cannot be a very serious departure from
the proper use of a Greek word.

<580917>Hebrews 9:17. For a testament Such an arrangement as God enters
into with man; see the remarks on <580916>Hebrews 9:16.

Is of force Is ratified, or confirmed — in the same way as a deed or
compact is confirmed by affixing a seal.

After men are dead epi <1909> nekroiv <3498>. “Over the dead.” That is, in
accordance with the view given above, after the animal is dead; or over the
body of the animal slain for sacrifice, and to confirm the covenant. “For a
covenant is completed or confirmed over dead sacrifices, seeing it is never
of force as long as the victim set apart for its ratification is still living.” MS.
notes of Dr. John P. Wilson. To this interpretation it is objected, that “
nekroiv <3498> — “nekrois” — means only “dead men;” but human beings
surely were not sacrificed by the Jews, as a mediating sacrifice in order to
confirm a covenant.” Prof. Stuart in loc. In regard to this objection, and to
the proper meaning of the passage, we may remark:

(1) that the word “men” is not in the Greek, nor is it necessarily implied,
unless it be in the use of the Greek word rendered “dead.” The proper
translation is, “upon, or over the dead.” The use of the word “men” here by
our translators would seem to limit it to the making of a will.

(2) It is to be presumed, unless there is positive proof to the contrary, that
the Greeks and Hebrews used the word “dead” as it is used by other
people, and that it “might” refer to deceased animals, or vegetables, as well
as to human beings. A sacrifice that had been offered was dead; a tree that
had fallen was dead; an animal that had been torn by other wild animals
was dead. It is “possible” that a people might have one word to refer to
“dead men,” and another to “dead animals,” and another to “dead
vegetables:” but what is the evidence that the Hebrews or the Greeks had
such words?

(3) What is the meaning of this very word — nekrov <3498> — “nekros” —
in <580601>Hebrews 6:1; 9:14. of this very Epistle when it is applied to works —
“dead works” — if it never refers to anything but people? compare
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<590217>James 2:17,20,26; <490201>Ephesians 2:1. 5; <660301>Revelation 3:1. In
<210904>Ecclesiastes 9:4, it is applied to a dead lion. I suppose, therefore, that
the Greek phrase here will admit of the interpretation which the “exigency
of the place” seems to demand, and that the idea is, that a covenant with
God was ratified over the animals slain in sacrifice, and was not considered
as confirmed until the sacrifice was killed.

Otherwise Since — epei <1893>. That is, unless this takes place it will be of
no force.

It is of no strength It is not “strong” — iscuei <2480> — it is not confirmed
or ratified. “While the testator liveth.” Or while the animal selected to
confirm the covenant is alive. It can be confirmed only by its being slain. A
full examination of the meaning of this passage (<580916>Hebrews 9:16,17) may
be found in an article in the Biblical Repository, vol. 20, pp. 51-71, and in
Prof. Stuart’s reply to that article. Bib. Repos. 20, pp. 356-381.f17

<580918>Hebrews 9:18. Whereupon oJqen <3606> — “Whence.” Or since this is a
settled principle, or an indisputable fact, it occurred in accordance with
this, that the first covenant was confirmed by the shedding of blood. The
admitted principle which the apostle had stated, that the death of the victim
was necessary to confirm the covenant, was the “reason” why the first
covenant was ratified with blood. If there were any doubt about the
correctness of the interpretation given above, that <580916>Hebrews 9:16,17,
refer to a “covenant,” and not a “will,” this verse would seem to be enough
to remove it. For how could the fact that a will is not binding until he who
makes it is dead, be a reason why a “covenant” should be confirmed by
blood? What bearing would such a fact have on the question whether it
ought or ought not to be confirmed in this manner? Or how could that fact,
though it is universal, be given as a “reason” to account for the fact that
the covenant made by the instrumentality of Moses was ratified with
blood? No possible connection can be seen in such reasoning. But admit
that Paul had stated in <580916>Hebrews 9:16,17, a general principle that in all
covenant transactions with God, the death of a victim was necessary, and
everything is plain. We then see why he offered the sacrifice and sprinkled
the blood. It was not on the basis of such reasoning as this: “The death of a
man who makes a will is indispensable before the will is of binding force,
THEREFORE it was that Moses confirmed the covenant made with our
fathers by the blood of a sacrifice;” but by such reasoning as this: “It is a
great principle that in order to ratify a covenant between God and his
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people a victim should be slain, therefore it was that Moses ratified the old
covenant in this manner, and “therefore” it was also that the death of a
victim was necessary under the new dispensation.” Here the reasoning of
Paul is clear and explicit; but who could see the force of the former? Prof.
Stuart indeed connects this verse with <580915>Hebrews 9:15, and says that the
course of thought is, “The new covenant or redemption from sin was
sanctioned by the death of Jesus; consequently, or wherefore (oJqen )<3606>

the old covenant, which is a type of the new, was sanctioned by the blood
of victims.” But is this the reasoning of Paul? Does he say that because the
blood of a Mediator was to be shed under the new dispensation, and
because the old was a type of this, that THEREFORE the old was confirmed
by blood? Is he not rather accounting for the shedding of blood at all, and
showing that it was “necessary” that the blood of the Mediator should be
shed rather than assuming that, and from that arguing that a typical
shedding of blood was needful? Besides, on this supposition, why is the
statement in <580916>Hebrews 9:16,17, introduced? What bearing have these
verses in the train of thought? What are they but an inexplicable
obstruction?

The first testament Or rather covenant — the word “testament” being
supplied by the translators.

Was dedicated Margin, “Purified.” The word used to “ratify,” to
“confirm,” to “consecrate,” to “sanction.” Literally, “to renew.”

Without blood It was ratified by the blood of the animals that were slain in
sacrifice. The blood was then sprinkled on the principal objects that were
regarded as holy under that dispensation.

<580919>Hebrews 9:19. For when Moses had spoken every precept to all the
people When he had recited all the Law, and had given all the
commandments entrusted him to deliver; <022403>Exodus 24:3.

He took the blood of calves and of goats This passage has given great
perplexity to commentators from the fact that Moses in his account of the
transactions connected with the ratification of the covenant with the
people, (Exodus 24), mentions only a part of the circumstances here
referred to. He says nothing of the blood of calves and of goats; nothing of
water, and scarletwool, and hyssop; nothing of sprinkling the book, the
tabernacle, or the vessels of the ministry. It has been made a question,
therefore, whence Paul obtained a knowledge of these circumstances?
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Since the account is not contained in the Old Testament, it must have been
either by tradition, or by direct inspiration. The latter supposition is hardly
probable, because:

(1) the information here can hardly be regarded as of sufficient importance
to have required an original revelation; for the illustration would have had
sufficient force to sustain his conclusion if the literal account in Exodus
only had been given, that Moses sprinkled the people but

(2) such an original act of inspiration here would not have been consistent
with the object of the apostle.

In that argument it was essential that he should state only the facts about
the ancient dispensation which were admitted by the Hebrews themselves.
Any statement of his own about things which they did not concede to be
true, or which was not well understood as a custom, might have been
called in question, and would have done much to invalidate the entire force
of the argument. It is to be presumed, therefore, that the facts here referred
to had been preserved by tradition; and in regard to this, and the authority
due to such a tradition, we may remark:

(1) that it is well known that the Jews had a great number of traditions
which they carefully preserved;

(2) that there is no improbability in the supposition that many events in
their history would be preserved in this manner, since in the small compass
of a volume like the Old Testament it cannot be presumed that all the
events of their nation had been recorded;

(3) though they had many traditions of a trifling nature, and many which
were false (compare notes on <401502>Matthew 15:2), yet they doubtless had
many that were true;

(4) in referring to those traditions, there is no impropriety in supposing that
Paul may have been guided by the Spirit of inspiration in selecting only
those which were true; and

(5) nothing is more probable than what is here stated. If Moses sprinkled
“the people;” if he read “the book of the law” then (<022407>Exodus 24:7), and
if this was regarded as a solemn act of ratifying a covenant with God,
nothing would be more natural than that he should sprinkle the book of the
covenant, and even the tabernacle and its various sacred utensils. We are to
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remember also, that it was common among the Hebrews to sprinkle blood
for the purpose of consecrating, or as an emblem of purifying. Thus, Aaron
and his sons and their garment s were sprinkled with blood when they were
consecrated to the office of priests, <022919>Exodus 29:19-21; the blood of
sacrifices was sprinkled on the altar, <030105>Leviticus 1:5,11; 3:2,13; and blood
was sprinkled before the veil of the sanctuary, <030410>Leviticus 4:10,17;
compare <030627>Leviticus 6:27; 7:14. So Josephus speaks of the garments of
Aaron and of his sons being sprinkled with “the blood of the slain beasts,
and with spring water.” “Having consecrated them and their garments,” he
says, “for seven days together, he did the same to the tabernacle, and the
vessels thereto belonging, both with oil and with the blood of bulls and of
rams.” Ant. book iii, chapter 8, section 6. These circumstances show the
strong “probability” of the truth of what is here affirmed by Paul, while it is
impossible to prove that Moses did not sprinkle the book and the
tabernacle in the manner stated. The mere omission by Moses cannot
demonstrate that it was not done. On the phrase “the blood of calves and
of goats,” see note on <580912>Hebrews 9:12.

With water Agreeably to the declaration of Josephus that “spring water
was used.” In <031449>Leviticus 14:49-51, it is expressly mentioned that the
blood of the bird that was killed to cleanse a house from the plague of
leprosy should be shed over running water, and that the blood and the
water should be sprinkled on the walls. It has been suggested also (see
Bloomfield), that the use of water was necessary in order to prevent the
blood from coagulating, or so as to make it possible to sprinkle it.

And scarlet wool Margin, “Purple.” The word used here denotes crimson,
or deep-scarlet. The colour was obtained from a small insect which was
found adhering to the shoots of a species of oak in Spain and in Western
Asia, of about the size of a pea. It was regarded as the most valuable of the
colours for dyeing, and was very expensive. Why the wool used by Moses
was of this colour is not known, unless it be because it was the most
expensive of colours, and thus accorded with everything employed in the
construction of the tabernacle and its utensils. Wool appears to have been
used in order to absorb and retain the blood.

And hyssop That is, a bunch of hyssop intermingled with the wool, or so
connected with it as to constitute a convenient instrument for sprinkling;
compare <031451>Leviticus 14:51. Hyssop is a low shrub, regarded as one of the
smallest of the plants, and hence, put in contrast with the cedar of
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Lebanon. It sprung out of the rocks or walls, <110433>1 Kings 4:33, and was
used for purposes of purification. The term seems to have comprised not
only the common hyssop, but also lavender and other aromatic plants. Its
fragrance, as well as its size, may have suggested the idea of using it in the
sacred services of the tabernacle.

And sprinkled both the book This circumstance is not mentioned by Moses,
but it has been shown above not to be improbable. Some expositors,
however, in order to avoid the difficulty in the passage, have taken this in
connection with the word labwn <2983> — rendered “he took” — meaning
“taking the blood, and the book itself;” but the more natural and proper
construction is, that the book was sprinkled with the blood.

And all the people Moses says, “and sprinkled it on the people;”
<022408>Exodus 24:8. We are not to suppose that either Moses or Paul designs
to say that the blood was actually sprinkled on each one of the three
millions of people in the wilderness, but the meaning doubtless is that the
blood was sprinkled over the people, though in fact it might have fallen on
a few. So a man now standing on an elevated place, and surrounded by a
large assembly, if he should sprinkle water over them from the place where
he stood, might be said to sprinkle it on the people, though in fact but few
might have been touched by it. The act would be equally significant
whether the emblem fell on few or many.

<580920>Hebrews 9:20. Saying, This is the blood of the testament Of the
covenant; see notes on <580916>Hebrews 9:16,17. That is, this is the blood by
which the covenant is ratified. It was the means used to confirm it; the
sacred and solemn form by which it was made sure. When this was done,
the covenant between God and the people was confirmed — as a covenant
between man and man is when it is sealed.

Which God hath enjoined unto you In <022408>Exodus 24:8, “which God hath
made with you.” The language used by Paul, “which God hath enjoined”
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— eneteilato <1781> — “commanded” — shows that he did not regard this
as strictly of the nature of a “covenant,” or “compact.” When a compact is
made between parties, one does not “enjoin” or “command” the other, but
it is a mutual “agreement.” In the transactions between God and man,
though called tyriB]<h1285>, or diaqhkh <1242>, the idea of a “covenant” or
“compact” is so far excluded that God never loses his right to “command”
or “enjoin.” It is not a transaction between equals, or an “agreement;” it is
a solemn “arrangement” on the part of God which he proposes to mankind,
and which he enjoins them to embrace; which they are not indeed at liberty
to disregard, but which when embraced is appropriately ratified by some
solemn act on their part; compare notes on <580806>Hebrews 8:6.

(See also the supplementary note on <580916>Hebrews 9:16. and on
<450512>Romans 5:12.)

<580921>Hebrews 9:21. He sprinkled ... both the tabernacle This
circumstance is not stated by Moses. On the probability that this was done,
see notes on <580919>Hebrews 9:19. The account of setting up the tabernacle
occurs in Exodus 11. In that account it is said that Moses “anointed” the
tabernacle with the holy anointing oil; <580909>Hebrews 9:9-11. Josephus (Ant.
book iii, chapter 8, section 6), says that he consecrated it and the vessels
thereto belonging with the blood of bulls and of rams. This was
undoubtedly the tradition in the time of Paul, and no one can prove that it
is not correct.

And all the vessels of the ministry Employed in the service of God. The
altar, the laver, (<021110>Exodus 11:10,11), the censers, dishes, bowls, etc.,
which were used in the tabernacle.

<580922>Hebrews 9:22. And almost all things It is a general custom to purify
everything by blood. This rule was not universal, for some things were
purified by fire and water, (<043122>Numbers 31:22,23), and some by water
only; <043124>Numbers 31:24; <031626>Leviticus 16:26,28. But the exceptions to the
general rule were few. Almost everything in the tabernacle and temple
service, was consecrated or purified by blood.

And without shedding of blood is no remission Remission or forgiveness of
sins. That is, though some things were purified by fire and water, yet when
the matter pertained to the forgiveness of sins, it was “universally” true
that no sins were pardoned except by the shedding of blood. Some
impurities might be removed by water and fire, but the stain of “sin” could
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be removed only by blood. This declaration referred in its primary meaning,
to the Jewish rites, and the sense is, that under that dispensation it was
universally true that in order to the forgiveness of sin blood must be shed.
But it contains a truth of higher order and importance still. “It is universally
true that sin never has been, and never will be forgiven, except in
connection with, and in virtue of the shedding of blood.” It is on this
principle that the plan of salvation by the atonement is based, and on this
that God in fact bestows pardon upon people. There is not the slightest
evidence that any man has ever been pardoned except through the blood
shed for the remission of sins. The infidel who rejects the atonement has no
evidence that his sins are pardoned; the man who lives in the neglect of the
gospel, though he has abundant evidence that he is a sinner, furnishes none
that his sins are forgiven; and the Mussulman and the pagan can point to no
proof that their sins are blotted out. It remains to be demonstrated that one
single member of the human family has ever had the slightest evidence of
pardoned sin, except through the blood of expiation. In the divine
arrangement there is no principle better established than this, that all sin
which is forgiven is remitted through the blood of the atonement; a
principle which has never been departed from hitherto, and which never
will be. It follows, therefore:

(1) that no sinner can hope for forgiveness except through the blood of
Christ;

(2) that if people are ever saved they must be willing to rely on the merits
of that blood;

(3)that all people are on a level in regard to salvation, since all are to be
saved in the same way; and

(4) that there will be one and the same song in heaven — the song of
redeeming love.

<580923>Hebrews 9:23. The patterns of things in the heavens The tabernacle
and its various utensils; see the notes on <580805>Hebrews 8:5.

Be purified with these With water and blood, and by these ceremonies.

But the heavenly things themselves The heavenly tabernacle or sanctuary
into which Christ has entered, and where he performs the functions of his
ministry. The use of the word “purified” here applied to heaven, does not
imply that heaven was before “unholy,” but it denotes that it is now made
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accessible to sinners; or that they may come and worship there in an
acceptable manner. The ancient tabernacle was purified or consecrated by
the blood of the victims slain, so that people might approach with
acceptance and worship; the heavens by purer blood are rendered
accessible to the guilty. The necessity for “better sacrifices” in regard to
the latter was, that it was designed to make the conscience pure, and
because the service in heaven is more holy than any rendered on earth.

With better sacrifices than these To wit, the sacrifice made by the offering
of the Lord Jesus on the cross. This infinitely surpassed in value all that had
been offered under the Jewish dispensation.

<580924>Hebrews 9:24. For Christ is not entered into the holy places made
with hands Into the temple or tabernacle. The Jewish high priest alone
entered into the most holy place; and the other priests into the holy place.
Jesus, being of the tribe of Judah, and not of Levi, never entered the temple
proper. He had access only to the courts of the temple, in the same way as
any other Jew had; see the notes on <402112>Matthew 21:12. He has entered
into the true temple — heaven — of which the earthly tabernacle was the
type.

Which are the figures of the true Literally, “the antitypes” — antitupa
<499>. The word properly means what is formed after a model, pattern, or
type; and then what corresponds to something or answers to it. The idea
here is, that the “type” or “fashion” — the “true” figure or form — was
shown to Moses in the Mount, and then the tabernacle was made after that
model, or corresponded to it. The “true original” figure is heaven itself; the
tabernacle was an antitype of that — or was so formed as in some sense to
correspond to it. That is, it corresponded in regard to the matters under
consideration — the most holy place denoted heaven; the mercy-seat and
the shekinah were symbols of the presence of God, and of the fact that he
shows mercy in heaven; the entrance of the high priest was emblematical of
the entrance of the Redeemer into heaven; the sprinkling of the blood there
was a type of what the Redeemer would do in heaven.

Now to appear in the presence of God for us As the Jewish high priest
appeared before the shekinah, the symbol of the divine presence in the
tabernacle, so Christ appears before God himself in our behalf in heaven.
He has gone to plead for our salvation; to present the merits of his blood as
a permanent reason why we should be saved; notes <450834>Romans 8:34;
<580725>Hebrews 7:25
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<580925>Hebrews 9:25. Nor yet that he should offer himself often The Jewish
high priest entered the most holy place with blood once every year. In this
respect the offering made by Christ, and the work which he performed,
differed from that of the Jewish high priest. It was not needful that he
should enter the holy place but once. Having entered there, he permanently
remains there.

With the blood of others That is, with the blood of calves, and goats. This
is a second point in which the work of Christ differs from that of the
Jewish high priest. Christ entered there with his own blood; notes on
<580912>Hebrews 9:12.

<580926>Hebrews 9:26. For then must he often have suffered That is, if his
blood had no more efficacy than what the Jewish high priest offered, and
which was so often repeated, it would have been necessary that Christ
should have often died.

But now once Once for all; once in the sense that it is not to be repeated
again — aJpax <530>.

In the end of the world In the last dispensation or economy; that under
which the affairs of the world will be wound up; see the phrase fully
explained in notes <580102>Hebrews 1:2, and <440217>Acts 2:17; <461011>1 Corinthians
10:11, and <230202>Isaiah 2:2.

Hath he appeared He has been manifested in human form.

To put away sin

(1) To remove the punishment due to sin, or to provide a way of pardon;
and

(2) to remove the stain of sin from the soul; see the notes on <580914>Hebrews
9:14.

By the sacrifice of himself see the notes on <580103>Hebrews 1:3; 2:14; 7:27.

<580927>Hebrews 9:27. And as it is appointed unto men once to die Or,
“since it is appointed unto men to die once only.” The object of this is to
illustrate the fact that Christ died but once for sin, and that is done by
showing that the most important events pertaining to man occur but once.
Thus, it is with “death.” That does not, and cannot occur many times. It is
the great law of our being that people die only ONCE, and hence, the same
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thing was to be expected to occur in regard to him who made the
atonement. It could not be supposed that this great law pertaining to man
would be departed from in the case of him who died to make the
atonement, and that he would repeatedly undergo the pains of death. The
same thing was true in regard to the “judgment.” Man is to he judged once,
and but once. The decision is to be final, and is not to be repeated. In like
manner there was a fitness that the great Redeemer should die “but once,”
and that his death should, without being repeated, determine the destiny of
man. There was a remarkable “oneness” in the great events which most
affected people; and neither death, the judgment, nor the atonement could
be repeated. In regard to the declaration here that “it is appointed unto men
once to die,” we may observe:

(1) that death is the result of “appointment;” <010319>Genesis 3:19. It is not the
effect of chance, or haphazard. It is not a “debt of nature.” It is not the
condition to which man was subject by the laws of his creation. It is not to
be accounted for by the mere principles of physiology. God could as well
have made the heart to play forever as for 50 years. Death is no more the
regular result of physical laws than the guillotine and the gallows are. It is
in all cases the result of “intelligent appointment,” and for “an adequate
cause.”

(2) That cause, or the reason of that appointment, is sin; notes <450623>Romans
6:23. This is the adequate cause; this explains the whole of it. Holy beings
do not die. There is not the slightest proof that an angel in heaven has died,
or that any perfectly holy being has ever died except the Lord Jesus. In
every death, then, we have a demonstration that the race is guilty; in each
case of mortality we have an affecting memento that we are individually
transgressors.

(3) Death occurs but “once” in this world. It cannot be repeated if we
should desire to have it repeated. Whatever truths or facts then pertain to
death; whatever lessons it is calculated to convey, pertain to it as an event
which is not to occur again. That which is to occur but once in an eternity
of existence acquires, from that very fact, if there were no other
circumstances, an immense importance. What is to be done but, “once,” we
should wish to be done well. We should make all proper preparation for it;
we should regard it with singular interest. If preparation is to be made for
it, we should make all which we expect “ever” to make. A man who is to
cross the ocean but “once;” to go away from his home never to return,
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should make the right kind of preparation. He cannot come back to take
what he has forgotten; to arrange what he has neglected; to give counsel
which he has failed to do; to ask forgiveness for offences for which he has
neglected to seek pardon. And so of death. A man who dies, dies but once.
He cannot come back again to make preparation if he has neglected it; to
repair the evils which he has caused by a wicked life; or to implore pardon
for sins for which he had failed to ask forgiveness. Whatever is “to be
done” with reference to death, is to be done “once for all” before he dies.

(4) Death occurs to all. “It is appointed unto men” — to the race. It is not
an appointment for one, but for all. No one is appointed by name to die;
and not an individual is designated as one who shall escape. No exception
is made in favour of youth, beauty, or blood; no rank or station is exempt;
no merit, no virtue, no patriotism, no talent, can purchase freedom from it.
In every other sentence which goes out against people there may be
“some” hope of reprieve. Here there is none. We cannot meet an individual
who is not “under sentence of death.” It is not only the poor wretch in the
dungeon doomed to the gallows who is to die, it is the rich man in his
palace; the frivolous trifler in the assembly room; the friend that we
embrace and love; and she whom we meet in the crowded saloon of
fashion with all the graces of accomplishment and adorning. Each one of
these is just as much under sentence of death as the poor wretch in the cell,
and the execution on any one of them may occur before his. It is too for
substantially the same cause, and is as really deserved. It is for “sin” that all
are doomed to death, and the “fact” that we must die should be a constant
remembrancer of our guilt.

(5) As death is to occur to us but once, there is a cheering interest in the
reflection that when it is passed it is passed “forever.” The dying pang, the
chill, the cold sweat, are not to be repeated. Death is not to approach us
often — he is to be allowed to come to us but once. When we have once
passed through the dark valley, we shall have the assurance that we shall
never tread its gloomy way again. Once, then, let us be willing to die —
since we can die “but” once; and let us rejoice in the assurance which the
gospel furnishes, that they who die in the Lord leave the world to go where
death in any form is unknown.

But after this the judgment The apostle does not say “how long” after
death this will be, nor is it possible for us to know; <440107>Acts 1:7; compare
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<402436>Matthew 24:36. We may suppose, however. that there will be two
periods in which there will be an act of judgment passed on those who die.

(1) Immediately after death when they pass into the eternal world, when
their destiny will be made known to them. This seems to be necessarily
implied in the supposition that they will continue to live, and to be happy
or miserable after death. This act of judgment may not be formal or public,
but it will be such as to show them what must be the issues of the final day,
and as the result of that interview with God, they will be made happy or
miserable until the final doom shall be pronounced.

(2) The more public and formal act of judgment, when the whole world
will be assembled at the bar of Christ; Matthew 25. The decision of that
day will not change or reverse the former; but the trial will be of such a
nature as to bring out all the deeds done on earth, and the sentence which
will be pronounced will be in view of the universe, and will fix the
everlasting doom. Then the body will have been raised; the affairs of the
world will be wound up; the elect will all be gathered in, and the state of
retribution will commence, to continue forever. The main thought of the
apostle here may be, that after death will commence a state of “retribution”
which can never change. Hence, there was a propriety that Christ should
die but once. In that future world he would not die to make atonement, for
there all will be fixed and final. If people, therefore, neglect to avail
themselves of the benefits of the atonement here, the opportunity will be
lost forever. In that changeless state which constitutes the eternal judgment
no sacrifice will be again offered for sin; there will be no opportunity to
embrace that Saviour who was rejected here on earth.

<580928>Hebrews 9:28. So Christ was once offered Since people are to die
but once; and as all beyond the grave is fixed by the judgment, so that his
death there would make no change in the destiny, there was a propriety
that he should die but once for sin. The argument is, there is ONE
probation only, and therefore there was need of but one sacrifice, or of his
dying but once. If death were to occur frequently in the existence of each
individual, and if each intermediate period were a state of probation, then
there might be a propriety that an atonement should be made with
reference to each state. Or if beyond the grave there were a state of
probation still, then also there might be propriety that an atoning sacrifice
should be offered there. But since neither of these things is true, there was
a fitness that the great victim should die but once.f18
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To bear the sins of many To suffer and die on account of their sins; see
notes on <235306>Isaiah 53:6, 11; <480313>Galatians 3:13. The phrase does not mean

(1) that Christ was a “sinner” — for that was in no sense true. See
<580726>Hebrews 7:26. Nor

(2) that he literally bore the PENALTY due to transgression — for that is
equally untrue. The penalty of the Law for sin is ALL which the Law when
executed inflicts on the offender for his transgression, and includes, in
“fact,” remorse of conscience, overwhelming despair, and eternal
punishment. But Christ did not suffer forever, nor did he experience
remorse of conscience, nor did he endure utter despair. Nor

(3) does it mean that he was literally “punished” for our sins. Punishment
pertains only to the guilty. An innocent being may “suffer” for what
another does, but there is no propriety in saying that he is “punished” for it.
A father suffers much from the misconduct of a son, but we do not say that
he is punished for it; a child suffers much from the intemperance of a
parent — but no one would say that it was a punishment on the child. Men
always connect the idea of criminality with punishment, and when we say
that a man is punished, we suppose at once that there is “guilt.” The phrase
here means simply, that Christ endured sufferings in his own person, which,
if they had been inflicted on us, would have been the proper punishment of
sin. He who was innocent interposed, and received on himself what was
descending to meet us, and consented to be treated “as he would have
deserved if he had been a sinner.” Thus, he bore what was due to us; and
this, in Scripture phrase, is what is meant by “bearing our iniquities;” see
the notes <235304>Isaiah 53:4.f19

And unto them that look for him To his people. It is one of the
characteristics of Christians that they look for the return of their Lord;
<560213>Titus 2:13; <610312>2 Peter 3:12; compare the notes <520110>1 Thessalonians
1:10. They fully believe that he will come. They earnestly desire that he will
come; <550408>2 Timothy 4:8; <662220>Revelation 22:20. They are waiting for his
appearing; <520110>1 Thessalonians 1:10. He left the world and ascended to
heaven, but he will again return to earth, and his people are looking for that
time as the period when they shall be raised up from their graves; when
they shall be publicly acknowledged to be his, and when they shall be
admitted to heaven; see the notes on <431403>John 14:3.
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Shall he appear the second time He first appeared as the man of sorrows
to make atonement for sin. His second appearance will be as the Lord of
his people, and the Judge of the quick and the dead; <402531>Matthew 25:31,
see the notes <440111>Acts 1:11. The apostle does not say when this would be,
nor is any intimation given in the Scriptures when it will occur. It is on the
contrary everywhere declared that this is concealed from people (<440107>Acts
1:7; <402436>Matthew 24:36), and all that is known respecting the time is, that it
will be suddenly and at an unexpected moment; <402442>Matthew 24:42,44,50.

Without sin That is, when be comes again he will not make himself a sin-
offering; or will not come in order to make atonement for sin. It is not
implied that when he came the first time he was in any sense a sinner, but
that he came then with reference to sin. or that the main object of his
incarnation was to “put away sin by the sacrifice of himself.” When he
comes the second time, it will be with reference to another object.

Unto salvation That is, to receive his friends and followers to eternal
salvation. He will come to save them from all their sins and temptations; to
raise them from their graves; to place them at his right hand in glory, and
to confirm them in the everlasting inheritance which he has promised to all
who truly love him, and who wait for his appearing.

In view of this anticipated return of the Redeemer, we may remark:

(1) There is a propriety that the Lord Jesus should thus return. He came
once to be humbled, despised, and put to death; and there is a fitness that
he should come to be honored in his own world.

(2) Every person on earth is interested in the fact that he will return, for
“every eye shall see him;” <660107>Revelation 1:7. All who are now In their
graves, and all who now live, and all who will hereafter live, will behold the
Redeemer in his glory.

(3) It will not be merely to gaze upon him, and to admire his magnificence
that they will see him. It will be for greater and more momentous purposes
— with reference to an eternal doom.

(4) The great mass of people are not prepared to meet him. They do not
believe that he will return; they do not desire that he should appear; they
are not ready for the solemn interview which they will have with him. His
appearing now would overwhelm them with surprise and horror. There is
nothing in the future which they less expect and desire than the second
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coming of the Son of God, and in, the present state of the world his
appearance would produce almost universal consternation and despair. It
would be like the coming of the flood of waters on the old world; like the
sheets of flame on the cities of the plain; or as “death” now comes to the
great mass of those who die.

(5) Christians “are” prepared for his coming. They believe in it; they desire
it; they are expecting it. In this they are distinguished from all the world
besides, and they would be ready to hail his coming as that of a friend, and
to rejoice in his appearance as that of “their” Saviour.

(6) Let us then live in habitual preparation for his advent. To each one of
us he will come soon; to all he will come suddenly. Whether he come to
remove us by death, or whether in the clouds of heaven to judge the world,
the period is not far distant when “we” shall see him. Yes, our eyes shall
behold the Son of God in his glory! That which we have long desired — a
sight of our Saviour who died for us, shall soon, very soon be granted unto
us. No Christian begins a week or a day in which there is not a possibility
that, before its close, he may have seen the Son of God in his glory; none
lies down upon his bed at night who may not, when the morning dawns
upon this world, be gazing with infinite delight on the glories of the Great
Redeemer in the heavens.
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 10

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

The general subject of this chapter (Hebrews 10) is the sacrifice which
Christ has made for sin, and the consequences which flow from the fact,
that he has made a sufficient atonement. In chapter 9. the apostle had
shown that the Jewish rites were designed to be temporary and typical, and
that the offerings which were made under that dispensation could never
remove sin. In this chapter he shows that the true sacrifice had been made,
by which sin could be pardoned, and that certain very important
consequences followed from that fact. The subject of “sacrifice” was the
most important part of the Jewish economy, and was also the essential
thing in the Christian dispensation, and hence, it is that the apostle dwells
upon it at so great length. The chapter embraces the following topics.

I. The apostle repeats what he had said before about the inefficacy of the
sacrifices made under the Law; <581001>Hebrews 10:1-4. The Law was a mere
shadow of good things to come, and the sacrifices which were made under
it could never render those who offered them perfect. This was
conclusively proved by the fact, that they continued constantly to be
offered.

II. Since this was the fact in regard to those sacrifices, a better offering
had been provided in the gospel by the Redeemer; <581005>Hebrews 10:5-10. A
body had been prepared him for this work; and when God had said that he
had no pleasure in the offerings under the Law, Christ had come and
offered his body once for all, in order that an effectual atonement might be
made for sin.

III. This sentiment the apostle further illustrates, by showing how this one
great offering was connected with the forgiveness of sins; <581011>Hebrews
10:11-18. Under the Jewish dispensation, sacrifices were repeated every
day; but under the Christian economy, when the sacrifice was once made,
he who had offered it sat down forever on the right hand of God, for his
great work was done. Having done this, he looked forward to the time
when his work would have full effect, and when his enemies would be
made his footstool. That this was to be the effect of the offering made by
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the Messiah, the apostle then shows from the Scriptures themselves, where
it is said (<243133>Jeremiah 31:33,34), that under the gospel the laws of God
would be written on the heart, and sin would be remembered no more.
There must then be, the apostle inferred, some way by which this was to be
secured, and this was by the great sacrifice on the cross, which had the
effect of perfecting forever those who were sanctified.

IV. Since it was a fact that such an atonement had been made; that one
great offering for sin had been presented to God which was never to be
repeated, there were certain consequences which followed from that, which
the apostle proceeds to state; <581019>Hebrews 10:19-25. They were these

(a), the privilege of drawing near to God with full assurance of faith
(<581022>Hebrews 10:22);

(b) the duty of holding fast the profession of faith without wavering
(<581023>Hebrews 10:23);

(c) the duty of exhorting one another to fidelity and to good works
(<581024>Hebrews 10:24);

(d) the duty of assembling for public worship, since they had a High Priest
in heaven, and might now draw near to God; <581025>Hebrews 10:25.

V. As a “reason” for fidelity in the divine life, and for embracing the offer
of mercy now made through the one sacrifice on the cross, the apostle
urges the consequence which “must” follow from the rejection of that
atonement, and especially after having been made acquainted with the
truth; <581026>Hebrews 10:26-31. The result, says he, must be certain
destruction. If that was rejected, there could remain nothing but a fearful
looking for of judgment for there was no other way of salvation. In support
of this, the apostle refers to what was the effect, under the Law of Moses,
of disobedience, and says that, under the greater light of the gospel, much
more fearful results must follow.

VI. The chapter closes (<581032>Hebrews 10:32-39) with an exhortation to
fidelity and perseverance. The apostle reminds those to whom he wrote of
what they had already endured; encourages them by the commendation of
what they had already done, and especially by the kindness which they had
shown to him; says that they had need only of patience, and that the time of
their deliverance from all trial was not far off, for that he who was to come
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would come; says that it was their duty to live by faith, but that if any one
drew back, God could have no pleasure in him. Having thus in the close of
the chapter alluded to the subject of faith, he proceeds in the following
chapter to illustrate its value at length. The object of the whole is to
encourage Christians to make strenuous efforts for salvation; to guard
them against the danger of apostasy; and to exhort them to bear their trials
with patience, and with submission to the will of God.

<581001>Hebrews 10:1. For the law having a shadow That is, the whole of
the Mosaic economy was a shadow; for so the word “Law” is often used.
The word “shadow” here refers to a rough outline of anything, a mere
sketch, such as a carpenter draws with a piece of chalk, or such as an artist
delineates when he is about to make a picture. He sketches an outline of
the object which he designs to draw, which has “some” resemblance to it,
but is not the “very image;” for it is not yet complete. The words rendered
“the very image” refer to a painting or statue which is finished, where every
part is an exact copy of the original. The “good things to come” here refer
to the future blessings which would be conferred on man by the gospel.
The idea is, that under the ancient sacrifices there was an imperfect
representation; a dim outline of the blessings which the gospel would
impart to people. They were a typical representation; they were not such
that it could be pretended that they would answer the purpose of the things
themselves which they were to represent, and would make those who
offered them perfect. Such a rude outline; such a mere sketch, or imperfect
delineation, could no more answer the purpose of saving the soul than the
rough sketch which an architect makes would answer the purpose of a
house, or than the first outline which a painter draws would answer the
purpose of a perfect and finished portrait. All that could be done by either
would be to convey some distant and obscure idea of what the house or the
picture might be, and this was all that was done by the Law of Moses.

Can never with those sacrifices which they offered year by year
continually The sacrifices here particularly referred to were those which
were offered on the great day of atonement. These were regarded as the
most sacred and efficacious of all, and yet the apostle says that the very
fact that they were offered every year showed that there must be some
deficiency about them, or they would have ceased to be offered.

Make the comers thereunto perfect They could not free them from the
stains of guilt; they could not give ease to a troubled conscience; there was
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in them no efficacy by which sin could be put away; compare the notes on
<580711>Hebrews 7:11; 9:9.

<581002>Hebrews 10:2. For then would they not have ceased to be offered?
Margin, “Or they would have.” The sense is the same. The idea is, that the
very fact that they were repeated showed that there was some deficiency in
them as to the matter of cleansing the soul from sin. If they had answered
all the purposes of a sacrifice in putting away guilt, there would have been
no need of repeating them in this manner. They were in this respect like
medicine. If what is given to a patient heals him, there is no need of
repeating it; but if it is repeated often it shows that there was some
deficiency in it, and if taken periodically through a man’s life, and the
disease should still remain, it would show that it was not sufficient to effect
his cure. So it was with the offerings made by the Jews. They were offered
every year, and indeed every day, and still the disease of sin remained. The
conscience was not satisfied; and the guilty felt that it was necessary that
the sacrifice should be repeated again and again.

Because that the worshippers once purged should have had no more
conscience of sin That is, if their sacrifices had so availed as to remove
their past sins, and to procure forgiveness, they would have had no more
trouble of conscience on account of them. They would not have felt that it
was necessary to make these sacrifices over and over again in order to find
peace. When a man has full evidence that an atonement has been made
which will meet all the demands of the Law, and which secures the
remission of sin, he feels that it is enough. It is all that the case demands,
and his conscience may have peace. But when he does “not” feel this, or
has not evidence that his sins are all forgiven, those sins will rise to
remembrance, and he will be alarmed. He may be punished for them after
all. Thence it follows that if a man wants peace he should have good
evidence that his sins are forgiven through the blood of the atonement. No
temporary expedient; no attempt to cover them up; no effort to forget them
will answer the purpose. They “must be blotted out” if he will have peace
— and that can be only through a perfect sacrifice. By the use of the word
rendered “conscience” here, it is not meant that he who was pardoned
would have no “consciousness” that he was a sinner, or that he would
forget it, but that he would have no trouble of conscience; he would have
no apprehension of future wrath. The pardon of sin does not cause it to
cease to be remembered. He who is forgiven may have a deeper conviction
of its evil than he had ever had before. But he will not be troubled or
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distressed by it as if it were to expose him to the wrath of God. The
remembrance of it will humble him; it will serve to exalt his conceptions of
the mercy of God and the glory of the atonement, but it will no longer
overwhelm the mind with the dread of hell. This effect, the apostle says,
was not produced on the minds of those who offered sacrifices every year.
The very fact that they did it, showed that the conscience was not at peace.

<581003>Hebrews 10:3. But in those sacrifices there is a remembrance again
made of sins every year The reference here is to the sacrifices made on the
great day of atonement. This occurred once in a year. Of course as often as
a sacrifice was offered, it was an acknowledgment of guilt on the part of
those for whom it was made. As these sacrifices continued to be offered
every year, they who made the offering were reminded of their guilt and
their desert of punishment. All the efficacy which could be pretended to
belong those sacrifices, was that they made expiation for the past year.
Their efficacy did not extend into the future, nor did it embrace any but
those who were engaged in offering them. These sacrifices, therefore,
could not make the atonement which man needed. They could not make
the conscience easy; they could not be regarded as a sufficient expiation for
the time to come, so that the sinner at any time could plead an offering
which was already made as a ground of pardon, and they could not meet
the wants of all people in all lands and at all times. These things are to be
found only in that great sacrifice made by the Redeemer on the cross.

<581004>Hebrews 10:4. For it is not possible that the blood of bulls and of
goats should take away sins The reference here is to the sacrifices which
were made on the great day of the atonement, for on that day the blood of
bulls and of goats alone was offered; see the notes on <580907>Hebrews 9:7.
Paul here means to say, doubtless, that it was not possible that the blood of
these animals should make a complete expiation so as to purify the
conscience, and so as to save the sinner from deserved wrath. According to
the divine arrangement, expiation was made by those sacrifices for offences
of various kinds against the ritual law of Moses, and pardon for such
offences was thus obtained. But the meaning here is, that there was no
efficacy in the blood of a mere animal to wash away a “moral” offence. It
could not repair the Law; it could not do anything to maintain the justice of
God; it had no efficacy to make the heart pure. The mere shedding of the
blood of an animal never could make the soul pure. This the apostle states
as a truth which must be admitted at once as indisputable, and yet it is
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probable that many of the Jews had imbibed the opinion that there was
such efficacy in blood shed according to the divine direction, as to remove
all stains of guilt from the soul; see the notes <580909>Hebrews 9:9,10.

<581005>Hebrews 10:5. Wherefore This word shows that the apostle means
to sustain what he had said by a reference to the Old Testament itself.
Nothing could be more opposite to the prevailing Jewish opinions about
the efficacy of sacrifice, than what he had just said. It was, therefore, of the
highest importance to defend the position which he had laid down by
authority which they would not presume to call in question, and he
therefore makes his appeal to their own Scriptures.

When he cometh into the world When the Messiah came, for the passage
evidently referred to him. The Greek is, “Wherefore coming into the world,
he saith.” It has been made a question “when” this is to be understood as
spoken — whether when he was born, or when he entered on the work of
his ministry. Grotius understands it of the latter. But it is not material to a
proper understanding of the passage to determine this. The simple idea is,
that since it was impossible that the blood of bulls and goats should take
away sin, Christ coming into the world made arrangements for a better
sacrifice.

He saith That is, this is the language denoted by his great undertaking; this
is what his coming to make an atonement implies. We are not to suppose
that Christ formally used these words on any occasion for we have no
record that he did — but this language is what appropriately expresses the
nature of his work. Perhaps also the apostle means to say that it was
originally employed in the Psalm from which it is quoted in reference to
him, or was indited by him with reference to his future advent.

Sacrifice and offering thou wouldest not This is quoted from <194006>Psalm
40:6,8. There has been much perplexity felt by expositors in reference to
this quotation, and after all which has been written, it is not entirely
removed. The difficulty relates to these points.

(1) To the question whether the Psalm originally had any reference to the
Messiah. The Psalm “appears” to have pertained merely to David, and it
would probably occur to no one on reading it to suppose that it referred to
the Messiah, unless it had been so applied by the apostle in this place.
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(2) There are many parts of the Psalm, it has been said, which cannot,
without a very forced interpretation, be applied to Christ; see <194002>Psalm
40:2,12,14-16.

(3) The argument of the apostle in the expression “a body hast thou
prepared me,” seems to be based on a false translation of the Septuagint,
which he has adopted, and it is difficult to see on what principles he has
done it. — It is not the design of these notes to go into an extended
examination of questions of this nature. Such examination must be sought
in more extended commentaries, and in treatises expressly relating to
points of this kind.

On the design of Psalm 40, and its applicability to the Messiah, the reader
may consult Prof. Stuart on the Hebrews, Excursus xx. and Kuinoel in loc.
After the most attentive examination which I can give of the Psalm, it
seems to me probable that it is one of the Psalms which had an original and
exclusive reference to the Messiah, and that the apostle has quoted it just
as it was meant to be understood by the Holy Spirit, as applicable to him.
The reasons for this opinion are briefly these:

(1) There ARE such Psalms, as is admitted by all. The Messiah was the
hope of the Jewish people; he was made the subject of their most sublime
prophecies, and nothing was more natural than that he should be the
subject of the songs of their sacred bards. By the spirit of inspiration they
saw him in the distant future in the various circumstances in which he
would be placed, and they dwelt with delight upon the vision; compare
Introduction to Isaiah, section 7.iii.

(2) The fact that it is here applied to the Messiah, is a strong circumstance
to demonstrate that it had an original applicability to him. This proof is of
two kinds. “First,” that it is so applied by an inspired apostle, which with
all who admit his inspiration seems decisive of the question. “Second,” the
fact that he so applied it shows that this was an ancient and admitted
interpretation. The apostle was writing to those who had been Jews, and
whom he was desirous to convince of the truth of what he was alleging in
regard to the nature of the Hebrew sacrifices. For this purpose it was
necessary to appeal to the Scriptures of the Old Testament, but it cannot be
supposed that he would adduce a passage for proof whose relevancy
would not be admitted. The presumption is, that the passage was in fact
commonly applied as here.
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(3) The whole of the Psalm may be referred to the Messiah without
anything forced or unnatural. The Psalm throughout seems to be made up
of expressions used by a suffering person, who had indeed been delivered
from some evils, but who was expecting many more. The principal
difficulties in the way of such an interpretation, relate to the following
points.

(a) In <194002>Psalm 40:2, the speaker in the Psalm says, “He brought me up
out of an horrible pit, out of the miry clay, and set my feet upon a rock,”
and on the ground of this he gives thanks to God. But there is no real
difficulty in supposing that this may refer to the Messiah. His enemies often
plotted against his life; laid snares for him and endeavored to destroy him,
and it may be that he refers to some deliverance from such machinations. If
it is objected to this that it is spoken of as having been uttered” when he
came into the world,” it may be replied that that phrase does not
necessarily refer to the time of his birth, but that he uttered this sentiment
sometime “during” the period of his incarnation. “He coming into the
world for the purpose of redemption made use of this language.” In a
similar manner we would say of Lafayette, that “he coming to the United
States to aid in the cause of liberty, suffered a wound in battle.” That is,
during the period in which he was engaged in this cause, he suffered in this
manner.

(b) The next objection or difficulty relates to the application of <194012>Psalm
40:12 to the Messiah. “Mine iniquities have taken hold upon me, so that I
am not able to look up; they are more than the hairs of my head; therefore
my heart faileth me.” To meet this some have suggested that he refers to
the sins of people which he took upon himself, and which he here speaks of
as “his own.” But it is not true that the Lord Jesus so took upon himself
the sins of others that they could be his. They were “not” his, for he was in
every sense “holy, harmless, and undefiled.”

(See the supplementary note at <580928>Hebrews 9:28.)

The true solution of this difficulty, probably is, that the word rendered
“iniquity” — ˆwO[<h5771> — means “calamity, misfortune, trouble;” see
<193110>Psalm 31:10; <092810>1 Samuel 28:10; <120709>2 Kings 7:9; <192806>Psalm 28:6;
compare <194905>Psalm 49:5. The proper idea in the word is that of “turning
away, curving, making crooked;” and it is thus applied to anything which is
“perverted” or turned from the right way; as when one is turned from the
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path of rectitude, or commits sin; when one is turned from the way of
prosperity or happiness, or is exposed to calamity. This seems to be the
idea demanded by the scope of the Psalm, for it is not a penitential Psalm,
in which the speaker is recounting his “sins,” but one in which he is
enumerating his “sorrows;” praising God in the first part of the Psalm for
some deliverance already experienced, and supplicating his interposition in
view of calamities that he saw to be coming upon him. This interpretation
also seems to be demanded in <194012>Psalm 40:12 by the “parallelism.” In the
former part of the verse, the word to which “iniquity” corresponds, is not
“sin,” but “evil,” that is, calamity.

“For innumerable evils have compassed me about;
Mine iniquities (calamities) have taken hold upon me.”

If the word, therefore, be used here as it often is, and as the scope of the
Psalm and the connection seem to demand, there is no solid objection
against applying this verse to the Messiah.

(c) A third objection to this application of the Psalm to the Messiah is, that
it cannot be supposed that he would utter such imprecations on his enemies
as are found in <194014>Psalm 40:14,15.

“Let them be ashamed and confounded; let them be driven
backward; let them be desolate.”

To this it may be replied, that such imprecations are as proper in the mouth
of the Messiah as of David; but particularly, it may be said also, that they
are improper in the mouth of neither. Both David and the Messiah “did” in
fact utter denunciations against the enemies of piety and of God. God does
the same thing in his word and by his Providence. There is no evidence of
any “malignant” feeling in this; nor is it inconsistent with the highest
benevolence. The Lawgiver who says that the murderer shall die, may have
a heart full of benevolence; the judge who sentences him to death, may do
it with eyes filled with tears. The objections, then, are not of such a nature
that it is improper to regard this Psalm as wholly applicable to the Messiah.

(4) The Psalm cannot be applied with propriety to David, nor do we know
of anyone to whom it can be but to the Messiah. When was it true of David
that he said that he “had come to do the will of God in view of the fact that
God did not require sacrifice and offerings?” In what “volume of a book”
was it written of him before his birth that he “delighted to do the will of
God?” When was it true that he had” preached righteousness in the great
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congregation?” These expressions are such as can be applied properly only
to the Messiah, as Paul does here; and taking all these circumstances
together it will probably be regarded as the most proper interpretation to
refer the whole Psalm at once to the Redeemer and to suppose that Paul
has used it in strict accordance with its original design. The other
difficulties referred to will be considered in the exposition of the passage.
The difference between “sacrifice” and “offering” is, that the former refers
to “bloody” sacrifices; the latter to “any” oblation made to God — as a
thank-offering; an offering of flour, oil, etc.; see the notes on <230111>Isaiah
1:11. When it is said “sacrifice and offering thou wouldest not,” the
meaning is not that such oblations were “in no sense” acceptable to God —
for as his appointment, and when offered with a sincere heart, they
doubtless were; but that they were not as acceptable to him as obedience,
and especially as the expression is used here that they could not avail to
secure the forgiveness of sins. They were not in their own nature such as
was demanded to make an expiation for sin, and hence, a body was
prepared for the Messiah by which a more perfect sacrifice could be made.
The sentiment here expressed occurs more than once in the Old Testament.
Thus, <091522>1 Samuel 15:22.

“Behold, to obey is better than sacrifice, and to hearken than the fat
of rams,”

<280606>Hosea 6:6,

“For I desired mercy and not sacrifice; and the knowledge of God
more than burnt-offerings;”

compare <190201>Psalm 2:16, 17,

“For thou desirest not sacrifice, else would I give it; thou delightest
not in burnt-offering. The sacrifices of God are a broken spirit.”

This was an indisputable principle of the Old Testament, though it was
much obscured and forgotten in the common estimation among the Jews.
In accordance with this principle the Messiah came to render obedience of
the highest order, even to such an extent that he was willing to lay down
his own life.

But a body hast thou prepared me This is one of the passages which has
caused a difficulty in understanding this quotation from the Psalm. The
difficulty is, that it differs from the Hebrew, and that the apostle builds an
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argument upon it. It is not unusual indeed in the New Testament to make
use of the language of the Septuagint even where it varies somewhat from
the Hebrew; and where no “argument” is based on such a “passage,” there
can be no difficulty in such a usage, since it is not uncommon to make use
of the language of others to express our own thoughts. But the apostle
does not appear to have made such a use of the passage here, but to have
applied it in the way of “argument.” The argument, indeed, does not rest
“wholly,” perhaps not “principally,” on the fact that a “body had been
prepared” for the Messiah; but still this was evidently in the view of the
apostle an important consideration, and this is the passage on which the
proof of this is based. The Hebrew (<194006>Psalm 40:6) “Mine ears hast thou
opened,” or as it is in the margin, “digged.” The idea there is, that the ear
had been, as it were, excavated, or dug out, so as to be made to hear
distinctly; that is, certain truths had been clearly revealed to the speaker; or
perhaps it may mean that he had been made “readily and attentively
obedient.” Stuart; compare <230105>Isaiah 1:5. “The Lord God hath opened
mine ear, and I was not rebellious.” In the Psalm, the proper connection
would seem to be, that the speaker had been made obedient, or had been
so led that he was disposed to do the will of God. This may be expressed
by the fact that the ear had been opened so as to be quick to hear, since an
indisposition to obey is often expressed by the fact that the ears are
“stopped.” There is manifestly no allusion here, as has been sometimes
supposed, to the custom of boring through the ear of a servant with an awl
as a sign that he was willing to remain and serve his master; <022106>Exodus
21:6; <051517>Deuteronomy 15:17. In that case, the outer circle, or rim of the
ear was bored through with an awl; here the idea is that of hollowing out,
digging, or excavating — a process to make the passage clear, not to
pierce the outward ear. The Hebrew in file Psalm the Septuagint translates,
“a body hast thou prepared me,” and this rendering has been adopted by
the apostle. Various ways have been resorted to of explaining the fact that
the translators of the Septuagint rendered it in this manner, none of which
are entirely free from difficulty. Some critics, as Cappell, Ernesti, and
others have endeavored to show that it is probable that the Septuagint
reading in <194006>Psalm 40:6, was — wtion <5621> kathrtisw <2675> moi <3427> —
“my ear thou hast prepared;” that is, for obedience. But of this there is no
proof, and indeed it is evident that the apostle quoted it as if it were swma
<4983>, “body;” see <581010>Hebrews 10:10. It is probably altogether impossible
now to explain the reason why the translators of the Septuagint rendered
the phrase as they did; and this remark may be extended to many other
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places of their version. It is to be admitted here, beyond all doubt,
whatever consequences may follow:

(1) that their version does not accord with the Hebrew;

(2) that the apostle has quoted their version as it stood, without attempting
to correct it;

(3) that his use of the passage is designed, to some extent at least, as
“proof” of what he was demonstrating.

The leading idea; the important and essential point in the argument, is,
indeed, not that “a body was prepared,” but that “he came to do the will of
God;” but still it is clear that the apostle meant to lay some stress on the
fact that a body had been prepared for the Redeemer. Sacrifice and offering
by the bodies of lambs and goats were not what was required, but instead
of that the Messiah came to do the will of God by offering a more perfect
sacrifice, and in accomplishing that it was necessary that he should be
endowed with a body But on what principle the apostle has quoted a
passage to prove this which differs from the Hebrew, I confess I cannot
see, nor do any of the explanations offered commend themselves as
satisfactory. The only circumstances which seem to furnish any relief to the
difficulty are these two:

(1) that the “main point” in the argument of the apostle was not that “a
body had been prepared,” but that the Messiah came to do the “will of
God,” and that the preparation of a body for that was rather an incidental
circumstance; and

(2) that the translation by the Septuagint was not a material departure from
the “scope” of the whole Hebrew passage. The “main” thought — that of
doing the will of God in the place of offering sacrifice — was still retained;
the opening of the ears, that is, rendering the person attentive and disposed
to obey, and the preparing of a body in order to obedience, were not
circumstances so unlike as to make it necessary for the apostle to re-
translate the whole passage in order to the main end which he had in view.
Still, I admit, that these considerations do not seem to me to be wholly
satisfactory. Those who are disposed to examine the various opinions
which have been entertained of this passage may find them in Kuinoel, in
loc., Rosenmuller, Stuart on the Hebrews, Excursus xx., and Kennicott on
<194006>Psalm 40:6. Kennicott supposes that there has been a change in the
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Hebrew text, and that instead of the present reading — µyin1z]a;<h241> —

“ears,” the reading was ãWG<h1480> za;<h227> — then a body;” and that these
words became united by the error of transcribers, and by a slight change
then became as the present copies of the Hebrew text stands. This
conjecture is ingenious, and if it were ever allowable to follow a “mere”
conjecture, I should be disposed to do it here. But there is no authority
from MSS. for any change, nor do any of the old versions justify it, or
agree with this except the Arabic.

<581006>Hebrews 10:6. In burnt-offerings and sacrifices for sin thou hast
had no pleasure This is not quoted literally from the Psalm, but the sense is
retained. The reading there is, “burnt-offering and sin-offering hast thou
not required.” The quotation by the apostle is taken from the Septuagint,
with the change of a single word, which does not materially affect the sense
— the word ouk <3756> hqelhsav <2309> — “ouk eudokesas” — “thou hast no
pleasure,” instead of ouk <3756> hqelhsav <2309> — “ouk ethelesas” — “thou
dost not will.” The idea is, that God had no pleasure in them as compared
with obedience. He preferred the latter, and they could not be made to
come in the place of it, or to answer the same purpose. When they were
performed with a pure heart, he was doubtless pleased with the offering.
As used here in reference to the Messiah, the meaning is, that they would
not be what was required of “him.” Such offerings would not answer the
end for which he was sent into the world, for that end was to be
accomplished only by his being “obedient unto death.”

<581007>Hebrews 10:7. Then said I “I the Messiah.” Paul applies this directly
to Christ, showing that he regarded the passage in the Psalms as referring
to him as the speaker.

Lo, I come Come into the world; <581005>Hebrews 10:5. It is not easy to see
how this could be applied to David in any circumstance of his life. There
was no situation in which he could say that, since sacrifices and offerings
were not what was demanded, he came to do the will of God in the place
or stead of them. The time here referred to by the word “then” is when it
was manifest that sacrifices and offerings for sin would not answer all the
purposes desirable, or when in view of that fact the purpose of the
Redeemer is conceived as formed to enter upon a work which would effect
what they could not.
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In the volume of the book it is written of me The word rendered here
“volume “— kefaliv <2777> — means properly “a little head;” and then a
knob, and here refers doubtless to the head or knob of the rod on which
the Hebrew manuscripts were rolled. Books were usually so written as to
be rolled up, and when they were read they were unrolled at one end of the
manuscript, and rolled up at the other as fast as they were read; see notes
on <420417>Luke 4:17. The rods on which they were rolled had small heads,
either for the purpose of holding them, or for ornament, and hence, the
name head came metaphorically to be given to the roll or volume. But what
volume is here intended? And where is that written which is here referred
to? If David was the author of the Psalm from which this is quoted (Psalm
40), then the book or volume which was then in existence must have been
principally, if not entirely, the five books of Moses, and perhaps the books
of Job, Joshua, and Judges, with probably a few of the Psalms. It is most
natural to understand this of the Pentateuch, or the five books of Moses, as
the word “volume” at that time would undoubtedly have most naturally
suggested that. But plainly, this could not refer to David himself, for in
what part of the Law of Moses, or in any of the volumes then extant, can a
reference of this kind be found to David? There is no promise, no
intimation that he would come to “do the will of God” with a view to
effect what could not be done by the sacrifices prescribed by the Jewish
Law. The reference of the language, therefore, must be to the Messiah —
to some place where it is represented that he would come to effect by his
obedience what could not be done by the sacrifices and offerings under the
Law. But still, in the books of Moses, this language is not literally found,
and the meaning must be, that this was the language which was there
implied respecting the Messiah; or this was the substance of the description
given of him, that he would come to take the place of those sacrifices, and
by his obedience unto death would accomplish what they could not do.
They had a reference to him; and it was contemplated in their appointment
that their inefficiency would be such that there should be felt a necessity for
a higher sacrifice, and when he should come they would all be done away.
The whole language of the institution of sacrifices, and of the Mosaic
economy, was, that a Saviour would hereafter come to do the will of God
in making an atonement for the sin of the world. That there are places in
the books of Moses which refer to the Saviour, is expressly affirmed by
Christ himself (<430546>John 5:46), and by the apostles (compare <442622>Acts
26:22,3), and that the general spirit of the institutions of Moses had
reference to him is abundantly demonstrated in this Epistle. The meaning



335

here is, “I come to do thy will in making an atonement, for no other
offering would expiate sin. That I would do this is the language of the
Scriptures which predict my coming, and of the whole spirit and design of
the ancient dispensation.”

To do thy will, O God This expresses the amount of all that the Redeemer
came to do. He came to do the will of God:

(1) by perfect obedience to his Law, and

(2) by making an atonement for sin — becoming “obedient unto death;”
<502308>Philippians 2:8.

The latter is the principal thought here, for the apostle is showing that
sacrifice and offering such as were made under the Law would not put
away sin, and that Christ came in contradistinction from them to make a
sacrifice that would be efficacious. Everywhere in the Scriptures it is held
out as being the “will of God” that such an atonement should be made.
There was salvation in no other way, nor was it possible that the race
should be saved unless the Redeemer drank that cup of bitter sorrows; see
<402639>Matthew 26:39. We are not to suppose, however, that it was by mere
arbitrary will that those sufferings were demanded. There were good
reasons for all that the Saviour was to endure, though those reasons are
not all made known to us.

<581008>Hebrews 10:8. Above when he said That is, the Messiah. The word
“above” refers here to the former part of the quotation. That is, “having in
the former part of what was quoted said that God did not require
sacrifices, in the latter part he says that he came to do the will of God in
the place of them.”

Sacrifice and offering, and burnt-offerings ... These words are not all used
in the Psalm from which the apostle quotes, but the idea is, that the
specification there included all kinds of offerings. The apostle dwells upon
it because it was important to show that the same remark applied to all the
sacrifices which could be offered by man. When the Redeemer made the
observation about the inefficacy of sacrifices, he meant that there was none
of them which would be sufficient to take away sin.

<581009>Hebrews 10:9. Then said he In another part of the passage quoted.
When he had said that no offering which man could make would avail, then
he said that he would come himself.
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He taketh away the first The word “first” here refers to sacrifices and
offerings. He takes them away; that is, he shows that they are of no value
in removing sin. He states their inefficacy, and declares his purpose to
abolish them.

That he may establish the second To wit, the doing of the will of God. The
two stand in contrast with each other, and he shows the inefficacy of the
former, in order that the necessity for his coming to do the will of God may
be fully seen. If they had been efficacious, there would have been no need
of his coming to make an atonement.

<581010>Hebrews 10:10. By the which will That is, by his obeying God in the
manner specified. It is in virtue of his obedience that we are sanctified. The
apostle immediately specifies what he means, and furnishes the key to his
whole argument, when he says that it was “through the offering of the
body of Jesus Christ.” It was not merely his doing the will of God in
general, but it was the specific thing of offering his body in the place of the
Jewish sacrifices; compare <502308>Philippians 2:8. Whatever part his personal
obedience had in our salvation, yet the particular thing here specified is,
that it was his doing the will of God by offering himself as a sacrifice for
sin that was the means of our sanctification.

We are sanctified We are made holy. The word here is not confined to the
specific work which is commonly called sanctification — or the process of
making the soul holy after it is renewed, but it includes everything by which
we are made holy in the sight of God. It embraces, therefore, justification
and regeneration as well as what is commonly known as sanctification. The
idea is, that whatever there is in our hearts which is holy, or whatever
influences are brought to bear upon us to make us holy, is all to be traced
to the fact that the Redeemer became obedient unto death, and was willing
to offer his body as a sacrifice for sin.

Through the offering of the body As a sacrifice. A body just adapted to
such a purpose had been prepared for him; <581005>Hebrews 10:5. It was
perfectly holy; it was so organized as to be keenly sensitive to suffering; it
was the dwelling-place of the incarnate Deity.

Once for all In the sense that it is not to be offered again; see the notes on
<580928>Hebrews 9:28. This ideals repeated here because it was very important
to be clearly understood in order to show the contrast between the offering
made by Christ, and those made under the Law. The object of the apostle
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is to exalt the sacrifice made by him above those made by the Jewish high
priests. This he does by showing that such was the efficacy of the
atonement made by him that it did not need to be repeated; the sacrifices
made by them, however, were to be renewed every year.

<581011>Hebrews 10:11. And every priest standeth daily ministering That is,
this is done every day. It does not mean literally that every priest was daily
concerned in offering sacrifices, for they took turns according to their
courses, (notes on <420105>Luke 1:5), but that this was done each day, and that
every priest was to take his regular place in doing it; <042803>Numbers 28:3.
The object of the apostle is to prove that under the Jewish economy
sacrifices were repeated constantly, showing their imperfection, but that
under the Christian economy the great sacrifice had been offered once,
which was sufficient for all.

And offering oftentimes the same sacrifices The same sacrifices were
offered morning and evening every day.

Which can never take away sins notes <580909>Hebrews 9:9; 10:1.

<581012>Hebrews 10:12. But this man The Lord Jesus. The word “man” is
not in the original here. The Greek is literally “but this;” to wit, this priest.
The apostle does not state here whether he was a man, or a being of a
higher order. He merely mentions him as a priest in contradistinction from
the Jewish priests.

After he had offered one sacrifice for sins By dying on the cross. This he
did but once; this could not be repeated; and need not be repeated, for it
was sufficient for the sins of the world.

For ever sat down That is, he sat down then to return no more for the
purpose of offering sacrifice for sin. He will no more submit himself to
scenes of suffering and death to expiate human guilt.

On the right hand of God see the notes on <411619>Mark 16:19; compare the
notes on <490120>Ephesians 1:20-22.

<581013>Hebrews 10:13. From henceforth expecting Or waiting. He waits
there until this shall be accomplished according to the promise made to him
that all things shall be subdued under him; see the notes on <461525>1
Corinthians 15:25-27.
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Till his enemies There is an allusion here to <19B001>Psalm 110:1, where it is
said, “The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou at my right hand until I make
thine enemies thy footstool.” The enemies of the Redeemer are Satan, the
wicked of the earth, and all the evil passions of the heart. The idea is, that
all things are yet to be made subject to his will — either by a cheerful and
cordial submission to his authority, or by being crushed beneath his power.
The Redeemer, having performed his great work of redemption by giving
himself as a sacrifice on the cross, is represented now as calmly waiting
until this glorious triumph is achieved, and this promise is fulfilled. We are
not to suppose that he is inactive, or that he takes no share in the agency
by which this is to be done. but the meaning is, that he looks to the certain
fulfillment of the promise.

His footstool That is, they shall be thoroughly and completely subdued.
The same idea is expressed in <461525>1 Corinthians 15:25, by saying that all his
enemies shall be put under his feet. The language arose from the custom of
conquerors in putting their feet on the necks of their enemies, as a symbol
of subjection; see <061024>Joshua 10:24; notes <232605>Isaiah 26:5,6.

<581014>Hebrews 10:14. For by one offering By offering himself once on the
cross. The Jewish priest offered his sacrifices often, and still they did not
avail to put away sin; the Saviour made one sacrifice, and it was sufficient
for the sins of the world.

He hath perfected forever He hath laid the foundation of the eternal
perfection. The offering is of such a character that it secures their final
freedom from sin, and will make them forever holy. It cannot mean that
those for whom he died are made at once perfectly holy, for that is not
true; but the idea is, that the offering was complete, and did not need to be
repeated; and that it was of such a nature as entirely to remove the penalty
due to sin, and to lay the foundation for their final and eternal holiness. The
offerings made under the Jewish Law were so defective that there was a
necessity for repeating them every day; the offering made by the Saviour
was so perfect that it needed not to be repeated, and that it secured the
complete and final salvation of those who availed themselves of it.

Them that are sanctified Those who are made holy by that offering. It does
not mean that they are as yet “wholly” sanctified, but that they have been
brought under the influence of that gospel which sanctifies and saves; see
<580211>Hebrews 2:11; 9:14. The doctrine taught in this verse is, that all those
who are in any measure sanctified will be perfected forever. It is not a
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temporary work which has been begun in their souls, but one which is
designed to be carried forward to perfection. In the atonement made by the
Redeemer there is the foundation laid for their eternal perfection, and it
was with reference to that, that it was offered. Respecting this work and
the consequences of it, we may remark, that there is:

(1) perfection in its nature, it being of such a character that it needs not to
be repeated;

(2) there is perfection in regard to the pardon of sin — all past sins being
forgiven to those who embrace it, and being forever forgiven; and

(3) there is to be absolute perfection for them forever. They will be made
perfect at some future period, and when that shall take place it will be to
continue forever and ever.f20

<581015>Hebrews 10:15-17. Whereof the Holy Ghost is a witness to us That
is, the Holy Spirit is a proof of the truth of the position here laid down —
that the one atonement made by the Redeemer lays the foundation for the
eternal perfection of all who are sanctified. The witness of the Holy Spirit
here referred to is what is furnished in the Scriptures, and not any witness
in ourselves. Paul immediately makes his appeal to a passage of the Old
Testament, and he thus shows his firm conviction that the Scriptures were
inspired by the Holy Spirit.

For after that he had said before The apostle here appeals to a passage
which he had before quoted from <243133>Jeremiah 31:33,34; see it explained in
the notes on <580808>Hebrews 8:8-12. The object of the quotation in both cases
is, to show that the new covenant contemplated the formation of a holy
character or a holy people. It was not to set apart a people who should be
externally holy only, or be distinguished for conformity to external rites and
ceremonies, but who should be holy in heart and in life. There has been
some difficulty felt by expositors in ascertaining what corresponds to the
expression “after that he had said before,” and some have supposed that
the phrase “then he saith” should be understood before ver. 17. But
probably the apostle means to refer to two distinct parts of the quotation
from Jeremiah, the former of which expresses the fact that God meant to
make a new covenant with his people, and the latter expresses the nature of
that covenant, and it is particularly to the latter that he refers. This is seen
more distinctly in the passage in Jeremiah than it is in our translation of the
quotation in this Epistle. The meaning is this, “The Holy Spirit first said,
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this is the covenant that I will make with them:” and having said this, he
then added, “After those days, I will put my laws into their hearts, and in
their minds will I write them, and their sins and their iniquities will I
remember no more.” The first part of it expresses the purpose to form such
a covenant; the latter states what that covenant would be. The quotation is
not, indeed, literally made, but the sense is retained; compare the notes on
<580808>Hebrews 8:8-12. Still, it may be asked, how this quotation proves the
point for which it is adduced — that the design of the atonement of Christ
was “to perfect forever them that are sanctified?” In regard to this, we may
observe:

(1) that it was declared that those who were interested in it would be holy,
for the law would be in their hearts and written on their minds; and

(2) that this would be “entire and perpetual.” Their sins would be “wholly”
forgiven; they would never be remembered again — and thus they would
be “perfected forever.”

<581018>Hebrews 10:18. Now where remission of these is Remission or
forgiveness of sins; that is, of the sins mentioned in the previous verse.

There is no more offering for sin If those sins are wholly blotted out, there
is no more need of sacrifice to atone for them, any more than there is need
to pay a debt again which has been once paid. The idea of Paul is, that in
the Jewish dispensation there was a constant repeating of the remembrance
of sins by the sacrifices which were offered, but that in reference to the
dispensation under the Messiah, sin would be entirely cancelled. There
would be one great and all-sufficient sacrifice, and when there was faith in
that offering, sin would be absolutely forgiven. If that was the case, there
would be no occasion for any further sacrifice for it, and the offering need
not be repeated. This circumstance, on which the apostle insists so much,
made a very important difference between the new covenant and the old. In
the one, sacrifices were offered every day; in the other, the sacrifice once
made was final and complete; in the one case, there was no such
forgiveness but that the offender was constantly reminded of his sins by the
necessity of the repetition of sacrifice; in the other, the pardon was so
complete that all dread of wrath was taken away, and the sinner might look
up to God as calmly and joyfully as if he had never been guilty of
transgression.
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<581019>Hebrews 10:19. Having therefore, brethren The apostle, in this
verse, enters on the hortatory part of his Epistle, which continues to the
end of it. He had gone into an extensive examination of the Jewish and
Christian systems; he had compared the Founders of the two — Moses and
the Son of God, and shown how far superior the latter was to the former;
he had compared the Christian Great High Priest with the Jewish high
priest, and shown his superiority; he had compared the sacrifices under the
two dispensations, and showed that in all respects the Christian sacrifice
was superior to the Jewish — that it was an offering that cleansed from sin;
that it was sufficient when once offered without being repeated, while the
Jewish offerings were only typical, and were unable to put away sin; and he
had shown that the great High Priest of the Christian profession had
opened a way to the mercy-seat in heaven, and was himself now seated
there; and having shown this, he now exhorts Christians to avail themselves
fully of all their advantages, and to enjoy to the widest extent all the
privileges now conferred on them. One of the first of these benefits was,
that they had now free access to the mercy-seat.

Boldness to enter into the holiest Margin, “liberty.” The word rendered
“boldness” — parrhsian <3954> — properly means “boldness of speech,” or
freedom where one speaks all that he thinks (notes, <440413>Acts 4:13); and
then it means boldness in general, license, authority, pardon. Here the idea
is, that before Christ died and entered into heaven, there was no such
access to the throne of grace as man needed. Man had no offering which he
could bring that would make him acceptable to God. But now the way was
open. Access was free for all, and all might come with the utmost freedom.
The word “holiest” here is taken from the holy of holies in the temple
(notes on <580903>Hebrews 9:3), and is there applied to heaven, of which that
was the emblem. The entrance into the most holy place was forbidden to all
but the high priest; but now access to the real “holy of holies” was granted
to all in the name of the great High Priest of the Christian profession.

By the blood of Jesus The blood of Jesus is the means by which this access
to heaven is procured. The Jewish high priest entered the holy of holies
with the blood of bullocks and of rams (notes <580907>Hebrews 9:7); but the
Saviour offered his own blood, and that became the means by which we
may have access to God.

<581020>Hebrews 10:20. By a new and living way By a new method or
manner. It was a mode of access that was till then unknown. No doubt
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many were saved before the Redeemer came, but the method by which they
approached God was imperfect and difficult. The word which is rendered
here “new” — prosfaton <4372> — occurs nowhere else in the New
Testament. It properly means “slain, or killed thereto;” that is, “newly
killed, just dead; and then fresh, recent.” Passow. It does not so much
convey the idea that it is new in the sense that it had never existed before,
as new in the sense that it is recent, or fresh. It was a way which was
recently disclosed, and which had all the freshness of novelty. It is called a
“living way,” because it is a method that imparts life, or because it leads to
life and happiness. Doddridge renders it “ever-living way,” and supposes,
in accordance with the opinion of Dr. Owen, that the allusion is to the fact
that under the old dispensation the blood was to be offered as soon as it
was shed, and that it could not be offered when it was cold and coagulated.
The way by Christ was, however, always open. His blood was, as it were,
always warm, and as if it had been recently shed. This interpretation seems
to derive some support from the word which is rendered “new.” See
above. The word “living,” also, has often the sense of perennial, or
perpetual, as when applied to a fountain always running, in opposition to a
pool that dries up (see the notes on <430410>John 4:10), and the new way to
heaven may be called living — in all these respects. It is away that
conducts to life. It is ever-living as if the blood which was shed always
retained the freshness of what is flowing from the vein. And it is
“perpetual” and “constant” like a fountain that always flows — for it is by
a sacrifice whose power is perpetual and unchanging.

Which he hath consecrated for us Margin, “or new made.” The word here
used means properly to renew, and then to initiate, to consecrate, to
sanction. The idea is, that he has dedicated this way for our use; as if a
temple or house were set apart for our service. It is a part consecrated by
him for the service and salvation of man; a way of access to the eternal
sanctuary for the sinner which has been set apart by the Redeemer for this
service alone.

Through the veil, that is to say, his flesh The Jewish high priest entered
into the most holy place through the veil that divided the holy from the
most holy place. That entrance was made by his drawing the veil aside, and
thus the interior sanctuary was laid open. But there has been much
difficulty felt in regard to the sense of the expression used here. The plain
meaning of the expression is, that the way to heaven was opened by means,
or through the medium of the flesh of Jesus; that is, of his body sacrificed
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for sin, as the most holy place in the temple was entered by means or
through the medium of the veil. We are not to suppose, however, that the
apostle meant to say that there was in all respects a resemblance between
the veil and the flesh of Jesus, nor that the veil was in any manner typical of
his body, but there was a resemblance in the respect under consideration —
to wit, in the fact that the holy place was rendered accessible by
withdrawing the veil, and that heaven was rendered accessible through the
slain body of Jesus. The idea is, that there is by means both of the veil of
the temple, and of the body of Jesus, a medium of access to God. God
dwelt in the most holy place in the temple behind the veil by visible
symbols, and was to be approached by removing the veil; and God dwells
in heaven, in the most holy place there, and is to be approached only
through the offering of the body of Christ. Prof. Stuart supposes that the
point of the comparison may be, that the veil of the temple operated as a
screen to hide the visible symbol of the presence of God from human view,
and that in like manner the body of Jesus might be regarded as a “kind of
temporary tabernacle, or veil of the divine nature which dwelt within him.”
and that “as the veil of the tabernacle concealed the glory of Yahweh in the
holy of holies, from the view of people, so Christ’s flesh or body screened
or concealed the higher nature from our view, which dwelt within this veil,
as God did of old within the veil of the temple.” See this and other views
explained at length in the larger commentaries. It does not seem to me to
be necessary to attempt to carry out the point of the comparison in all
respects. The simple idea which seems to have been in the mind of the
apostle was, that the veil of the temple and the body of Jesus were alike in
this respect, that they were the medium of access to God. It is by the
offering of the body of Jesus; by the fact that he was clothed with flesh,
and that in his body he made an atonement for sin, and that with his body
raised up from the dead he has ascended to heaven, that we have access
now to the throne of mercy.

<581021>Hebrews 10:21. And having an High Priest over the house of God
Over the spiritual house of God; that is, the church; compare the notes on
<580301>Hebrews 3:1-6. Under the Jewish dispensation there was a great high
priest, and the same is true under the Christian dispensation. This the
apostle had shown at length in the previous part of the Epistle. The idea
here is, that as under the former dispensation it was regarded as a privilege
that the people of God might have access to the mercy-seat by means of
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the high priest; so it is true in a much higher sense that we may now have
access to God through our greater and more glorious High Priest.

<581022>Hebrews 10:22. Let us draw near with a true heart In prayer and
praise; in every act of confidence and of worship. A sincere heart was
required under the ancient dispensation; it is always demanded of people
when they draw near to God to worship him; see <430423>John 4:23,24. Every
form of religion which God has revealed requires the worshippers to come
with pure and holy hearts.

In full assurance of faith see the word used here explained in the notes on
<580611>Hebrews 6:11. The “full assurance of faith” means unwavering
confidence; a fulness of faith in God which leaves no room for doubt.
Christians are permitted to come thus because God has revealed himself
through the Redeemer as in every way deserving their fullest confidence.
No one approaches God in an acceptable manner who does not come to
him in this manner. What parent would feel that a child came with any right
feelings to ask a favour of him who had not “the fullest confidence in
him?”f21

Having our hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience By the blood of
Jesus. This was prepared to make the conscience pure. The Jewish
cleansing or sprinkling with blood related only to what was external, and
could not make the conscience perfect (<580909>Hebrews 9:9), but the sacrifice
offered by the Saviour was designed to give peace to the troubled mind,
and to make it pure and holy. An “evil conscience” is a consciousness of
evil, or a conscience oppressed with sin; that is, a conscience that accuses
of guilt. We are made free from such a conscience through the atonement
of Jesus, not because we become convinced that we have not committed
sin, and not because we are led to suppose that our sins are less than we
had otherwise supposed — for the reverse of both these is true — but
because our sins are forgiven, and since they are freely pardoned they no
longer produce remorse and the fear of future wrath. A child that has been
forgiven may feel that he has done very wrong, but still he will not be then
overpowered with distress in view of his guilt, or with the apprehension of
punishment.

And our bodies washed with pure water It was common for the Jews to
wash themselves, or to perform various ablutions in their services; see
<023904>Exodus 39:4; 30:19-21; 40:12; <030627>Leviticus 6:27; 13:54,58; 14:8,9;
15:16; 16:4,24:; 22:6; compare the notes on <410703>Mark 7:3. The same thing
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was also true among the pagan. There was usually, at the entrance of their
temples, a vessel placed with consecrated water, in which, as Pliny says
(Hist. Nat. lib. 15:c. 30), there was a branch of laurel placed with which the
priests sprinkled all who approached for worship. It was necessary that this
water should be pure, and it was drawn fresh from wells or fountains for
the purpose. Water from pools and ponds was regarded as unsuitable, as
was also even the purest water of the fountain, if it had stood long. AEneas
sprinkled himself in this manner, as he was about to enter the invisible
world (Aeneid vi. 635), with fresh water. Porphyry says that the Essenes
were accustomed to cleanse themselves with the purest water. Thus,
Ezekiel also says, “Then will I sprinkle clean water upon you, and you shall
be clean.” Sea-water was usually regarded as best adapted to this purpose,
as the salt was supposed to have a cleansing property. The Jews who dwelt
near the sea, were thence accustomed, as Aristides says, to wash their
hands every morning on this account in the sea-water. Potter’s Greek
Archae. i. 222. Rosenmuller, Alte und Neue Morgenland, in loc. It was
from the pagan custom of placing a vessel with consecrated water at the
entrance of their temples, that the Roman Catholic custom is derived in
their churches of placing “holy water” near the door, that those who
worship there may “cross themselves.” In accordance with the Jewish
custom, the apostle says, that it was proper that under the Christian
dispensation we should approach God, having performed an act
emblematic of purity by the application of water to the body. That there is
an allusion to baptism is clear. The apostle is comparing the two
dispensations, and his aim is to show that in the Christian dispensation
there was everything which was regarded as valuable and important in the
old. So he had shown it to have been in regard to the fact that there was a
Lawgiver; that there was a great High Priest; and that there were sacrifices
and ordinances of religion in the Christian dispensation as well as the
Jewish. In regard to each of these, he had shown that they existed in the
Christian religion in a much more valuable and important sense than under
the ancient dispensation. In like manner it was true, that as they were
required to come to the service of God, having performed various
ablutions to keep the body pure, so it was with Christians. Water was
applied to the Jews as emblematic of purity, and Christians came, having
had it applied to them also in baptism, as a symbol of holiness. It is not
necessary, in order to see the force of this, to suppose that water had been
applied to the whole of the body, or that they had been completely
immersed, for all the force of the reasoning is retained by the supposition
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that it was a mere symbol or emblem of purification. The whole stress of
the argument here turns, not on the fact that the body had been washed all
over, but that the worshipper had been qualified for the spiritual service of
the Most High in connection with an appropriate emblematic ceremony.
The quantity of water used for this is not a material point, any more than
the quantity of oil was in the ceremony of inaugurating kings and priests.
This was not done in the Christian dispensation by washing the body
frequently, as in the ancient system, nor even necessarily by washing the
whole body — which would no more contribute to the purity of the heart
than by application of water to any part of the body, but by the fact that
water had been used as emblematic of the purifying of the soul. The
passage before us proves, undoubtedly:

(1) that water should be applied under the new dispensation as an
ordinance of religion; and

(2) that pure water should be used — for that only is a proper emblem of
the purity of the heart.

<581023>Hebrews 10:23. Let us hold fast the profession of our faith without
wavering To secure this was one of the leading designs of this Epistle, and
hence, the apostle adverts to it so frequently. It is evident that those whom
he wrote were suffering persecution (Hebrews 12), and that there was
great danger that they would apostatize. As these persecutions came
probably from the Jews, and as the aim was to induce them to return to
their former opinions, the object of the apostle is to show that there was in
the Christian scheme every advantage of which the Jews could boast;
everything pertaining to the dignity of the great Founder of the system, the
character of the High Priest, and the nature and value of the sacrifices
offered, and that all this was possessed far more abundantly in the
permanent Christian system than in what was typical in its character, and
which were designed soon to vanish away. In view of all this, therefore, the
apostle adds that they should hold fast the profession of their faith without
being shaken by their trials, or by the arguments of their enemies. We have
the same inducement to hold fast the profession of our faith — for it is the
same religion still; we have the same Saviour, and there is held out to us
still the same prospect of heaven.

For he is faithful that promised To induce them to hold fast their
profession, the apostle adds this additional consideration. God, who had
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promised eternal life to them, was faithful to all that he had said. The
argument here is:

(1) That since God is so faithful to us, we ought to be faithful to him.

(2) The fact that he is faithful is an encouragement to us.

We are dependent on him for grace to hold fast our profession. If he were
to prove unfaithful, we should have no strength to do it. But this he never
does; and we may be assured, that all that he has promised he will perform.
To the service of such a God, therefore, we should adhere without
wavering; compare the notes on <461013>1 Corinthians 10:13.

<581024>Hebrews 10:24. And let us consider one another Let us so regard
the welfare of others as to endeavor to excite them to persevere in the
Christian life. The idea is, that much might be done, in securing
perseverance and fidelity, by mutual kind exhortation. They were not to be
selfish; they were not to regard their own interests only (notes
<501104>Philippians 2:4); they were to have a kind sympathy in the concerns of
each other. They had, as Christians have now, the same duties to perform,
and the same trials to meet, and they should strengthen each other in their
trials and encourage them in their work.

To provoke unto love We use the word “provoke” now in a somewhat
different sense, as meaning to offend, to irritate, to incense; but its original
meaning is to “arouse, to excite, to call into action,” and it is used in this
sense here. The Greek is, literally, “unto a paroxysm of love” — eiv <1519>

paroxusmon <3948> — the word “paroxysm” meaning “excitement or
impulse,” and the idea is, that they were to endeavor to arouse or excite
each other to the manifestation of love. The word is what properly
expresses excitement, and means that Christians should endeavor to excite
each other. Men are sometimes afraid of excitement in religion. But there is
no danger that Christians will ever be excited to love each other too much,
or to perform too many good works.

<581025>Hebrews 10:25. Not forsaking the assembling of ourselves together
That is, for purposes of public worship. Some expositors have understood
the word rendered here as “assembling” — episunagwghn <1997> — as
meaning “the society of Christians,” or the church; and they have supposed
that the object of the apostle here is, to exhort them. not to apostatize from
the church. The arguments for this opinion may be seen at length in
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Kuinoel, in loc. But the more obvious interpretation is what is commonly
adopted, that it refers to public worship. The Greek word (the noun) is
used nowhere else in the New Testament, except in <530201>2 Thessalonians
2:1, where it is rendered “gathering together.” The verb is used in
<402337>Matthew 23:37; 24:31; <410133>Mark 1:33; 13:27; <421201>Luke 12:1; 13:34, in
all which places it is rendered “gathered together.” It properly means an act
of assembling, or a gathering together, and is nowhere used in the New
Testament in the sense of an assembly, or the church. The command, then,
here is, to meet together for the worship of God, and it is enjoined on
Christians as an important duty to do it. It is implied, also, that there is
blame or fault where this is “neglected.”

As the manner of some is Why those here referred to neglected public
worship, is not specified. It may have been from such causes as the
following.

(1) Some may have been deterred by the fear of persecution, as those who
were thus assembled would be more exposed to danger than others.

(2) Some may have neglected the duty because they felt no interest in it —
as professing Christians now sometimes do.

(3) It is possible that some may have had doubts about the necessity and
propriety of this duty, and on that account may have neglected it.

(4) Or it may perhaps have been, though we can hardly suppose that this
reason existed, that some may have neglected it from a cause which now
sometimes operates — from dissatisfaction with a preacher, or with some
member or members of the church, or with some measure in the church.

Whatever were the reasons, the apostle says that they should not be
allowed to operate, but that Christians should regard it as a sacred duty to
meet together for the worship of God. None of the causes above suggested
should deter people from this duty. With all who bear the Christian name,
with all who expect to make advances in piety and religious knowledge, it
should be regarded as a sacred duty to assemble together for public
worship. Religion is social; and our graces are to be strengthened and
invigorated by waiting together on the Lord. There is an obvious propriety
that people should assemble together for the worship of the Most High,
and no Christian can hope that his graces will grow, or that he can perform
his duty to his Maker, without uniting thus with those who love the service
of God.
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But exhorting one another That is, in your assembling together a direction
which proves that it is proper for Christians to exhort one another when
they are gathered together for public worship. Indeed there is reason to
believe that the preaching in the early Christian assemblies partook much of
the character of mutual exhortation.

And so much the more as ye see the day approaching The term “day” here
refers to some event which was certainly anticipated, and which was so
well understood by them that no particular explanation was necessary. It
was also some event that was expected soon to occur, and in relation to
which there were indications then of its speedily arriving. If it had not been
something which was expected soon to happen, the apostle would have
gone into a more full explanation of it, and would have stated at length
what these indications were. There has been some diversity of opinion
about what is here referred to, many commentators supposing that the
reference is to the anticipated second coming of the Lord Jesus to set up a
visible kingdom on the earth; and others to the fact that the period was
approaching when Jerusalem was to be destroyed, and when the services of
the temple were to cease. So far as the language is concerned, the
reference might be to either event, for the word a “day” is applied to both
in the New Testament. The word would properly be understood as
referring to an expected period when something remarkable was to happen
which ought to have an important influence on their character and conduct.
In support of the opinion that it refers to the approaching destruction of
Jerusalem, and not to the coming of the Lord Jesus to set up a visible
kingdom, we may adduce the following considerations:

(1) The term used — “day” — will as properly refer to that event as to any
other. It is a word which would be likely to suggest the idea of distress,
calamity, or judgment of some kind, for so it is often used in the
Scriptures; comp <192713>Psalm 27:13; <092610>1 Samuel 26:10; <243007>Jeremiah 30:7;
<262105>Ezekiel 21:5; notes <230212>Isaiah 2:12.

(2) Such a period was distinctly predicted by the Saviour, and the
indications which would precede it were clearly pointed out; see Matthew
24. That event was then so near that the Saviour said that “that generation
would not pass” until the prediction had been fulfilled; <402434>Matthew 24:34.

(3) The destruction of Jerusalem was an event of great importance to the
Hebrews, and to the Hebrew Christians to whom this Epistle was directed,
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and it might be reasonable to suppose that the apostle Paul would refer to
it.

(4) It is not improbable that at the time of writing this Epistle there were
indications that that day was approaching. Those indications were of so
marked a character that when the time approached they could not well be
mistaken (see <402406>Matthew 24:6-12,24,26), and it is probable that they had
already begun to appear.

(5) There were no such indications that the Lord Jesus was about to appear
to set up a visible kingdom. It was not a fact that that was about to occur,
as the result has shown; nor is there any positive proof that the mass of
Christians were expecting it, and no reason to believe that the apostle Paul
had any such expectation; see <530201>2 Thessalonians 2:1-5.

(6) The expectation that the destruction of Jerusalem was referred to, and
was about to occur, was just what might be expected to produce the effect
on the minds of the Hebrew Christians which the apostle here refers to.

It was to be a solemn and fearful event. It would be a remarkable
manifestation of God. It would break up the civil and ecclesiastical polity
of the nation, and would scatter them abroad. It would require all the
exercise of their patience and faith in passing through these scenes. It might
be expected to be a time when many would be tempted to apostatize, and it
was proper, therefore, to exhort them to meet together, and to strengthen
and encourage each other as they saw that that event was drawing near.
The argument then would be this. The danger against which the apostle
desired to guard those to whom he was writing was, that of apostasy from
Christianity to Judaism. To preserve them from this, he urges the fact that
the downfall of Judaism was near, and that every indication which they saw
of its approach ought to be allowed to influence them, and to guard them
from that danger. It is for reasons such as these that I suppose the
reference here is not to the “second advent” of the Redeemer, but to the
approaching destruction of Jerusalem. At the same time, it is not improper
to use this passage as an exhortation to Christians to fidelity when they
shall see that the end of the world draws nigh, and when they shall perceive
indications that the Lord Jesus is about to come. And so of death. We
should be the more diligent when we see the indications that the great
Messenger is about to come to summon us into the presence of our final
Judge. And who does not know that he is approaching him with silent and
steady footsteps, and that even now he may be very near? Who can fail to
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see in himself indications that the time approaches when he must lie down
and die? Every pang that we suffer should remind us of this; and when the
hair changes its hue, and time makes furrows in the cheek, and the limbs
become feeble, we should regard them as premonitions that he is coming,
and should be more diligent as we see that be is drawing near.

<581026>Hebrews 10:26. For if we sin willfully after that we have received
the knowledge of the truth If after we are converted and become true
Christians we should apostatize, it would be impossible to be recovered
again, for there would be no other sacrifice for sin; no way by which we
could be saved. This passage, however, like <580604>Hebrews 6:4-6, has given
rise to much difference of opinion. But that the above is the correct
interpretation, seems evident to me from the following considerations:

(1) It is the natural and obvious interpretation, such as would occur
probably to ninety-nine readers in a hundred, if there were no theory to
support, and no fear that it would conflict with some other doctrine.

(2) It accords with the scope of the Epistle, which is, to keep those whom
the apostle addressed from returning again to the Jewish religion, under the
trials to which they were subjected.

(3) It is in accordance with the fair meaning of the language — the words
“after that we have received the knowledge of the truth,” referring more
naturally to true conversion than to any other state of mind.

(4) The sentiment would not be correct if it referred to any but real
Christians. It would not be true that one who had been somewhat
enlightened, and who then sinned “wilfully,” must look on fearfully to the
judgment without a possibility of being saved. There are multitudes of
cases where such persons are saved. They “wilfully” resist the Holy Spirit;
they strive against him; they for a long time refuse to yield, but they are
brought again to reflection, and are led to give their hearts to God.

(5) It is true, and always will be true, that if a sincere Christian should
apostatize he could never be converted again; see the notes on <580604>Hebrews
6:4-6. The reasons are obvious. He would have tried the only plan of
salvation, and it would have failed. He would have embraced the Saviour,
and there would not have been efficacy enough in his blood to keep him,
and there would be no more powerful Saviour and no more efficacious
blood of atonement. He would have renounced the Holy Spirit, and would
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have shown that his influences were not effectual to keep him, and there
would be no other agent of greater power to renew and save him after he
had apostatized. For these reasons it seems clear to me that this passage
refers to true Christians, and that the doctrine here taught is, that if such an
one should apostatize, he must look forward only to the terrors of the
judgment, and to final condemnation. Whether this in fact ever occurs, is
quite another question. In regard to that inquiry, see the notes on
<580604>Hebrews 6:4-6. If this view be correct, we may add, that the passage
should not be regarded as applying to what is commonly known as the “sin
against the Holy Spirit,” or “the unpardonable sin.” The word rendered
“wilfully” — eJkousiwv <1596> — occurs nowhere else in the New
Testament, except in <600502>1 Peter 5:2, where it is rendered “willingly” —
“taking the oversight thereof (of the church) not by constraint, but
willingly.” It properly means, “willingly, voluntarily, of our own accord,”
and applies to cases where no constraint is used. It is not to be construed
here strictly, or metaphysically, for all sin is voluntary, or is committed
willingly, but must refer to a deliberate act, where a man MEANS to
abandon his religion, and to turn away from God. If it were to be taken
with metaphysical exactness, it would demonstrate that every Christian
who ever does anything wrong, no matter how small, would be lost. But
this cannot, from the nature of the case, be the meaning. The apostle well
knew that Christians do commit such sins (see the notes on Romans 7), and
his object here is not to set forth the danger of such sins, but to guard
Christians against apostasy from their religion. In the Jewish Law, as is
indeed the case everywhere, a distinction is made between sins of
oversight, inadvertence, or ignorance, (<030402>Leviticus 4:2,13,22,27; 5:15;
<041524>Numbers 15:24,27,28,29; compare <440317>Acts 3:17; 17:30), and sins of
presumption; sins that are deliberately and intentionally committed; see
<022114>Exodus 21:14; <041530>Numbers 15:30; <051712>Deuteronomy 17:12; <191913>Psalm
19:13. The apostle here has reference, evidently, to such a distinction, and
means to speak of a decided and deliberate purpose to break away from the
restraints and obligations of the Christian religion.

There remaineth no more sacrifice for sins Should a man do this, there is
no sacrifice for sins which could save him. He would have rejected
deliberately the only atonement made for sin, and there will be no other
made. It is as if a man should reject the only medicine that could heal him,
or push away the only boat that could save him when shipwrecked; see
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notes <580606>Hebrews 6:6. The sacrifice made for sin by the Redeemer is never
to be repeated, and if that is deliberately rejected, the soul must be lost.

<581027>Hebrews 10:27. But a certain fearful looking for of judgment The
word “certain” here does not mean “fixed, sure, inevitable,” as our
translation would seem to imply. The Greek is the same as “a (tiv <5100>)
fearful expectation,” etc. So it is rendered by Tyndale. The idea is, that if
there was voluntary apostasy after having embraced the Christian religion,
there could be nothing but an expectation of the judgment to come. There
could be no other hope but that through the gospel, and as this would have
been renounced, it would follow that the soul must perish. The “fearful
apprehension” or expectation here does not refer so much to what would
be in the mind itself, or what would be experienced, as to what must
follow. It might be that the person referred to would have no realizing
sense of all this, and still his situation be that of one who had nothing to
expect but the terrors of the judgment to come.

And fiery indignation Fire is often used in the Scriptures as an emblem of
fierce punishment. The idea is, that the person referred to could expect
nothing but the wrath of God.

Which shall devour the adversaries All who become the adversaries or
enemies of the Lord. Fire is often said to devour, or consume, and the
meaning here is, that those who should thus become the enemies of the
Lord must perish.

<581028>Hebrews 10:28. He that despised Moses’ law That is, the apostate
from the religion of Moses. It does not mean that in all cases the offender
against the Law of Moses died without mercy, but only where offences
were punishable with death, and probably the apostle had in his eye
particularly the case of apostasy from the Jewish religion. The subject of
apostasy from the Christian religion is particularly under discussion here,
and it was natural to illustrate this by a reference to a similar case under the
Law of Moses. The Law in regard to apostates from the Jewish religion
was positive. There was no reprieve; <051306>Deuteronomy 13:6-10.

Died without mercy That is, there was no provision for pardon.

Under two or three witnesses It was the settled law among the Hebrews
that in all cases involving capital punishment, two or three witnesses should
be necessary. That is, no one was to be executed unless two persons
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certainly bore testimony, and it was regarded as important, if possible, that
three witnesses should concur in the statement. The object was the security
of the accused person if innocent. The “principle” in the Law was, that it
was to be presumed that two or three persons would be much less likely to
conspire to render a false testimony than one would be, and that two or
three would not be likely to be deceived in regard to a fact which they had
observed.

<581029>Hebrews 10:29. Of how much sorer punishment, suppose ye, shall
he be thought worthy That is, he who renounces Christianity ought to be
regarded as deserving a much severer punishment than the man who
apostatized from the Jewish religion, and if he ought to be so regarded he
will be — for God will treat every man as he ought to be treated. This must
refer to future punishment, for the severest punishment was inflicted on the
apostate from the Jewish religion which can be in this world — death; and
yet the apostle here says that a severer punishment than that would be
deserved by him who should apostatize from the Christian faith. The
reasons why so much severer punishment would be deserved, are such as
these — the Author of the Christian system was far more exalted than
Moses, the founder of the Jewish system; he had revealed more important
truths; he had increased and confirmed the motives to holiness; he had
furnished more means for leading a holy life; he had given himself as a
sacrifice to redeem the soul from death, and he had revealed with far
greater clearness the truth that there is a heaven of glory and of holiness.
He who should apostatize from the Christian faith, the apostle goes on to
say, would also be guilty of the most aggravated crime of which man could
be guilty — the crime of trampling under foot the Son of God, of showing
contempt for his holy blood. and despising the Spirit of grace.

Who hath trodden under foot the Son of God This language is taken either
from the custom of ancient conquerors who were accustomed to tread on
the necks of their enemies in token of their being subdued, or from the fact
that people tread on what they despise and contemn. The idea is, that he
who should apostatize from the Christian faith would act as if he should
indignantly and contemptuously trample on God’s only Son. What crime
could be more aggravated than this?

And hath counted the blood of the covenant The blood of Jesus by which
the new covenant between God and man was ratified; see the notes on
<580916>Hebrews 9:16-20; compare the notes on <402628>Matthew 26:28.
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Wherewith he was sanctified Made holy, or set apart to the service of God.
The word “sanctify” is used in both these senses. Prof. Stuart renders it,
“by which expiation is made;” and many others, in accordance with this
view, have supposed that it refers to the Lord Jesus. But it seems to me
that it refers to the person who is here supposed to renounce the Christian
religion, or to apostatize from it. The reasons for this are such as these.

(1) It is the natural and proper meaning of the word rendered here
“sanctified.” This word is commonly applied to Christians in the sense that
they are made holy; see <442032>Acts 20:32; 26:18; <460102>1 Corinthians 1:2; Jude
1; compare <431036>John 10:36; 17:17.

(2) It is unusual to apply this word to the Saviour. It is true, indeed, that he
says (<431719>John 17:19), “for their sakes I sanctify myself,” but there is no
instance in which he says that he was sanctified by his own blood. And
where is there an instance in which the word is used as meaning “to make
expiations?”

(3) The supposition that it refers to one who is here spoken of as in danger
of apostasy, and not of the Lord Jesus, agrees with the scope of the
argument. The apostle is showing the great guilt, and the certain
destruction, of one who should apostatize from the Christian religion. In
doing this it was natural to speak of the dishonor which would thus be
done to the means which had been used for his sanctification — the blood
of the Redeemer. It would be treating it as if it were a common thing, or as
if it might be disregarded like anything else which was of no value.

An unholy thing Greek common; often used in the sense of unholy. The
word is so used because what was holy was separated from a common to a
sacred use. What was not thus consecrated was free to all, or was for
common use, and hence, also the word is used to denote what is unholy.

And hath done despite unto the Spirit of grace The Holy Spirit, called “the
Spirit of grace,” because he confers favor (grace) upon people. The
meaning of the phrase “done despite unto” — enubrisav <1796> — is,
“having reproached, or treated with malignity, or contempt.” The idea is,
that if they were thus to apostatize, they would by such an act treat the
Spirit of God with disdain and contempt. It was by him that they had been
renewed; by him that they had been brought to embrace the Saviour and to
love God; by him that they had any holy feelings or pure desires; and if
they now apostatized from religion, such an act would be in fact treating
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the Holy Spirit with the highest indignity. It would be saying that all his
influences were valueless, and that they needed no help from him. From
such considerations, the apostle shows that if a true Christian were to
apostatize, nothing would remain for him but the terrific prospect of
eternal condemnation. He would have rejected the only Saviour; he would
have in fact treated him with the highest indignity; he would have
considered his sacred blood, shed to sanctify people, as a common thing,
and would have shown the highest disregard for the only agent who can
save the soul — the Spirit of God. How could such an one afterward be
saved? The apostle does not indeed say that anyone ever would thus
apostatize from the true religion, nor is there any reason to believe that
such a case ever has occurred, but if it should occur the doom would be
inevitable. How dangerous then is every step which would lead to such a
precipice! And how strange and unscriptural the opinion held by so many
that sincere Christians may “fall away” and be renewed, again and again!f22

<581030>Hebrews 10:30. For we know him that hath said We know who has
said this — God. They knew this because it was recorded in their own
sacred books.

Vengeance belongeth unto me ... This is found in <053235>Deuteronomy 32:35;
see it explained in the notes on <451219>Romans 12:19. It is there quoted to
show that we should not avenge ourselves; it is here quoted to show that
God will certainly inflict punishment on those who deserve it. If any should
apostatize in the manner here referred to by the apostle, they would, says
he, be guilty of great and unparalleled wickedness, and would have the
certainty that they must meet the wrath of God.

And again, The Lord shall judge his people This is quoted from
<053236>Deuteronomy 32:36. That is, he will judge them when they deserve it,
and punish them if they ought to be punished. The mere fact that they are
his people will not save them from punishment if they deserve it, any more
than the fact that one is a beloved child will save him from correction when
he does wrong. This truth was abundantly illustrated in the history of the
Israelites; and the same great principle would be applied should any sincere
Christian apostatize from his religion. He would have before him the
certainty of the most fearful and severe of all punishments.

<581031>Hebrews 10:31. It is a fearful thing to fall into the hands of the
living God There may be an allusion here to the request of David to “fall
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into the hands of the Lord and not into the hands of men,” when it was
submitted to him for the sin of numbering the people, whether he would
choose seven years of famine, or flee three months before his enemies, or
have three days of pestilence; 2 Samuel 24. He preferred “to fall into the
hands of the Lord,” and God smote seventy thousand men by the
pestilence. The idea here is, that to fall into the hands of the Lord, after
having despised his mercy and rejected his salvation, would be terrific; and
the fear of this should deter from the commission of the dreadful crime.
The phrase “living God” is used in the Scripture in opposition to “idols.”
God always lives; his power is capable of being always exerted. He is not
like the idols of wood or stone which have no life, and which are not to be
dreaded, but he always lives. It is the more fearful to fall into his hands
because he will live “forever.” A man who inflicts punishment will die, and
the punishment will come to an end; but God will never cease to exist, and
the punshment which he is capable of inflicting today he will be capable of
inflicting forever and ever. To fall into his hands, therefore, “for the
purpose of punishment” — which is the idea here — is fearful:

(1) because he has all power, and can inflict just what punishment he
pleases;

(2) because he is strictly just, and will inflict the punishment which ought to
be inflicted:

(3) because he lives forever, and can carry on his purpose of punishment to
eternal ages, and

(4) because the actual inflictions of punishment which have occurred show
what is to be dreaded.

So it was on the old world; on the cities of the plain; on Babylon, Idumea,
Capernaum, and Jerusalem; and so it is in the world of wo — the eternal
abodes of despair, where the worm never dies. All people must, in one
sense, fall into his hands. They must appear before him. They must be
brought to his bar when they die. How unspeakably important it is then
now to embrace his offers of salvation, that we may not fall into his hands
as a righteous, avenging judge, and sink beneath his uplifted arm forever!

<581032>Hebrews 10:32. But call to remembrance the former days It would
seem from this, that at the time when the apostle wrote this Epistle they
were suffering some severe trials, in which they were in great danger of
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apostatizing from their religion. It is also manifest that they had on some
former occasion endured a similar trial, and had been enabled to bear it
with a Christian spirit, and with resignation. The object of the apostle now
is to remind them that they were sustained under those trials, and he would
encourage them now to similar patience by the recollection of the grace
then conferred on them. What was the nature of their former trials, or of
what they were then experiencing, is not certainly known. It would seem
probable, however, that the reference in both instances is to some form of
persecution by their own countrymen. The meaning is, “that when we have
been enabled to pass through trials once, we are to make the remembrance
of the grace then bestowed on us a means of supporting and encouraging
us in future trials.”

After ye were illuminated After you became Christians, or were
enlightened to see the truth. This phrase, referring here undoubtedly to the
fact that they were Christians, may serve to explain the disputed phrase in
<580604>Hebrews 6:4; see notes on that passage.

A great fight of afflictions The language here seems to be taken from the
Grecian games. The word “fight” means properly contention, combat, such
as occurred in the public games. Here the idea is, that in the trials referred
to, they had a great struggle; that is, a struggle to maintain their faith
without wavering, or against those who would have led them to apostatize
from their religion. Some of the circumstances attending this conflict are
alluded to in the following verses.

<581033>Hebrews 10:33. Partly That is, your affliction consisted partly in
this. The Greek is, “this” — specifying one kind of affliction that they were
called to endure.

Whilst ye were made a gazing-stock Greek qeatrizomenoi <2301> — you
were made a public spectacle, as if in a theater; you were held up to public
view, or exposed to public scorn. When this was done, or in precisely what
manner, we are not told. It was not an uncommon thing, however, for the
early Christians to be held up to reproach and scorn, and probably this
refers to some time when it was done by rulers or magistrates. It was a
common custom among the Greeks and Romans to lead criminals, before
they were put to death, through the theater, and thus to expose them to the
insults and reproaches of the multitude. See the proofs of this adduced by
Kuinoel on this passage. The “language” here seems to have been taken
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from this custom, though there is no evidence that the Christians to whom
Paul refers had been treated in this manner.

By reproaches Repreached as being the followers of Jesus of Nazareth;
probably as weak and fanatical.

And afflictions Various “sufferings” inflicted on them. They were not
merely reviled in words, but they were made to endure positive sufferings
of various kinds.

And partly, while ye became companions of them that were so used That
is, even when they had not themselves been subjected to these trials, they
had sympathized with those who were. They doubtless imparted to them of
their property; sent to them relief, and identified themselves with them. It is
not known to what particular occasion the apostle here refers. In the next
verse he mentions one instance in which they had done this, in aiding him
when he was a prisoner.

<581034>Hebrews 10:34. For ye had compassion of me in my bonds You
sympathized with me when a prisoner, and sent to my relief. It is not
known to what particular instance of imprisonment the apostle here refers.
It is probable, however, that it was on some occasion when he was a
prisoner in Judea, for the persons to whom this Epistle was sent most
probably resided there. Paul was at one time a prisoner more than two
years at Cesarea (<442427>Acts 24:27). and during this time he was kept in the
charge of a centurion, and his friends had free access to him; <442423>Acts
24:23. It would seem not improbable that this was the occasion to which
he here refers.

And took joyfully the spoiling of your goods The plunder of your property.
It was not an uncommon thing for the early Christians to be plundered.
This was doubtless a part of the “afflictions” to which the apostle refers in
this case. The meaning is, that they yielded their property not only without
resistance, but with joy. They, in common with all the early Christians,
counted it a privilege and honor to suffer in the cause of their Master; see
the notes on <500310>Philippians 3:10; compare <450503>Romans 5:3. Men may be
brought to such a state of mind as to part with their property with joy. It is
not usually the case; but religion will enable a man to do it.

Knowing in yourselves Marg “or, that ye have in yourselves; or, for
yourselves.” The true rendering is, “knowing that ye have for yourselves.”
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It does not refer to any internal knowledge which they had of this, but to
the fact that they were assured that they had laid up for themselves a better
inheritance in heaven.

That ye have in heaven a better and an enduring substance Better than
any earthly possession, and more permanent. It is:

(1) better; it is worth more; it gives more comfort; it makes a man really
richer. The treasure laid up in heaven is worth more to a man than all the
wealth of Croesus. It will give him more solid peace and comfort; will
better serve his turn in the various situations in which he may be placed in
life, and will do more on the whole to make him happy. It is not said here
that property is worth nothing to a man — which is not true, if he uses it
well — but that the treasures of heaven are worth more.

(2) It is more enduring. Property here soon vanishes. Riches take to
themselves wings and fly away, or at any rate all that we possess must soon
be left. But in heaven all is permanent and secure. No calamity of war,
pestilence, or famine; no change of times; no commercial embarrassments;
no failure of a crop, or a bank; no fraud of sharpers and swindlers, and no
act of a pick-pocket or highwayman can take it away; nor does death ever
come there to remove the inhabitants of heaven from their “mansions.”
With this hope, therefore, Christians may cheerfully see their earthly wealth
vanish, for they can look forward to their enduring and their better
inheritance.

<581035>Hebrews 10:35. Cast not away therefore your confidence Greek
“your boldness;” referring to their confident hope in God. They were not to
cast this away, and to become timid, disheartened, and discouraged. They
were to bear up manfully under all their trials, and to maintain a steadfast
adherence to God and to his cause. The command is not to “cast this
away.” Nothing could take it from them if they trusted in God, and it could
be lost only by their own neglect or imprudence. Rosenmuller supposes
(Alte und Neue Morgenland, “in loc.”) that there may be an allusion here
to the disgrace which was attached to the act of a warrior if he cast away
his shield. Among the Greeks this was a crime which was punishable with
death. Alexander ab Alexand. Genesis Dier. L. ii c. 13. Among the ancient
Germans, Tacitus says, that to lose the shield in battle was regarded as the
deepest dishonor, and that those who were guilty of it were not allowed to
be present at the sacrifices or in the assembly of the people. Many, says he,
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who had suffered this calamity, closed their own lives with the baiter under
the loss of honor. Tac. Germ. c. 6. A similar disgrace would attend the
Christian soldier if he should cast away his shield of faith; compare the
notes <490616>Ephesians 6:16.

Which hath great recompense of reward It will furnish a reward by the
peace of mind which it gives here, and will be connected with the rewards
of heaven.

<581036>Hebrews 10:36. For ye have need of patience They were then
suffering, and in all trials we have need of patience. We have need of it
because there is in us so much disposition to complain and repine; because
our nature is liable to sink under sufferings; and because our trials are often
protracted. All that Christians can do in such cases is to be patient — to lie
calmly in the hands of God, and submit to his will day by day, and year by
year; see <590103>James 1:3,4; notes <450504>Romans 5:4.

That after ye have done the will of God That is, in bearing trials, for the
reference here is particularly to afflictions,

Ye might receive the promise The promised inheritance or reward — in
heaven. It is implied here that this promise will not be received unless we
are patient in our trials, and the prospect of this reward should encourage
us to endure them.

<581037>Hebrews 10:37. For yet a little while There seems to be an allusion
here to what the Saviour himself said,

“A little while, and ye shall not see me; and again, a little while and
ye shall see me;” <431616>John 16:16.

Or more probably it may be to <350203>Habakkuk 2:3. “For the vision is yet for
an appointed time, but at the end it shall speak, and not he: though it tarry,
wait for it; because it will surely come, it will not tarry.” The idea which
the apostle means to convey evidently is, that the time of their deliverance
from their trials was not far remote.

And he that shall come will come The reference here is, doubtless, to the
Messiah. But what “coming” of his is referred to here, is more uncertain.
Most probably the idea is, that the Messiah who was coming to destroy
Jerusalem, and to overthrow the Jewish power (Matthew 24), would soon
do this. In this way he would put a period to their persecutions and trials,
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as the power of the Jewish people to afflict them would be at an end. A
similar idea occurs in <422128>Luke 21:28.

“And when these things begin to come to pass, then look up, and
lift up your heads; for your redemption draweth nigh;”

see the notes on that passage. The Christians in Palestine were oppressed,
reviled, and persecuted by the Jews. The destruction of the city and the
temple would put an end to that power, and would be in fact the time of
deliverance for those who had been persecuted. In the passage before us,
Paul intimates that that period was not far distant. Perhaps there were
already “signs” of his coming, or indications that he was about to appear,
and he therefore urges them patiently to persevere in their fidelity to him
during the little time of trial that remained. The same encouragement and
consolation may be employed still. To all the afflicted it may be said that
“he that shall come will come” soon. The time of affliction is not long.
Soon the Redeemer will appear to deliver his afflicted people from all their
sorrow; to remove them from a world of pain and tears; and to raise their
bodies from the dust, and to receive them to mansions where trials are
forever unknown; notes <431403>John 14:3; <520413>1 Thessalonians 4:13-18.

<581038>Hebrews 10:38. Now the just shall live by faith This is a part of the
quotation from Habakkuk (<350203>Habakkuk 2:3,4), which was probably
commenced in the previous verse; see the passage fully explained in the
notes on <450117>Romans 1:17. The meaning in the connection in which it
stands here, in accordance with the sense in which it was used by
Habakkuk, is, that the righteous should live by “continued confidence” in
God. They should pass their lives not in doubt, and fear, and trembling
apprehension, but in the exercise of a calm trust in God. In this sense it
accords with the scope of what the apostle is here saying. He is exhorting
the Christians whom he addressed, to perseverance in their religion even in
the midst of many persecutions. To encourage this he says, that it was a
great principle that the just, that is, all the pious, ought to live in the
constant exercise of “faith in God.” They should not confide in their own
merits, works, or strength. They should exercise constant reliance on their
Maker, and he would keep them even unto eternal life. The sense is, that a
persevering confidence or belief in the Lord will preserve us amidst all the
trials and calamities to which we are exposed.

But if any man draw back, my soul shall have no pleasure in him This also
is a quotation from <350204>Habakkuk 2:4, but from the Septuagint, not from
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the Hebrew. “Why” the authors of the Septuagint thus translated the
passage, it is impossible now to say. The Hebrew is rendered in the
common version, “Behold, his soul which is lifted up is not upright in him;”
or more literally, “Behold the scornful; his mind shall not be happy”
(Stuart); or as Gesenius renders it, “See, he whose soul is unbelieving shall,
on this account, be unhappy.” The sentiment there is, that the scorner or
unbeliever in that day would be unhappy, or would not prosper —
hr;v]y;<h3474> alo<h3808>. The apostle has retained the general sense of the
passage, and the idea which he expresses is, that the unbeliever, or he who
renounces his religion, will incur the divine displeasure. He will be a man
exposed to the divine wrath; a man on whom God cannot look but with
disapprobation. By this solemn consideration, therefore, the apostle urges
on them the importance of perseverance, and the guilt and danger of
apostasy from the Christian faith. If such a case should occur, no matter
what might have been the former condition, and no matter what love or
zeal might have been evinced, yet such an apostasy would expose the
individual to the certain wrath of God. His former love could not save him,
any more than the former obedience of the angels saved them from the
horrors of eternal chains and darkness, or than the holiness in which Adam
was created saved him and his posterity from the calamities which his
apostasy incurred.

<581039>Hebrews 10:39. But we are not of them ... We who are true
Christians do not belong to such a class. In this the apostle expresses the
fullest conviction that none of those to whom he wrote would apostatize.
The case which he had been describing was only a supposable case, not
one which he believed would occur. He had only been stating what “must”
happen if a sincere Christian should apostatize. But he did not mean to say
that this “would” occur in regard to them. or in any case. He made a
statement of a general principle under the divine administration, and he
designed that this should be a means of keeping them in the path to life.
What could be a more effectual means than the assurance that if a Christian
should apostatize “he must inevitably perish forever?” See the sentiment in
this verse illustrated at length in the notes on <580604>Hebrews 6:4-10

REMARKS

(1) It is a subject of rejoicing that we are brought under a more perfect
system than the ancient people of God were. We have not merely a rude
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outline — a dim and shadowy sketch of religion, as they had. We are not
now required to go before a bloody altar every day, and lead up a victim to
be slain. We may come to the altar of God feeling that the great sacrifice
has been made, and that the last drop of blood to make atonement has been
shed. A pure, glorious, holy body was prepared for the Great Victim, and
in that body he did the will of God and died for our sins; <581001>Hebrews 10:1-
10.

(2) Like that Great Redeemer, let us do the will of God. It may lead us
through sufferings, and we may he called to meet trials strongly resembling
his. But the will of God is to be done alike in bearing trials, and in prayer
and praise. “Obedience” is the great thing which he demands; which he has
always sought. When his ancient people led up in faith, a lamb to the altar,
still he preferred obedience to sacrifice; and when his Son came into the
world to teach us how to live, and how to die, still the great thing was
obedience. He came to illustrate the nature of perfect conformity to the will
of God, and he did that by a most holy life, and by the most patient
submission to all the trials appointed him in his purpose to make atonement
for the sins of the world. Our model, alike in holy living and holy dying, is
to be the Saviour; and like him we are required to exercise simple
submission to the will of God; <581001>Hebrews 10:1-10.

(3) The Redeemer looks calmly forward to the time when all his foes will
be brought in submission to his feet; vers. 12,13. He is at the right hand of
God. His great work on earth is done. He is to suffer no more. He is
exalted beyond the possibility of pain and sorrow, and he is seated now on
high looking to the period when all his foes shall be subdued and he will be
acknowledged as universal Lord.

(4) The Christian has exalted advantages. He has access to the mercy-seat
of God. He may enter by faith into the “Holiest” — the very heavens where
God dwells. Christ, his great High Priest, has entered there; has sprinkled
over the mercy-seat with his blood, and ever lives there to plead his cause.
There is no privilege granted to people like that of a near and constant
access to the mercy-seat. This is the privilege not of a few; and not to be
enjoyed but once in a year, or at distant intervals, but which the most
humble Christian possesses, and which may be enjoyed at all times, and in
all places. There is not a Christian so obscure, so poor, so ignorant that he
may not come and speak to God; and there is not a situation of poverty,
want, or wo, where he may not make his wants known with the assurance
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that his prayers will be heard through faith in the great Redeemer;
<581019>Hebrews 10:19,20.

(5) When we come before God, let our hearts be pure; <581022>Hebrews 10:22.
The body has been washed with pure water in baptism, emblematic of the
purifying influences of the Holy Spirit. Let the conscience be also pure. Let
us lay aside every unholy thought. Our worship will not be acceptable; our
prayers will not be heard, if it is not so. “If we regard iniquity in our hearts
the Lord will not hear us.” No matter though there be a great High Priest;
no matter though he have offered a perfect sacrifice for sin, and no matter
though the throne of God be accessible to people, yet if there is in the heart
the love of sin; if the conscience is not pure, our prayers will not be heard.
Is this not one great reason why our worship is so barren and unprofitable?

(6) It is the duty of Christians to exhort one another to mutual fidelity;
<581024>Hebrews 10:24. We should so far regard the interests of each other, as
to strive to promote our mutual advance in piety. The church is one. All
true Christians are brethren. Each one has an interest in the spiritual
welfare of every one who loves the Lord Jesus, and should strive to
increase his spiritual joy and usefulness. A Christian brother often goes
astray and needs kind admonition to reclaim him; or he becomes
disheartened and needs encouragement to cheer him or his Christian way.

(7) Christians should not neglect to assemble together for the worship of
God; <581025>Hebrews 10:25. It is a duty which they owe to God to
acknowledge him publicly, and their own growth in piety is essentially
connected with public worship. It is impossible for a man to secure the
advancement of religion in his soul who habitually neglects public worship,
and religion will not flourish in any community where this duty is not
performed. There are great benefits growing out of the worship of God,
which can be secured in no other way. God has made us social beings, and
he intends that the social principle shall be called into exercise in religion,
as well as in other things. We have common wants, and it is proper to
present them together before the mercy-seat. We have received common
blessings in our creation, in the providence of God, and in redemption, and
it is proper that we should assemble together and render united praise to
our Maker for his goodness. Besides, in any community, the public worship
of God does more to promote intelligence, order, peace, harmony,
friendship, neatness of apparel, and purity and propriety of contact between
neighbors, than anything else can, and for which nothing else can be a
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compensation. Every Christian, and every other man, therefore, is bound to
lend his influence in thus keeping up the worship of God, and should
always be in his place in the sanctuary. The particular thing in the
exhortation of the apostle is, that this should be done “even in the face of
persecution.” The early Christians felt so much the importance of this, that
we are told they were accustomed to assemble at night. Forbidden to meet
in public houses of worship, they met in caves, and even when threatened
with death they continued to maintain the worship of God. It may be
added, that so important is this, that it should be preserved even when the
preaching of the gospel is not enjoyed. Let Christians assemble together.
Let them pray and offer praise. Let them read the Word of God, and an
appropriate sermon. Even this will exert an influence on them and on the
community of incalculable importance, and will serve to keep the flame of
piety burning on the altar of their own hearts, and in the community around
them.

(8) We may see the danger of indulging in any sin; <581026>Hebrews 10:26,27.
None can tell to what it may lead. No matter how small and unimportant it
may appear at the time, yet if indulged in it will prove that there is no true
religion, and will lead on to those greater offences which make shipwreck
of the Christian name, and ruin the soul. He that “wilfully” and deliberately
sins “after he professes to have received the knowledge of the truth,”
shows that his religion is but a name, and that he has never known any
thing of its power.

(9) We should guard with sacred vigilance against everything which might
lead to apostasy; <581026>Hebrews 10:26-29. If a sincere Christian “should”
apostatize from God, he could never be renewed and saved. There would
remain no more sacrifice for sins; there is no other Saviour to be provided;
there is no other Holy Spirit to be sent down to recover the apostate.
Since, therefore; so fearful a punishment would follow apostasy from the
true religion, we may see the guilt of everything which has a “tendency” to
it. That guilt is to be measured by the fearful consequences which would
ensue if it were followed out; and the Christian should, therefore, tremble
when he is on the verge of committing any sin whose legitimate tendency
would be such a result.

(10) We may learn from the views presented in this chapter (<581026>Hebrews
10:26,29), the error of those who suppose that a true Christian may fall
away and be renewed again and saved. If there is any principle clearly
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settled in the New Testament, it is, that if a sincere Christian should
apostatize, “he must perish.” There would be no possibility of renewing
him. He would have tried the only religion which saves people, and it
would in his case have failed; he would have applied to the only blood
which purifies the soul, and it would have been found inefficacious; he
would have been brought under the only influence which renews the soul,
and that would not have been sufficient to save him. What hope could
there be? What would then save him if these would not? To what would he
apply to what Saviour, to what blood of atonement, to what renewing and
sanctifying agent, if the gospel, and the Redeemer, and the Holy Spirit had
all been tried in vain? There are few errors in the community more directly
at variance with the express teachings of the Bible than the belief that a
Christian may fall away and he again renewed.

(11) Christians, in their conflicts, their trials, and their temptations, should
be strengthened by what is past; <581032>Hebrews 10:32-35. They should
remember the days when they were afflicted and God sustained them, when
they were persecuted and he brought them relief. It is proper also to
remember for their own encouragement; now, the spirit of patience and
submission which they were enabled to manifest in those times of trial, and
the sacrifices which they were enabled to make. They may find in such
things evidence that they are the children of God; and they should find in
their past experience proof that he who has borne them through past trials,
is able to keep them unto his everlasting kingdom.

(12) We need patience — but it is only for a little time; <581036>Hebrews 10:36-
39. Soon all our conflicts will be over. “He that shall come will come and
will not tarry.” He will come to deliver his suffering people from all their
trials. He will come to rescue the persecuted from the persecutor; the
oppressed from the oppressor; the down-trodden from the tyrant; and the
sorrowful and sad from their woes. The coming of the Saviour to each one
of the afflicted is the signal of release from sorrow, and his advent at the
end of the world will be proof that all the trials of the bleeding and
persecuted church are at an end. The time too is short before he will
appear. In each individual case it is to be but a brief period before he will
come to relieve the sufferer from his woes, and in the case of the church at
large the time is not far remote when the Great Deliverer shall appear to
receive “the bride,” the church redeemed, to the “mansions” which he has
gone to prepare.
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 11

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

In the close of the previous chapter (Hebrews 10), the apostle had
incidentally made mention of faith (<581038>Hebrews 10:38,39), and said that
the just should live by faith. The object of the whole argument in this
Epistle was to keep those to whom it was addressed from apostatizing
from the Christian religion, and especially from relapsing again into
Judaism. They were in the midst of trials, and were evidently suffering
some form of persecution, the tendency of which was to expose them to
the danger of relapsing. The indispensable means of securing them from
apostasy was “faith,” and with a view to show its efficacy in this respect,
the apostle goes into an extended account of its nature and effects,
occupying this entire chapter. As the persons whom he addressed had been
Hebrews, and as the Old Testament contained an account of numerous
instances of persons in substantially the same circumstances in which they
were, the reference is made to the illustrious examples of the efficacy of
faith in the Jewish history. The object is, to show that “faith,” or
confidence in the divine promises, has been in all ages the means of
perseverance in the true religion, and consequently of salvation. In this
chapter (Hebrews 11), therefore, the apostle first describes or defines the
nature of faith (<581101>Hebrews 11:1), and then illustrates its efficacy and
power by reference to numerous instances; <581102>Hebrews 11:2-40. In these
illustrations he refers to the steady belief which we have that God made the
worlds, and then to the examples of Abel, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Sarah,
Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Moses, and Rahab in particular, and then to
numerous other examples without mentioning their names. The object is to
show that there is power in faith to keep the mind and heart in the midst of
trials, and that having these examples before them, those whom he
addressed should continue to adhere steadfastly to the profession of the
true religion.

<581101>Hebrews 11:1. Now faith is the substance of things hoped for On
the general nature of faith, see the notes on <411616>Mark 16:16. The margin
here is, “ground or confidence.” There is scarcely any verse of the New
Testament more important than this, for it states what is the nature of all
true faith, and is the only definition of it which is attempted in the
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Scriptures. Eternal life depends on the existence and exercise of faith
(<411616>Mark 16:16), and hence, the importance of an accurate understanding
of its nature. The word rendered “substance” — uJpostasiv <5287> — occurs
in the New Testament only in the following places. In <470904>2 Corinthians 9:4;
11:17; <580314>Hebrews 3:14, where it is rendered “confident” and
“confidence;” and in <580103>Hebrews 1:3, where it is rendered “person,” and in
the passage before us; compare the notes on <580103>Hebrews 1:3. Prof. Stuart
renders it here “confidence;” Chrysostom, “Faith gives reality or substance
to things hoped for.” The word properly means “that which is placed
under” (Germ. Unterstellen); then “ground, basis, foundation, support.”
Then it means also “reality, substance, existence,” in contradistinction from
what is unreal, imaginary, or deceptive (tauschung). “Passow.” It seems to
me, therefore, that the word here has reference to something which imparts
reality in the view of the mind to those things which are not seen, and
which serves to distinguish them from those things which are unreal and
illusive. It is what enables us to feel and act as if they were real, or which
causes them to exert an influence over us as if we saw them. Faith does this
on all other subjects as well as religion. A belief that there is such a place
as London or Calcutta, leads us to act as if this were so, if we have
occasion to go to either; a belief that money may be made in a certain
undertaking, leads people to act as if this were so; a belief in the veracity of
another leads us to act as if this were so. As long as the faith continues,
whether it be well-founded or not, it gives all the force of reality to what is
believed. We feel and act just as if it were so, or as if we saw the object
before our eyes. This, I think, is the clear meaning here. We do not see the
things of eternity. We do not see God, or heaven, or the angels, or the
redeemed in glory, or the crowns of victory, or the harps of praise; but we
have faith in them, and this leads us to act as if we saw them. And this is,
undoubtedly, the fact in regard to all who live by faith and who are fairly
under its influence.

Of things hoped for In heaven. Faith gives them reality in the view of the
mind. The Christian hopes to be admitted into heaven; to be raised up in
the last day from the slumbers of the tomb, to be made perfectly free from
sin; to be everlastingly happy. Under the influence of faith he allows these
things to control his mind as if they were a most affecting reality.

The evidence of things not seen Of the existence of God; of heaven; of
angels; of the glories of the world suited for the redeemed. The word
rendered “evidence” — elengcov <1650> — occurs in the New Testament
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only in this place and in <550316>2 Timothy 3:16, where it is rendered “reproof.”
It means properly proof, or means of proving, to wit, evidence; then proof
which convinces another of error or guilt; then vindication, or defense; then
summary or contents; see “Passow.” The idea of “evidence” which goes to
demonstrate the thing under consideration, or which is adapted to produce
“conviction” in the mind, seems to be the elementary idea in the word. So
when a proposition is demonstrated; when a man is arraigned and evidence
is furnished of his guilt, or when he establishes his innocence; or when one
by argument refutes his adversaries, the idea of “convincing argument”
enters into the use of the word in each case. This, I think, is clearly the
meaning of the word here. “Faith in the divine declarations answers all the
purposes of a convincing argument, or is itself a convincing argument to
the mind, of the real existence of those things which are not seen.” But is it
a good argument? Is it rational to rely on such a means of being
convinced? Is mere “faith” a consideration which should ever convince a
rational mind? The infidel says “no;” and we know there may be a faith
which is no argument of the truth of what is believed. But when a man who
has never seen it believes that there is such a place as London, his belief in
the numerous testimonies respecting it which he has heard and read is to
his mind a good and rational proof of its existence, and he would act on
that belief without hesitation. When a son credits the declaration or the
promise of a father who has never deceived him, and acts as though that
declaration and promise were true, his faith is to him a ground of
conviction and of action, and he will act as if these things were so. In like
manner the Christian believes what God says. He has never seen heaven; he
has never seen an angel; he has never seen the Redeemer; he has never seen
a body raised from the grave. “But he has evidence which is satisfactory to
his mind that God has spoken on these subjects,” and his very nature
prompts him to confide in the declarations of his Creator. Those
declarations are to his mind more convincing proof than anything else
would be. They are more conclusive evidence than would be the
deductions of his own reason; far better and more rational than all the
reasonings and declarations of the infidel to the contrary. He feels and acts,
therefore, as if these things were so — for his faith in the declarations of
God has convinced him that they are so — The object of the apostle, in this
chapter, is not to illustrate the nature of what is called “saving faith,” but to
show the power of “unwavering confidence in God” in sustaining the soul,
especially in times of trial; and particularly in leading us to act in view of
promises and of things not seen as if they were so. “Saving faith” is the
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same kind of confidence directed to the Messiah — the Lord Jesus — as
the Saviour of the soul.

<581102>Hebrews 11:2. For by it That is, by that faith which gives reality to
things hoped for, and a certain persuasion to the mind of the existence of
those things which are not seen.

The elders The ancients; the Hebrew patriarchs and fathers.

Obtained a good report Literally, “were witnessed of;” that is, an
honorable testimony was borne to them in consequence of their faith. The
idea is, that their acting under the influence of faith, in the circumstances in
which they were, was the ground of the honorable testimony which was
borne to them in the Old Testament; see this use of the word in
<580708>Hebrews 7:8, and in ver. 4 of this chapter. Also <420422>Luke 4:22; <441508>Acts
15:8. In the cases which the apostle proceeds to enumerate in the
subsequent part of the chapter, he mentions those whose piety is
particularly commended in the Old Testament, and who showed in trying
circumstances that they had unwavering confidence in God.

<581103>Hebrews 11:3. Through faith we understand that the worlds were
framed The first instance of the strength of faith which the apostle refers to
is that by which we give credence to the declarations in the Scriptures
about the work of creation; <010101>Genesis 1:1. This is selected first, evidently
because it is the first thing that occurs in the Bible, or is the first thing there
narrated in relation to which there is the exercise of faith. He points to no
particular instance in which this faith was exercised — for none is
especially mentioned — but refers to it as an illustration of the nature of
faith which every one might observe in himself. The “faith” here exercised
is confidence in the truth of the divine declarations in regard to the
creation. The meaning is, that our knowledge on this subject is a mere
matter of faith in the divine testimony. It is not that we could “reason” this
out, and demonstrate that the worlds were thus made; it is not that profane
history goes back to that period and informs us of it; it is simply that God
has told us so in his word. The “strength” of the faith in this case is
measured:

(1) by the fact that it is mere faith — that there is nothing else on which to
rely in the case, and

(2) by the greatness of the truth believed.
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After all the acts of faith which have ever been exercised in this world,
perhaps there is none which is really more strong, or which requires higher
confidence in God, than the declaration that this vast universe has been
brought into existence by a word!

We understand We attain to the apprehension of; we receive and
comprehend the idea. Our knowledge of this fact is derived only from faith,
and not from our own reasoning.

That the worlds In <010101>Genesis 1:1, it is “the heaven and the earth.” The
phrase which the apostle uses denotes a plurality of worlds, and is proof
that he supposed there were other worlds besides our earth. How far his
knowledge extended on this point, we have no means of ascertaining, but
there is no reason to doubt that he regarded the stars as “worlds” in some
respects like our own. On the meaning of the Greek word used here, see
the notes on <580102>Hebrews 1:2. The plural form is used there also, and in
both cases, it seems to me, not without design.

Were framed It is observable that the apostle does not here use the word
“make or create.” That which he does use — katartizw <2675> — means to
put in order, to arrange, to complete, and may be applied to that which
before had an existence, and which is to be put in order, or re-fitted;
<400424>Matthew 4:24; <410119>Mark 1:19; <402106>Matthew 21:6; <581005>Hebrews 10:5. The
meaning here is, that they “were set in order” by the Word of God. This
implies the act of creation, but the specific idea is that of “arranging” them
in the beautiful order in which they are now. Doddridge renders it
“adjusted.” Kuinoel, however, supposes that the word is used here in the
sense of “form, or make.” It has probably about the meaning which we
attach to the phrase “fitting up anything,” as, for example, a dwelling, and
includes all the previous arrangements, though the thing which is
particularly denoted is not the making, but the arrangement. So in the work
here referred to. “We arrive at the conviction that the universe was
prepared or arranged in the present manner by the Word of God.”

By the word of God This does not mean here, by the “Logos,” or the
second person of the Trinity, for Paul does not use that term here or
elsewhere. The word which he employs is rhma <4487> — “rema” — meaning
properly a word spoken, and in this place “command;” compare <010103>Genesis
1:3,6,9,11,14,20; <193306>Psalm 33:6. “By the word of the Lord were the
heavens made; and all the host of them by the breath of his mouth.” In
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regard to the agency of the Son of God in the work of the creation, see the
notes on <580102>Hebrews 1:2; compare the notes on <430103>John 1:3.

So that things which are seen The point of the remark here is, that the
visible creation was not moulded out of pre-existing materials, but was
made out of nothing. In reference to the grammatical construction of the
passage, see Stuart, Commentary in loc. The doctrine taught is, that matter
was not eternal; that the materials of the universe, as well as the
arrangement, were formed by God, and that all this was done by a simple
command. The “argument” here, so far as it is adapted to the purpose of
the apostle, seems to be, that there was nothing which “appeared,” or
which was to be “seen,” that could lay the foundation of a belief that God
made the worlds; and in like manner our faith now is not to be based on
what; “appears,” by which we could infer or reason out what would be, but
that we must exercise strong confidence in Him who had power to create
the universe out of nothing. If this vast universe has been called into
existence by the mere word of God, there is nothing which we may not
believe he has ample power to perform.

<581104>Hebrews 11:4. By faith Abel offered see <010404>Genesis 4:4,5. In the
account in Genesis of the offering made by Abel, there is no mention of
“faith” — as is true also indeed of most of the instances referred to by the
apostle. The account in Genesis is, simply, that Abel “brought of the
firstlings of his flock, and the fat thereof, and that the Lord had respect to
Abel and his offering.” Men have speculated much as to the reason why the
offering of Abel was accepted, and that of Cain rejected; but such
speculation rests on no certain basis, and the solution of the apostle should
be regarded as decisive and satisfactory, that in the one case there was
faith, in the other not. It could not have been because an offering of the
fruits of the ground was not pleasing to God, for such an offering was
commanded under the Jewish Law, and was not in itself improper. Both
the brothers selected what was to them most obvious; which they had
reared with their own bands; which they regarded as most valuable. Cain
had cultivated the earth, and he naturally brought what had grown under
his care; Abel kept a flock, and he as naturally brought what he had raised:
and had the temper of mind in both been the same, there is no reason to
doubt that the offering of each would have been accepted. To this
conclusion we are led by the nature of the case, and the apostle advances
substantially the same sentiment, for he says that the particular state of
mind on which the whole turned was, that the one had faith, and the other
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not. “How” the apostle himself was informed of the fact that it was “faith”
which made the difference, he has not informed us. The belief that he was
inspired will, however, relieve the subject of this difficulty, for according to
such a belief all his statements here, whether recorded in the Old Testament
or not, are founded in truth. It is equally impossible to tell with “certainty”
what was the nature of the faith of Abel. It has been commonly asserted,
that it was faith in Christ — looking forward to his coming, and depending
on his sacrifice when offering what was to he a type of him. But of this
there is no positive evidence, though from <581224>Hebrews 12:24, it seems to
be not improbable. Sacrifice, as a type of the Redeemer’s great offering,
was instituted early in the history of the world. There can be no reason
assigned for the offering of “blood” as an atonement for sin, except that it
had originally a reference to the great atonement which was to be made by
blood; and as the salvation of man depended on this entirely, it is probable
that that would be one of the truths which would he first communicated to
man after the fall. The bloody offering of Abel is the first of the kind which
is definitely mentioned in the Scriptures (though it is not improbable that
such sacrifices were offered by Adam, compare <010321>Genesis 3:21), and
consequently Abel may be regarded “as the recorded head of the whole
typical system, of which fist was the antitype and the fulfillment.” Compare
notes <581224>Hebrews 12:24. “A more excellent sacrifice.” Pleiona <4119>

qusian <2378> — as rendered by Tyndale, “a more plenteous sacrifice;” or,
as Wicklift renders it more literally, “a much more sacrifice;” that is, a
more full or complete sacrifice; a better sacrifice. The meaning is, that it
had in it much more to render it acceptable to God. In the estimate of its
value, the views of him who offered it would be more to be regarded than
the nature of the offering itself.f23

By which By which sacrifice so offered. The way in which he obtained the
testimony of divine approbation was by the sacrifice offered in this manner.
It was not “merely” by faith, it was by the offering of a sacrifice in
connection with, and under the influence of faith.

He obtained witness that he was righteous That is, from God. His offering
made in faith was the means of his obtaining the divine testimonial that he
was a righteous man. Compare the notes on <581102>Hebrews 11:2. This is
implied in what is said in <010404>Genesis 4:4. “And the Lord had respect unto
Abel and his offering;” that is, he regarded it as the offering of a righteous
man.
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God testifying of his gifts In what way this was done is not mentioned
either here or in Genesis. Commentators have usually supposed that it was
by fire descending from heaven to consume the sacrifice. But there is no
evidence of this, for there is no intimation of it in the Bible. It is true that
this frequently occurred when an offering was made to God, (see
<011517>Genesis 15:17; <030924>Leviticus 9:24; <070621>Judges 6:21; <111838>1 Kings 18:38),
but the sacred writers give us no hint that this happened in the case of the
sacrifice made by Abel, and since it is expressly mentioned in other cases
and not here, the presumption rather is that no such miracle occurred on
the occasion. So remarkable a fact — the first one in all history if it were
so — could hardly have failed to be noticed by the sacred writer. It seems
to me, therefore, that there was some method by which God “testified” his
approbation of the offering of Abel which is unknown to us, but in regard
to what it was conjecture is vain.

And by it he, being dead, yet speaketh Margin, “Is yet spoken of.” This
difference of translation arises from a difference of reading in the MSS.
That from which the translation in the text is derived, is lalei <2980> — “he
speaketh.” That from which the rendering in the margin is derived, is
laleitai <2980> — “is being spoken of;” that is, is “praised or commended.”
The latter is the common reading in the Greek text, and is found in Walton,
Wetstein, Matthzei, Titman, and Mill; the former is adopted by Griesbach,
Koppe, Knapp, Grotius, Hammond, Storr, Rosenmuller, Prof. Stuart,
Bloomfield, and Hahn, and is found in the Syriac and Coptic, and is what is
favored by most of the Fathers. See “Wetstein.” The authority of
manuscripts is in favor of the reading laleitai <2980> — “is spoken of.” It is
impossible, in this variety of opinion, to determine which is the true
reading, and this is one of the cases where the original text must probably
be forever undecided. Happily no important doctrine or duty is depending
on it. Either of the modes of reading will give a good sense. The apostle is
saying that it is by faith that the “elders have obtained a good report” (ver.
2); he had said (ver. 4), that it was by faith that Abel obtained the
testimony of God in his favor, and if the reading “is spoken of” be adopted,
the apostle means that in consequence of that offering thus made, Abel
continued even to his time to receive an honorable mention. This act was
commended still; and the “good report” of which it had been the occasion,
had been transmitted from age to age. A sentiment thus of great beauty and
value may be derived from the passage — that true piety is the occasion of
transmitting a good report — or an honorable reputation, even down to the
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latest generation. It is what will embalm the memory in the grateful
recollection of mankind; that on which they will reflect with pleasure, and
which they will love to transmit to future ages. But after all, it seems to me
to be probable that the true sentiment in this passage is what is expressed in
the common version, “he yet speaketh.” The reasons are briefly these:

(1) The authority of manuscripts, versions, editions, and critics, is so nearly
equal, that it is impossible from this source to determine the true reading,
and we must, therefore, form our judgment from the connection.

(2) The apostle had twice in this verse expressed substantially the idea that
he was honorably testified of by his faith, and it is hardly probable that he
would again repeat it so soon.

(3) There seems to be an allusion here to the “language” used respecting
Abel (<010410>Genesis 4:10), “The voice of thy brother’s blood crieth unto me
from the ground;” or utters a distinct voice — and the apostle seems to
design to represent Abel as still speaking.

(4) In <581224>Hebrews 12:24, he represents both Abel and Christ as still
“speaking” — as if Abel continued to utter a voice of admonition. The
reference there is to the fact that he continued to proclaim from age to age,
even to the time of the apostle, the great truth that salvation was only “by
blood.” He had proclaimed it at first by his faith when he offered the
sacrifice of the lamb; he continued to speak from generation to generation,
and to show that it was one of the earliest principles of religion that there
could be redemption from sin in no other way.

(5) The expression “yet speaketh” accords better with the connection. The
other interpretation is cold compared with this, and less fits the case before
us. On the faith of Noah, Abraham, and Moses, it might be said with equal
propriety that it is still commended or celebrated as well as that of Abel,
but the apostle evidently means to say that there was a voice in that of Abel
which was special; there was something in “his” life and character which
continued to speak from age to age. His sacrifice, his faith, his death, his
blood, all continued to lift up the voice, and to proclaim the excellence and
value of confidence in God, and to admonish the world how to live.

(6) This accords with usage in classic writers, where it is common to say of
the dead that they continue to speak. Compare Virgil, Aeneid vi. 618.
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Et magna testatur voce per umbras:
Discite justitiam moniti, et non temnere Divos.

If this be the true meaning, then the sense is that there is an influence from
the piety of Abel which continues to admonish all coming ages of the value
of religion, and especially of the great doctrine of the necessity of an
atonement by blood. His faith and his sacrifice proclaimed from age to age
that this was one of the first great truths made known to fallen man; and on
this he continues to address the world as if he were still living. Thus, all
who are pious continue to exert an influence in favor of religion long after
the soul is removed to heaven, and the body consigned to the grave. This is
true in the following respects.

(1) They speak by their “example.” The example of a pious father, mother
neighbor will be remembered. It will often have an effect after their death
in influencing those over whom it had little control while living.

(2) They continue to speak by their “precepts.” The precepts of a father
may be remembered, with profit, when he is in his grave, though they were
heard with indifference when he lived; the counsels of a minister may be
recollected with benefit though they were heard with scorn.

(3) They continue to speak from the fact that the good are remembered
with increasing respect and honor as long as they are remembered at all.
The character of Abel, Noah, and Abraham, is brighter now than it was
when they lived, and will continue to grow brighter to the end of time.
“The name of the wicked will rot,” and the influence which they had when
living will grow feebler and feebler until it wholly dies away. Howard will
be remembered, and will proclaim from age to age the excellence of a life
of benevolence; the character of Nero, Caligula, and Richard III, has long
since ceased to exercise any influence whatever in favor of evil, but rather
shows the world, by contrast, the excellence of virtue: and the same will
yet be true of Paine, and Voltaire, and Byron, and Gibbon, and Hume. The
time will come when they shall cease to exert any influence in favor of
infidelity and sin, and when the world shall be so satisfied of the error of
their sentiments, and the abuse of their talents, and the corruption of their
hearts, that their names, by contrast, will be made to promote the, cause of
piety and virtue. If a man, wishes to exert any permanent influence after he
is dead, he should be a good man. The “strength” of the faith of Abel here
commended, will be seen by a reference to a few circumstances:
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(1) It was manifested shortly after the apostasy, and not long after the
fearful sentence had been pronounced in view of the sin of man. The
serpent had been cursed; the earth had been cursed; woe had been
denounced on the mother of mankind; and the father of the apostate race
and all his posterity, doomed to toil and death. The thunder of this curse
had scarcely died away; man had been ejected from Paradise and sent out
to enter on his career of woes; and the earth was trembling under the
malediction, and yet Abel maintained his confidence in God.

(2) There was then little truth revealed, and only the slightest intimation of
mercy. The promise in <010315>Genesis 3:15, that the seed of the woman should
bruise the head of the serpent, is so enigmatical and obscure that it is not
easy even now to see its exact meaning, and it cannot be supposed that
Abel could have had a full understanding of what was denoted by it. Yet
this appears to have been all the truth respecting the salvation of man then
revealed, and on this Abel maintained his faith steadfast in God.

(3) Abel had an older brother, undoubtedly an infidel, a scoffer, a mocker
of religion. He was evidently endowed with a talent for sarcasm
(<010409>Genesis 4:9), and there is no reason to doubt, that, like other infidels
and scoffers, he would be disposed to use that talent when occasion
offered, to hold up religion to contempt. The power with which he used
this, and the talent with which he did this, may be seen illustrated probably
with melancholy fidelity in Lord Byron’s “Cain.” No man ever lived who
could more forcibly express the feelings that passed through the mind of
Cain — for there is too much reason to think that his extraordinary talents
were employed on this occasion to give vent to the feelings of his own
heart in the sentiments put into the mouth of Cain. Yet, notwithstanding
the infidelity of his older brother, Abel adhered to God, and his cause.
Whatever influence that infidel brother might have sought to use over him
— and there can be no reason to doubt that such an influence would be
attempted — yet he never swerved, but maintained with steadfastness his
belief in religion, and his faith in God.

<581105>Hebrews 11:5. By faith Enoch was translated The account of Enoch
is found in <010521>Genesis 5:21-24. It is very brief, and is this, that “Enoch
walked with God, and was not, for God took him.” There is no particular
mention of his “faith,” and the apostle attributes this to him, as in the case
of Abel, either because it was involved in the very nature of piety, or
because the fact was communicated to him by direct revelation. In the
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account in Genesis, there is nothing inconsistent with the belief that Enoch
was characterized by eminent faith, but it is rather implied in the
expression, “he walked with God.” Compare <470507>2 Corinthians 5:7. It may
also be implied in what is said by the apostle Jude (<650114>Jude 1:14,15), that
“he prophesied, saying, Behold the Lord cometh with ten thousand of his
saints,” etc. From this it would appear that he was a preacher: that he
predicted the coming of the Lord to judgment, and that he lived in the firm
belief of what was to occur in future times. Moses does not say expressly
that Enoch was translated. He says “he was not, for God took him.” The
expression “he was not,” means he was no more among people; or he was
removed from the earth. “This” language would be applicable to any
method by which he was removed, whether by dying, or by being
translated. A similar expression respecting Romulus occurs in Livy (i. 16),
Nec deinde in terris Romulus fuit. The translation of the Septuagint on this
part of the verse in Genesis is, ouc <3756> eJurisketo <2147> — “was not
found;” that is, he disappeared. The authority for what the apostle says
here, that he “was translated,” is found in the other phrase in Genesis,
“God took him.” The reasons which led to the statement that he was
transported without seeing death, or that show that this is a fair conclusion
from the words in Genesis, are such, as these:

(1) There is no mention made of his death, and in this respect the account
of Enoch stands by itself. It is, except in this case, the uniform custom of
Moses to mention the age and the death of the individuals whose biography
he records, and in many cases this is about all that is said of them. But in
regard to Enoch there is this remarkable exception that no record is made
of his death — showing that there was something unusual in the manner of
his removal from the world.

(2) The Hebrew word used by Moses, found in such a connection, is one
which would rather suggest the idea that he had been taken in some
extraordinary manner from the world. That word — jq1l;<h3947> — means
“to take” — with the idea of taking “to oneself.” Thus, <010820>Genesis 8:20,
“Noah took of all beasts and offered a burnt-offering.” Thus, it is often
used in the sense of “taking a wife” — that is, to oneself (<010419>Genesis 4:19;
6:2; 12:19; 19:14); and then it is used in the sense of “taking away;”
<011412>Genesis 14:12; 27:35; <180121>Job 1:21; 12:20; <193113>Psalm 31:13; <241515>Jeremiah
15:15. The word, therefore, would naturally suggest the idea that he had
been taken by God to himself, or had been removed in an extraordinary
manner from the earth. This is confirmed by the fact that the word is not
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used anywhere in the Scriptures to denote a “removal by death,” and that
in the only other instance in which it jq1l;<h3947>is used in relation to a
removal from this world, it occurs in the statement respecting the
translation of Elijah. “And the sons of the prophets that were at Bethel,
came forth to Elisha, and said to him, Knowest thou that the Lord “will
take away” jq1l;<h3947>thy master from thy head today?” <120203>2 Kings 2:3,5;
compare ver. 11. This transaction, where there could be no doubt about
the “manner” of the removal, shows in what sense the word is used in
Genesis.

(3) It was so understood by the translators of the Septuagint. The apostle
has used the same word in this place which is employed by the Seventy in
<010524>Genesis 5:24 — metatiqhmi <3346>. This word means to transpose, to put
in another place; and then to transport, transfer, translate; <440716>Acts 7:16;
<580712>Hebrews 7:12. It properly expresses the removal to another place, and
is the very word which would he used on the supposition that one was
taken to heaven without dying.

(4) This interpretation of the passage in Genesis by Paul is in accordance
with the uniform interpretation of the Jews. In the Targum of Onkelos it is
evidently supposed that Enoch was transported without dying. In that
Targum the passage in <010524>Genesis 5:24 is rendered, “And Enoch walked in
the fear of the Lord, and was not, for the Lord did not put him to death”
— y;y]<h3808> ... al;<h4191> tymia}<h1934> Hytey;<h3068>. So also in Ecclesiasticus or the
Son of Sirach (49:14), “But upon the earth was no man created like Enoch;
for he was taken from the earth.” These opinions of the Jews and of the
early translators, are of value only as showing that the interpretation which
Paul has put upon <010502>Genesis 5:2 is the natural interpretation. It is such as
occurs to separate writers, without collusion, and thus shows that this is
the meaning most naturally suggested by the passage.

That he should not see death That is, that he should not experience death,
or be made personally acquainted with it. The word “taste” often occurs in
the same sense. <580209>Hebrews 2:9, “That he should taste death for every
man;” compare <401628>Matthew 16:28; <410901>Mark 9:1; <420927>Luke 9:27.

And was not found <010524>Genesis 5:24, “And he was not.” That is, he was not
in the land of the living. Paul retains the word used in the Septuagint.

He had this testimony, that he pleased God Implied in the declaration in
<010522>Genesis 5:22, that he “walked with God.” This denotes a state of
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friendship between God and him, and of course implies that his conduct
was pleasing to God. The apostle appeals here to the sense of the account
in Genesis, but does not retain the very “words.” The meaning here is not
that the testimony respecting Enoch was actually “given” before his
translation, but that the testimony relates to his having “pleased God”
before he was removed. “Stuart.” In regard to this instructive fragment of
history, and to the reasons why Enoch was thus removed, we may make
the following remarks:

(1) The age in which he lived was undoubtedly one of great wickedness.
Enoch is selected as the only one of that generation signalized by eminent
piety, and he appears to have spent his life in publicly reproving a sinful
generation, and in warning them of the approaching judgment; Jude 14,15.
The wickedness which ultimately led to the universal deluge seems already
to have commenced in the earth, and Enoch, like Noah, his great-grandson,
was raised up as a preacher of righteousness to reprove a sinful generation.

(2) It is not improbable that the great truths of religion in that age were
extensively denied, and probably among other things the future state, the
resurrection, the belief that man would exist in another world, and that it
was maintained that death was the end of being — was an eternal sleep. If
so, nothing could be better adapted to correct the prevailing evils than the
removal of an eminent man, without dying, from the world. His departure
would thus confirm the instructions of his life, and his removal, like the
death of saints often now, would serve to make an impression which his
living instructions would not.

(3) His removal is, in itself, a very important and instructive fact in history.
It has occurred in no other instance except that of Elijah; nor has any other
living man been transported to heaven except the Lord Jesus. That fact was
instructive in a great many respects:

(a) It showed that there was a future state — another world.

(b) It showed that the “body” might exist in that future state — though
doubtless so changed as to adapt it to the condition of things there.

(c) It prepared the world to credit the account of the ascension of the
Redeemer. If Enoch and Elijah were removed thus without dying, there
was no intrinsic improbability that the Lord Jesus would be removed after
having died and risen again.
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(d) It furnishes a demonstration of the doctrine that the saints will exist
hereafter, which meets all the arguments of the sceptic and the infidel. One
single “fact” overturns all the mere “speculations” of philosophy, and
renders nugatory all the objections of the sceptic. The infidel argues against
the truth of the resurrection and of the future state from the “difficulties”
attending the doctrine. A single case of one who has been raised up from
the dead, or who has been removed to heaven, annihilates all such
arguments — for how can supposed difficulties destroy a well-
authenticated “fact?”

(e) It is an encouragement to piety. It shows that God regards his friends;
that their fidelity and holy living please him; and that “in the midst of
eminent wickedness and a scoffing world it is possible so to live as to
please God.” The conduct of this holy man, therefore, is an encouragement
to us to do our duty though we stand alone; and to defend the truth though
all who live with us upon the earth deny and deride it.

(4) The removal of Enoch shows that the same thing would be “possible”
in the case of every saint. God could do it in other cases, as well as in his,
with equal ease. That his friends, therefore, are suffered to remain on the
earth; that they linger on in enfeebled health, or are crushed by calamity, or
are stricken down by the pestilence as others are, is not because God
“could” not remove them as Enoch was without dying, but because there is
some important “reason” why they should remain and linger, and suffer,
and die. Among those reasons may be such as the following:

(a) The regular operation of the laws of nature as now constituted, require
it. Vegetables die; the inhabitants of the deep die; the fowls that fly in the
air, and the beasts that roam over hills and plains die; and man, by his sins,
is brought under the operation of this great universal law. It would be
“possible” indeed for God to save his people from this law, but it would
require the interposition of continued “miracles,” and it is better to have
the laws of nature regularly operating, than to have them constantly set
aside by divine interposition.

(b) The power of religion is now better illustrated in the way in which the
saints are actually removed from the earth, than it would be if they were all
transported. Its power is now seen in its enabling us to overcome the dread
of death, and in its supporting us in the pains and sorrows of the departing
hour. It is a good thing to discipline the soul so that it will not fear to die; it
shows how superior religion is to all the forms of philosophy, that it
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enables the believer to look calmly forward to his own certain approaching
death It is an important matter to keep this up from age to age, and to
show to each generation that religion can overcome the natural
apprehension of the most fearful calamity which befalls a creature — death:
and can make man calm in the prospect of lying beneath the clods of the
valley, cold, dark, alone, to moulder back to his native dust.

(c) The death of the Christian does good. It preaches to the living. The
calm resignation; the peace; the triumph of the dying believer, is a constant
admonition to a thoughtless and wicked world. The deathbed of the
Christian proclaims the mercy of God from generation to generation, and
there is not a dying saint who may not, and who probably does not do
great good in the closing hours of his earthly being.

(d) It may be added that the present arrangement falls in with the general
laws of religion that we are to be influenced by faith, not by sight. If all
Christians were removed like Enoch, it would be an argument for the truth
of religion addressed constantly to the senses. But this is not the way in
which the evidence of the truth of religion is proposed to man. It is
submitted to his understanding, his conscience, his heart; and in this there is
of design a broad distinction between religion and other things. Men act in
other matters under the influence of the senses; it is designed that in
religion they shall act under the influence of higher and nobler
considerations, and that they shall be influenced not solely by a reference to
what is passing before their eyes, but to the things which are not seen.

<581106>Hebrews 11:6. But without faith it is impossible to please him
Without “confidence” in God — in his fidelity, his truth, his wisdom, his
promises. And this is as true in other things as in religion. It is impossible
for a child to please his father unless he has confidence in him. It is
impossible for a wife to please her husband, or a husband a wife, unless
they have confidence in each other. If there is distrust and jealousy on
either part, there is discord and misery. We cannot be pleased with a
professed friend unless he has such confidence in us as to believe our
declarations and promises. The same thing is true of God. He cannot be
pleased with the man who has no confidence in him; who doubts the truth
of his declarations and promises; who does not believe that his ways are
right, or that he is qualified for universal empire. The requirement of faith
or confidence in God is not arbitrary; it is just what we require of our
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children, and partners in life, and friends, as the indispensable condition of
our being pleased with them.

For he that cometh to God In any way — as a worshipper. This is alike
required in public worship, in the family, and in secret devotion.

Must believe that he is That God exists. This is the first thing required in
worship. Evidently we cannot come to him in an acceptable manner if we
doubt his existence. We do not see him, but we must believe that he is; we
cannot form in our mind a correct image of God, but this should not
prevent a conviction that there is such a Being. But the declaration here
implies more than that there should be a general persuasion of the truth
that there is a God. It is necessary that we have this belief in lively exercise
in the act of drawing near to him, and that we should realize that we are
actually in the presence of the all-seeing JEHOVAH.

And that he is a rewarder of them that diligently seek him This is equally
necessary as the belief that he exists. If we could not believe that God
would hear and answer our prayers, there could be no encouragement to
call upon him. It is not meant here that the desire of the reward is to be the
motive for seeking God — for the apostle makes no affirmation on that
point; but that it is impossible to make an acceptable approach to him
unless we have this belief.

<581107>Hebrews 11:7. By faith Noah It is less difficult to see that Noah
must have been influenced “by faith” than that Abel and Enoch were.
Everything which Noah did in reference to the threatened deluge, was done
in virtue of simple faith or belief of what God said. It was not because he
could show from the course of events that things were tending to such a
catastrophe; or because such an event had occurred before, rendering it
probable that it would be likely to occur again; or because this was the
common belief of men, and it was easy to fall into this himself. It was
simply because God had informed him of it, and he put unwavering reliance
on the truth of the divine declaration.

Being warned of God <010613>Genesis 6:13.” The Greek word used here means
divinely admonished; compare <580805>Hebrews 8:5.

Of things not seen as yet Of the flood which was yet future. The meaning
is, that there were no visible signs of it; there was nothing which could be a
basis of calculation that it would occur. This admonition was given an
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hundered and twenty years before the deluge, and of course long before
there could have been any natural indications that it would occur.

Moved with fear Margin, “Being wary.” The Greek word — eulabhqeiv
<2125> — occurs only here and in <442310>Acts 23:10, “The chief captain fearing
lest Paul,” etc. The noun occurs in <580507>Hebrews 5:7, “And was heard in that
he feared,” (see the note on that place), and in <581228>Hebrews 12:28, “With
reverence and godly fear.” The verb properly means, “to act with caution,
to be circumspect,” and then “to fear, to be afraid.” So far as the “word” is
concerned, it might mean here that Noah was influenced by the dread of
what was coming, or it may mean that he was influenced by proper caution
and reverence for God. The latter meaning agrees better with the scope of
the remarks of Paul, and is probably the true sense. His reverence and
respect for God induced him to act under the belief that what he had said
was true, and that the calamity which he had predicted would certainly
come upon the world.

Prepared an ark to the saving of his house In order that his family might
be saved. <010614>Genesis 6:14-22. The salvation here referred to was
preservation from the flood.

By the which By which faith.

He condemned the world That is, the wicked world around him. The
meaning is, that by his confidence in God, and his preparation for the flood,
he showed the wisdom of his own course and the folly of theirs. We have
the same phrase now in common use where one who sets a good example
is said to “condemn others.” He shows the guilt and folly of their lives by
the contrast between his conduct; and theirs. The wickedness of the sinner
is condemned not only by preaching, and by the admonitions and
threatenings of the Law of God, but by the conduct of every good man.
The language of such a life is as plain a rebuke of the sinner as the most
fearful denunciations of divine wrath.

And became heir of the righteousness which is by faith The phrase “heir of
righteousness” here means properly that he acquired, gained, or became
possessed of that righteousness. It does not refer so much to the “mode”
by which it was done as if it were by inheritance, as to the “fact” that he
obtained it. The word “heir” is used in this general sense in <450413>Romans
4:13,14; <560307>Titus 3:7; <580102>Hebrews 1:2; 6:17. Noah was not the “heir” to
that righteousness by “inheriting” it from his ancestors, but in virtue of it he
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was regarded as among the heirs or sons of God, and as being a possessor
of that righteousness which is connected with faith. The phrase
“righteousness which is by faith” refers to the fact that he was regarded
and treated as a righteous man. notes on <450117>Romans 1:17. It is observable
here that it is not said that Noah had specific faith in Christ, or that his
being made heir of the righteousness of faith depended on that, but it was
in connection with his believing what God said respecting the deluge. It
was “faith or confidence” in God which was the ground of his justification,
in accordance with the general doctrine of the Scriptures that it is only by
faith that man can be saved, though the specific mode of faith was not what
is required now under the gospel. In the early ages of the world, when few
truths were revealed, a cordial belief of any of those truths showed that
there was real confidence in God, or that the “principle” of faith was in the
heart; in the fuller revelation which we enjoy, we are not only to believe
those truths, but specifically to believe in him who has made the great
atonement for sin, and by whose merits all have been saved who have
entered heaven. The same faith or confidence in God which led Noah to
believe what God said about the deluge would have led him to believe what
he has said about the Redeemer; and the same confidence in God which led
him to commit himself to his safe keeping in an ark on the world of waters,
would have led him to commit his soul to the safe keeping of the
Redeemer, the true ark of safety. As the “principle” of faith, therefore,
existed in the heart of Noah, it was proper that he should become, with
others, an “heir of the righteousness which is by faith.”f24

In regard to the circumstances which show the strength of his faith, we
may make the following remarks:

(1) It pertained to a very distant future event. It looked forward to what
was to happen after a lapse of an hundred and twenty years. This was
known to Noah (<010603>Genesis 6:3), and at this long period before it
occurred, he was to begin to build an ark to save himself and family; to act
as though this would be undoubtedly true. This is a much longer period
than man now is required to exercise faith before that is realized which is
the object of belief. Rare is it that three score years intervene between the
time when a man first believes in God and when he enters into heaven;
much more frequently it is but a few months or days; not an instance now
occurs in which the period is lengthened out to 120 years.
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(2) There was no outward “evidence” that what Noah believed would
occur. There were no appearances in nature which indicated that there
would be such a flood of waters after more than a century had passed
away. There were no breakings up of the fountains of the deep; no marks
of the far distant storm gathering on the sky which could be the basis of the
calculation. The “word of God” was the only ground of evidence; the only
thing to which he could refer gainsayers and revilers. It is so now. There
are no visible signs of the coming of the Saviour to judge the world. Yet
the true believer feels and acts as if it were so — resting on the sure word
of God.

(3) The course of things was much against the truth of what Noah
believed. No such event had ever occurred. There is no evidence that there
had ever been a storm of rain half sufficient to drown the world; or that
there had ever been the breaking up of the deep, or that there had been
ever a partial deluge. For sixteen hundred years the course of nature had
been uniform, and all the force of this uniformity would be felt and urged
when it should be alleged that this was to be disturbed and to give place to
an entire new order of events. Compare <610304>2 Peter 3:4. The same thing is
now felt in regard to the objects of the Christian faith. The course of events
is uniform. The laws of nature are regular and steady. The dead do not
leave their graves. Seasons succeed each other in regular succession;
people are born, live, and die, as in former times; fire does not wrap the
earth in flames; the elements do not melt with fervent heat; seed-time and
harvest, cold and heat, summer and winter follow each other, and “all
things continue as they were from the beginning of the creation.” How
many probabilities are there now, therefore, as there were in the time of
Noah, against what is the object of faith!

(4) It is not improbable that when Noah proclaimed the approaching
destruction of the world by a deluge, the “possibility” of such an event was
strongly denied by the philosophers of that age. The fact that such an event
could have occurred has been denied by infidel philosophers in our own
times, and attempts have been gravely made to show that the earth did not
contain water enough to cover its surface to the height mentioned in the
Scriptures, and that no condensation of the vapour in the atmosphere could
produce such an effect. It is not improbable that some such arguments may
have been used in the time of Noah, and “it is morally certain that he could
not meet those arguments by any philosophy of his own.” There is no
reason to think that he was endowed with such a knowledge of chemistry
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as to be able to show that such a thing was possible, or that he had such an
acquaintance with the structure of the earth as to demonstrate that it
contained within itself the elements of its own destruction. All that he
could oppose to such speculations was the simple declaration of God; and
the same thing is also true now in regard to the cavils and philosophical
arguments of infidelity. Objections drawn from philosophy are often made
against the doctrine of the resurrection of the body; the destruction of the
earth by the agency of fire; and even the existence of the soul after death.
These difficulties may be obviated partly by science; but the proof that
these events will occur, does not depend on science. It is a matter of simple
faith; and all that we can in fact oppose to these objections is the
declaration of God. The result showed that Noah was not a feel or a fanatic
in trusting to the Word of God against the philosophy of his age; and the
result will show the same of the Christian in his confiding in the truth of the
divine declarations against the philosophy of “his” age.

(5) It is beyond all question that Noah would be subjected to much ridicule
and scorn. He would be regarded as a dreamer; a fanatic; an alarmist; a
wild projector. The purpose of making preparation for such an event as the
flood, to occur after the lapse of an hundred and twenty years, and when
there were no indications of it, and all appearances were against it, would
be regarded as in the highest degree wild and visionary. The design of
building a vessel which would outride the storm, and which would live in
such an open sea, and which would contain all sorts of animals, with the
food for them for an indefinite period, could not but have been regarded as
eminently ridiculous. When the ark was preparing, nothing could have been
a more happy subject for scoffing and jibes. In such an age, therefore, and
in such circumstances, we may suppose that all the means possible would
have been resorted to, to pour contempt on such an undertaking. They
who had wit, would find here an ample subject for its exercise; if ballads
were made then, no more fertile theme for a profane song could be desired
than this; and in the haunts of revelry, intemperance, and pollution, nothing
would furnish a finer topic to give point to a jest, than the credulity and
folly of the old man who was building the ark. It would require strong faith
to contend thus with the wit, the sarcasm, the contempt, the raillery, and
the low jesting, as well as with the wisdom and philosophy of a whole
world. Yet it is a fair illustration of what occurs often now, and of the
strength of that faith in the Christian heart which meets meekly and calmly
the scoffs and jeers of a wicked generation.
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(6) All this would be heightened by delay. The time was distant. What now
completes four generations would have passed away before the event
predicted would occur. Youth grew up to manhood, and manhood passed
on to old age, and still there were no signs of the coming storm. That was
no feeble faith which could hold on in this manner, for an hundred and
twenty years, believing unwaveringly that all which God had said would be
accomplished. But it is an illustration of faith in the Christian church now.
The church maintains the same confidence in God from age to age — and
regardless of all the reproaches of scoffers, and all the arguments of
philosophy, still adheres to the truths which God has revealed. So with
individual Christians. They look for the promise. They are expecting
heaven. They doubt not that the time will come when they will be received
to glory; when their bodies will be raised up glorified and immortal, and
when sin and sorrow will be no more. In the conflicts and trials of life the
time of their deliverance may seem to be long delayed. The world may
reproach them, and Satan may tempt them to doubt whether all their hope
of heaven is not delusion. But their faith fails not, and though hope seems
delayed, and the heart is sick, yet they keep the eye on heaven. So it is in
regard to the final triumphs of the gospel. The Christian looks forward to
the time when the earth shall be full of the knowledge of God as the waters
cover the sea. Yet that time may seem to be long delayed. Wickedness
triumphs. A large part of the earth is still filled with the habitations of
cruelty. The progress of the gospel is slow. The church comes up
reluctantly to the work. The enemies of the cause exult and rejoice, and ask
with scoffing triumph where is the evidence that the nations will be
converted to God? They suggest difficulties; they refer to the numbers, and
to the opposition of the enemies of the true religion; to the might of
kingdoms, and to the power of fixed opinion, and to the hold which
idolatry has on mankind, and they sneeringly inquire at what period will the
world be converted to Christ? Yet in the face of all difficulties, and
arguments, and sneers, “faith” confides in the promise of the Father to the
Son, that the

“heathen shall be given to him for an inheritance, and the uttermost
parts of the earth for a possession,” <190208>Psalm 2:8.

The faith of the true Christian is as strong in the fulfillment of this promise,
as that of Noah was in the assurance that the guilty world would be
destroyed by a flood of waters.
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<581108>Hebrews 11:8. By faith Abraham There is no difficulty in
determining that Abraham was influenced by faith in God. The case is even
stronger than that of Noah, for it is expressly declared, <011506>Genesis 15:6,

“And he believed in the Lord; and he counted it to him for
righteousness.”

Compare notes <450401>Romans 4:1-5. In the illustrations of the power of faith
in this chapter, the apostle appeals to two instances in which it was
exhibited by Abraham, “the father of the faithful.” Each of these required
confidence in God of extraordinary strength, and each of them demanded a
special and honorable mention. The first was that when he left his own
country to go to a distant land of strangers (verses 8-10); the other when
he showed his readiness to sacrifice his own son in obedience to the will of
God, Hebrews 11: 17-19.

When he was called <011201>Genesis 12:1,

“Now the LORD had said unto Abraham, Get thee out of thy
country, and from thy kindred, and from thy father’s house, unto a
land that I will show thee.”

Into a place which he should after receive for an inheritance, obeyed To
Palestine, or the land of Canaan, though that was not indicated at the time.

And he went out, not knowing whither he went <011204>Genesis 12:4. Abraham
at that time took with him Sarai, and Lot the son of his brother, and “the
souls that they had gotten in Haran.” Terah, the father of Abraham, started
on the journey with them, but died in Haran; <011131>Genesis 11:31,32. The
original call was made to Abraham, (<011201>Genesis 12:1; <440702>Acts 7:2,3), but
he appears to have induced his father and his nephew to accompany him.
At this time he had no children (<011130>Genesis 11:30), though it seems
probable that Lot had; <011205>Genesis 12:5. Some, however, understand the
expression in <011205>Genesis 12:5, “and the souls they had gotten in Haran,” as
referring to the servants or domestics that they had in various ways
procured, and to the fact that Abraham and Lot gradually drew around
them a train of dependents and followers who were disposed to unite with
them, and accompany them wherever they went. The Chaldee Paraphrast;
understands it of the proselytes which Abraham had made there — “All the
souls which he had subdued unto the law.” When it is said that Abraham
“went out, not knowing whither he went,” it must be understood as
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meaning that he was ignorant to what country he would in fact be led. If it
be supposed that he had some general intimation of the nature of that
country, arid of the direction in which it was situated, yet it must be
remembered that the knowledge of geography was then exceedingly
imperfect; that this was a distant country; that it lay beyond a pathless
desert, and that probably no traveler had ever come from that land to
apprize him what it was. All this serves to show what was the strength of
the faith of Abraham.

<581109>Hebrews 11:9. By faith he sojourned in the land of promise, as in a
strange country The land of Canaan that had been promised to him and his
posterity. He resided there as if he were a stranger and sojourner. He had
no possessions there which he did not procure by honest purchase; he
owned no land in fee-simple except the small piece which he bought for a
burial-place; see <012307>Genesis 23:7-20. In all respects he lived there as if he
had no special right in the soil; as if he never expected to own it; as if he
were in a country wholly owned by others. He exercised no privileges
which might not have been exercised by any foreigner, and which was not
regarded as a right of common — that of feeding his cattle in any
unoccupied part of the land; and he would have had no power of ejecting
any other persons excepting what anyone might have enjoyed by the pre-
occupancy of the pasture-grounds. To all intents and purposes he was a
stranger. Yet he seems to have lived in the confident and quiet expectation
that that land would at some period come into the possession of his
posterity. It was a strong instance of faith that he should cherish this belief
for so long a time, when he was a stranger there; when he gained no right
in the soil except in the small piece that was purchased as a burial-place for
his wife, and when he saw old age coming on and still the whole land in the
possession of others.

Dwelling in tabernacles In tents — the common mode of living in
countries where the principal occupation is that of keeping flocks and
herds. His dwelling thus in moveable tents looked little like its being his
permanent possession.

With Isaac and Jacob, the heirs with him of the same promise That is, the
same thing occurred in regard to them, which had to Abraham. “They” also
lived in tents. They acquired no fixed property, and no title to the land
except to the small portion purchased as a burial-place. Yet they were heirs
of the same promise as Abraham, that the land would be theirs. Though it
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was still owned by others, and filled with its native inhabitants, yet they
adhered to the belief that it would come into the possession of their
families. In their moveable habitations; in their migrations from place to
place, they seem never to have doubted that the fixed habitation of their
posterity was to be there, and that all that had been promised would be
certainly fulfilled.

<581110>Hebrews 11:10. For he looked for a city which hath foundations It
has been doubted to what the apostle here refers. Grotius and some others
suppose, that he refers to Jerusalem, as a permanent dwelling for his
posterity, in contradistinction from the unsettled mode of life which
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob led. But there is no evidence that Abraham
looked forward to the building of such a city, for no promise was made to
him of this kind; and this interpretation falls evidently below the whole drift
of the passage; compare <581114>Hebrews 11:14-16; <581222>Hebrews 12:22; 13:14.
Phrases like that of “the city of God,” “a city with foundations,” “the new
Jerusalem,” and “the heavenly Jerusalem” in the time of the apostle, appear
to have acquired a kind of technical signification. They referred to
“heaven” — of which Jerusalem, the seat of the worship of God, seems to
have been regarded as the emblem. Thus, in <581222>Hebrews 12:22, the apostle
speaks of the “heavenly Jerusalem,” and in <581314>Hebrews 13:14, he says,
“here have we no continuing city, but we seek one to come.” In
<662102>Revelation 21:2, John says that he “saw the holy city, new Jerusalem,
coming down from God, out of heaven,” and proceeds in that chapter and
the following to give a most beautiful description of it. Even so early as the
time of Abraham, it would seem that the future blessedness of the
righteous was foretold under the image of a splendid city reared on
permanent foundations. It is remarkable that Moses does not mention this
as an object of the faith of Abraham, and it is impossible to ascertain the
degree of distinctness which this had in his view. It is probable that the
apostle in speaking of his faith in this particular did not rely on any distinct
record, or even any tradition, but spoke of his piety in the language which
he would use to characterize religion of any age, or in any individual. He
was accustomed, in common with others of his time, to contemplate the
future blessedness of the righteous under the image of a beautiful city; a
place where the worship of God would be celebrated for ever — a city of
which Jerusalem was the most striking representation to the mind of a Jew.
It was natural for him to speak of strong piety in this manner wherever it
existed, and especially in such a case as that of Abraham, who left his own
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habitation to wander in a distant land. This fact showed that he regarded
himself as a stranger and sojourner, and yet he had a strong expectation of
a fixed habitation, and a permanent inheritance. He must, therefore, have
looked on to the permanent abodes of the righteous; the heavenly city; and
though he had an undoubted confidence that the promised land would be
given to his posterity, yet as he did not possess it himself, he must have
looked for his own permanent abode to the fixed residence of the just in
heaven. This passage seems to me to prove that Abraham had an
expectation of future happiness after death. There is not the slightest
evidence that he supposed there would be a magnificent and glorious
capital where the Messiah would personally reign, and where the righteous
dead, raised from their graves, would dwell in the second advent of the
Redeemer. All that the passage fairly implies is, that while Abraham.
expected the possession of the promised land for his posterity, yet his faith
looked beyond this for a permanent home in a future world.

Whose builder and maker is God Which would not be reared by the agency
of man, but of which God was the immediate and direct architect. This
shows conclusively, I think, that the reference in this allusion to the “city”
is not to Jerusalem, as Grotius supposes; but the language is just such as
will appropriately describe heaven, represented as a city reared without
human hands or art, and founded and fashioned by the skill and power of
the Deity; compare the notes on <470501>2 Corinthians 5:1. The language here
applied to God as the “architect” or framer of the universe, is often used in
the classic writers. See Kuinoel and Wetstein. The apostle here commends
the faith of Abraham as eminently strong. The following “hints” will furnish
topics of reflection to those who are disposed to inquire more fully into its
strength:

(1) The journey which he undertook was then a long and dangerous one.
The distance from Haran to Palestine by a direct route was not less than
four hundred miles, and this journey lay across a vast desert — a part of
Arabia Deserta. That journey has always been tedious and perilous; but to
see its real difficulty, we must put ourselves into the position in which the
world was four thousand years ago. There was no knowledge of the way;
no frequented path; no facility for traveling; no turnpike or rail-way; and
such a journey then must have appeared incomparably more perilous than
almost any which could now be undertaken.
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(2) He was going among strangers. Who they were he knew not; but the
impression could not but have been made on his mind that they were
strangers to religion, and that a residence among them would be anything
but desirable.

(3) He was leaving country, and home, and friends; the place of his birth
and the graves of his fathers, with the moral certainty that he would see
them no more.

(4) He had no right to the country which he went to receive. He could urge
no claim on the ground of discovery, or inheritance, or conquest at any
former period; but though he went in a peaceful manner, and with no
power to take it, and could urge no claim to it whatever, yet he went with
the utmost confidence that it would be his. He did not even expect to buy it
— for he had no means to do this, and it seems never to have entered his
mind to bargain for it in any way, except for the small portion that be
needed for a burying-ground.

(5) He had no means of obtaining possession. He had no wealth to
purchase it; no armies to conquer it; no title to it which could be enforced
before the tribunals of the land. The prospect of obtaining it must have
been distant, and probably he saw no means by which it was to be done. In
such a case, his only hope could be in God.

(6) It is not impossible that the enterprise in that age might have been
treated by the friends of the patriarch as perfectly wild and visionary. The
prevailing religion evidently was idolatry, and the claim which Abraham set
up to a special call from the Most High, might have been deemed entirely
fanatical. To start off on a journey through a pathless desert; to leave his
country and home, and all that he held dear, when he himself knew not
whither he went; to go with no means of conquest, but with the
expectation that the distant and unknown land would be given him, could
not but have been regarded as a singular instance of visionary hope. The
whole transaction, therefore, was in the highest degree an act of simple
confidence in God, where there was no human basis of calculation, and
where all the principles on which people commonly act would have led him
to pursue just the contrary course. It is, therefore, not without reason that
the faith of Abraham is so commended.

<581111>Hebrews 11:11. Through faith also Sarah herself received strength
to conceive seed The word “herself” here — auth <846> — implies that there
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was something remarkable in the fact that “she” should manifest this faith.
Perhaps there may be reference here to the incredulity with which she at
first received the announcement that she should have a child; <011811>Genesis
18:11,13. Even “her” strong incredulity was overcome, and though
everything seemed to render what was announced impossible, and though
she was so much disposed to laugh at the very suggestion at first, yet her
unbelief was overcome, and she ultimately credited the divine promise. The
apostle does not state the authority for his assertion that the strength of
Sarah was derived from her faith, nor when particularly it was exercised.
The argument seems to be, that here was a case where all human
probabilities were against what was predicted, and where, therefore, there
must have been simple trust in God. Nothing else but “faith” could have led
her to believe that in her old age she would have borne a son.

When she was past age She was at this time more than ninety years of age;
<011717>Genesis 17:17; compare <011811>Genesis 18:11.

Because she judged him faithful who had promised She had no other
ground of confidence or expectation. All human probability was against the
supposition that at her time of life she would be a mother.

<581112>Hebrews 11:12. Therefore sprang there even of one From a single
individual. What is observed here by the apostle as worthy of remark, is,
that the whole Jewish people sprang from one man, and that, as the reward
of his strong faith he was made the father and founder of a nation.

And him as good as dead So far as the subject under discussion is
concerned, To human appearance there was no more probability, that he
would have a son at that period of life, than that the dead would have.

So many as the stars in the sky ... An innumerable multitude. This was
agreeable to the promise; <011505>Genesis 15:5; 22:17. The phrases used here
are often employed to denote a vast multitude, as nothing appears more
numerous than the stars of heaven, or than the sands that lie on the shores
of the ocean. The strength of faith in this case was, that there was simple
confidence in God in the fulfillment of a promise where all human
probabilities were against it. This is, therefore, an illustration of the nature
of faith. It does not depend on human reasoning; on analogy; on
philosophical probabilities; on the foreseen operation of natural laws; but
on the mere assurance of God — no matter what may be the difficulties to
human view, or the improbabilities against it.
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<581113>Hebrews 11:13. These all died in faith That is, those who had been
just mentioned — Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Sarah. It was true of Abel
and Noah also that they died in faith, but they are not included in “this”
declaration, for the “promises” were not particularly entrusted to them, and
if the word “these” be made to include them it must include Enoch also,
who did not die at all. The phrase used here, “these all died in faith,” does
not mean that they died in the exercise or possession of religion, but more
strictly that they died not having possessed what was the object of their
faith. They had been looking for something future, which they did not
obtain during their lifetime, and died believing that it would yet be theirs.

Not having received the promises That is, not having received the
“fulfillment” of the promises; or “the promised blessings.” The promises
themselves they “had” received; compare <422449>Luke 24:49; <440104>Acts 1:4;
2:39; <480314>Galatians 3:14, and <581133>Hebrews 11:33,39. In all these places the
word “promise” is used by metonymy “for the thing promised.”

But having seen them afar off Having seen that they would be fulfilled in
future times; compare <430856>John 8:56. It is probable that the apostle here
means that they saw “the entire fulfillment” of all that the promises
embraced in the future — that is, the bestowment of the land of Canaan,
the certainty of a numerous posterity, and of the entrance into the heavenly
Canaan — the world of fixed and permanent rest. According to the
reasoning of the apostle here the “promises” to which they trusted included
all these things,

And were persuaded of them Had no doubt of their reality.

And embraced them This word implies more than our word “embrace”
frequently does; that is, “to receive as true.” It means properly “to draw to
oneself;” and then to embrace as one does a friend from whom he has been
separated. It then means to greet, salute, welcome, and here means a joyful
greeting of those promises; or a pressing them to the heart as we do a
friend. It was not a cold and formal reception of them, but a warm and
hearty welcome. Such is the nature of true faith when it embraces the
promises of salvation. No act of pressing a friend to the bosom is ever
more warm and cordial.

And confessed that they were strangers Thus, Abraham said (<012304>Genesis
23:4), “I am a stranger and a sojourner with you.” That is, he regarded
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himself as a foreigner; as having no home and no possessions there. It was
on this ground that he proposed to buy a burial-place of the sons of Heth.

And pilgrims This is the word — parepidhmov <3927> — which is used by
Abraham, as rendered by the Septuagint in <012304>Genesis 23:4, and which is
translated “sojourner” there in the common English version. The word
“pilgrim” means properly “a wanderer, a traveler,” and particularly one
who leaves his own country to visit a holy place. This sense does not quite
suit the meaning here, or in <012304>Genesis 23:4. The Hebrew word —
bv;wOT<h8453> — means properly one who “dwells in a place,” and particularly
one who is a “mere” resident without the rights of a citizen. The Greek
word means a “by-resident;” one who lives by another; or among a people
not his own. This is the idea here. It is not that they confessed themselves
to be wanderers; or that they had left their home to visit a holy place, but
that they “resided” as mere sojourners in a, country that was not theirs.
What might be their ultimate destination, or their purpose, is not implied in
the meaning of the word. They were such as reside awhile among another
people, but have no permanent home there.

On the earth The phrase used here — epi <1909> thv <3588> ghv <1093> — might
mean merely on the land of Canaan, but the apostle evidently uses it in a
larger sense as denoting the earth in general. There can be no doubt that
this accords with the views which the patriarchs had — regarding
themselves not only as strangers in the land of Canaan, but feeling that the
same thing was true in reference to their whole residence upon the earth —
that it was not their permanent home.

<581114>Hebrews 11:14. For they that say such things ... That speak of
themselves as having come into a land of strangers; and that negotiate for a
small piece of land, not to cultivate, but to bury their dead. So we should
think of any strange people coming among us now — who lived in tents;
who frequently changed their residence; who became the purchasers of no
land except to bury their dead, and who never spake of becoming
permanent residents. We should think that they were in search of some
place as their home, and that they had not yet found it. Such people were
the Hebrew patriarchs. They lived and acted just as if they had not yet
found a permanent habitation, but were traveling in search of one.
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<581115>Hebrews 11:15. And truly if they had been mindful of that country
... If they had remembered it with sufficient interest and affection to have
made them desirous to return.

They might have had opportunity to have returned The journey was not so
long or perilous that they could not have retraced their steps. It would have
been no more difficult or dangerous for them to do that than it was to
make the journey at first. This shows that their remaining as strangers and
sojourners in the land of Canaan was voluntary. They preferred it, with all
its inconveniences and hardships, to a return to their native land. The same
thing is true of all the people of God now. If they choose to return to the
world, and to engage again in all its vain pursuits, there is nothing to hinder
them. There are “opportunities” enough. There are abundant inducements
held out. There are numerous frivolous and worldly friends who would
regard it as a matter of joy and triumph to have them return to vanity and
folly again. They would welcome them to their society; rejoice to have
them participate in their pleasures; and be willing that they should share in
the honors and the wealth of the world. And they might do it. There are
multitudes of Christians who could grace, as they once did, the ball-room:
who could charm the social party by song and wit; who could rise to the
highest posts of office, or compete successfully with others in the race for
the acquisition of fame. They have seen and tasted enough of the vain
pursuits of the world to satisfy them with their vanity; they are convinced
of the sinfulness of making these things the great objects of living; their
affections are now fixed on higher and nobler objects, and they “choose”
not to return to those pursuits again, but to live as strangers and sojourners
on the earth — for there is nothing more “voluntary” than religion.

<581116>Hebrews 11:16. But now they desire a better country, that is, an
heavenly That is, at the time referred to when they confessed that they
were strangers and sojourners, they showed that they sought a better
country than the one which they had left. They lived as if they had no
expectation of a permanent residence on earth, and were looking to
another world. The argument of the apostle here appears to be based upon
what is apparent from the whole history, that they had a confident belief
that the land of Canaan would be given to “their posterity,” but as for
“themselves” they had no expectation of permanently dwelling there, but
looked to a home in the heavenly country. Hence, they formed no plans for
conquest; they laid claim to no title in the soil; they made no purchases of
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farms for cultivation; they lived and died without owning any land except
enough to bury their dead. All this appears as if they looked for a final
home in a “better country, even a heavenly.”

Wherefore God is not ashamed to be called their God Since they had such
an elevated aim, he was willing to speak of himself as their God and Friend.
They acted as became his friends, and he was not ashamed of the relation
which he sustained to them. The language to which the apostle evidently
refers here is what is found in <020306>Exodus 3:6, “I am the God of Abraham,
the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.” We are not to suppose that God
is ever “ashamed” of anything that he does. The meaning here is, that they
had acted in such a manner that it was fit that he should show toward them
the character of a Benefactor, Protector, and Friend.

For he hath prepared for them a city Such as they had expected — a
heavenly residence; <581110>Hebrews 11:10. There is evidently here a reference
to heaven, represented as a city — the new Jerusalem — prepared for his
people by God himself; compare the notes on <402534>Matthew 25:34. Thus,
they obtained what they had looked for by faith. The wandering and
unsettled patriarchs to whom the promise was made, and who showed all
their lives that they regarded themselves as strangers and pilgrims, were
admitted to the home of permanent rest, and their posterity was ultimately
admitted to the possession of the promised land. Nothing could more
certainly demonstrate that the patriarchs believed in a future state than this
passage. They did not expect a permanent home on earth. They made no
efforts to enter into the possession of the promised land themselves. They
quietly and calmly waited for the time when God would give it to their
posterity, and in the meantime for themselves they looked forward to their
permanent home in the heavens. Even in this early period of the world,
therefore, there was the confident expectation of the future state; compare
the notes on <402231>Matthew 22:31,32. We may remark, that the life of the
patriarchs was, in all essential respects, such as we should lead. They
looked forward to heaven; they sought no permanent possessions here;
they regarded themselves as strangers and pilgrims on the earth. So should
we be. In our more fixed and settled habits of life; in our quiet homes; in
our residence in the land in which we were born, and in the society of old
and tried friends, we should yet regard ourselves as “strangers and
sojourners.” We have here no fixed abode. The houses in which we dwell
will soon be occupied by others; the paths in which we go will soon be trod
by the feet of others; the fields which we cultivate will soon be plowed and
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sown and reaped by others. Others will read the books which we read; sit
down at the tables where we sit; lie on the beds where we repose; occupy
the chambers where we shall die, and from whence we shall be removed to
our graves. If we have any permanent home, it is in heaven; and that we
have, the faithful lives of the patriarchs teach us, and the unerring word of
God everywhere assures us.

<581117>Hebrews 11:17. By faith Abraham The apostle had stated one
strong instance of the faith of Abraham, and he now refers to one still more
remarkable — the strongest illustration of faith, undoubtedly, which has
ever been evinced in our world.

When he was tried The word used here is rendered “tempted,” in
<400401>Matthew 4:1,3; 16:1; 19:3; 22:18,35, and in twenty-two other places in
the New Testament; “prove,” in <430606>John 6:6; “hath gone about,” in
<442406>Acts 24:6; “examine,” <471305>2 Corinthians 13:5; and “tried,” in
<660202>Revelation 2:2,10; 3:10. It does not mean here, as it often does, to
place inducements before one to lead him to do wrong, but to subject his
faith to a “trial” in order to test its genuineness and strength. The meaning
here is, that Abraham was placed in circumstances which showed what was
the real strength of his confidence in God.

Offered up Isaac That is, he showed that he was ready and willing to make
the sacrifice, and would have done it if he had not been restrained by the
voice of the angel; <012211>Genesis 22:11,12. So far as the intention of
Abraham was concerned, the deed was done, for he had made every
preparation for the offering, and was actually about to take the life of his
son.

And he that had received the promises offered up his only begotten son
The promises particularly of a numerous posterity. The fulfillment of those
promises depended on him whom he was now about to offer as a sacrifice.
If Abraham had been surrounded with children, or if no special promise of
a numerous posterity had been made to him, this act would not have been
so remarkable. It would in any case have been a strong act of faith; it “was
especially” strong in his ease from the circumstances that he had an only
son, and that the fulfillment of the promise depended on his life.

<581118>Hebrews 11:18. Of whom it was said, That in Isaac shall thy seed
be called; <012112>Genesis 21:12. A numerous posterity had been promised to
him. It was there said expressly that this promise was not to be fulfilled
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through the son of Abraham, by the bondwoman Hagar, but through Isaac.
Of course, it was implied that Isaac was to reach manhood, and yet
notwithstanding this, and notwithstanding Abraham fully believed it, be
prepared deliberately, in obedience to the divine command, to put him to
death. The phrase “thy seed be called” means, that his posterity was to be
named after Isaac, or was to descend only from him. The word “called” in
the Scriptures is often equivalent to the verb “to be;” see <235607>Isaiah 56:7.
To “name” or “call” a thing was the same as to say that it was, or that it
existed. It does not mean here that his “spiritual” children were to be called
or selected from among the posterity of Isaac, but that the posterity
promised to Abraham would descend neither from Ishmael nor the sons of
Keturah, but in the line of Isaac. This is a strong circumstance insisted on
by the apostle to show the strength of Abraham’s faith. It was shown not
only by his willingness to offer up the child of his old age — his only son
by his beloved wife, but by his readiness, at the command of God, to
sacrifice even him on whom the fulfillment of the promises depended.

<581119>Hebrews 11:19. Accounting that God was able to raise him up even
from the dead And that he would do it; for so Abraham evidently believed,
and this idea is plainly implied in the whole narrative. There was no other
way in which the promise could be fulfilled; and Abraham reasoned justly
in the case. He had received the promise of a numerous posterity. He had
been told expressly that it was to be through this favorite child. He was
now commanded to put him to death as a sacrifice, and he prepared to do
it. To fulfil these promises, therefore, there was no other way possible but
for him to be raised up from the dead, and Abraham fully believed that it
would be done. The child had been given to him at first in a supernatural
manner, and he was prepared, therefore, to believe that he would be
restored to him again by miracle. He did not doubt that be who had given
him to him in a manner at first so contrary to all human probability, could
restore him again in a method as extraordinary. He, therefore, anticipated
that he would raise him up immediately from the dead. That this was the
expectation of Abraham is apparent from the narrative in <012205>Genesis 22:5,
“And Abraham said unto his young men, Abide ye here with the ass; and I
and the lad will go yonder and worship, and come again to you;” in the
plural — µk,ylea}<h413> hb;Wvn;w]<h7725>— “and we will return;” that is, I and
Isaac will return, for no other persons went with them, ver. 6. As Abraham
went with the full expectation of sacrificing Isaac, and as he expected Isaac
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to return with him, it follows that he believed that God would raise him up
immediately from the dead.

From whence also he received him in a figure There has been great
difference of opinion as to the sense of this passage, but it seems to me to
be plain. The obvious interpretation is that he then received him by his
being raised up from the altar as if from the dead. He was to Abraham
dead. He had given him up. He had prepared to offer him as a sacrifice. He
lay there before him as one who was dead From that altar he was raised up
by direct divine interposition, as if he was raised from the grave, and this
was to Abraham a “figure” or a representation of the resurrection. Other
interpretations may be seen in Stuart in loc. — The following
circumstances will illustrate the strength of Abraham’s faith in this
remarkable transaction.

(1) The strong persuasion on his mind that God had commanded this. In a
case of this nature — where such a sacrifice was required — how natural
would it have been for a more feeble faith to have doubted whether the
command came from God! It might have been suggested to such a mind
that this must be a delusion, or a temptation of Satan; that God “could not”
require such a thing; and that whatever might be the appearance of a divine
command in the case, there must be some deception about it. Yet Abraham
does not appear to have reasoned about it at all, or to have allowed the
strong feelings of a father to come in to modify his conviction that God had
commanded him to give up his son. What an example is this to us! And
how ready should we be to yield up a son — an only son — when God
comes himself and removes him from us.

(2) The strength of his faith was seen in the fact that in obedience to the
simple command of God, all the strong feelings of a father were overcome.
On the one hand there were his warm affections for an only son; and on the
other there was the simple command of God. They came in collision — but
Abraham did not hesitate a moment. The strong paternal feeling was
sacrificed at once. What an example this too for us! When the command of
God and our own attachments come into collision, we should not hesitate a
moment. God is to be obeyed. His command and arrangements are to be
yielded to, though most tender ties are rent asunder, and though the heart
bleeds.

(3) The strength of his faith was seen in the fact, that, in obedience to the
command of God, he resolved to do what in the eyes of the world would
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be regarded as a most awful crime. There is no crime of a higher grade
than the murder of a son by the hand of a father. So it is now estimated by
the world, and so it would have been in the time of Abraham. All the laws
of God and of society appeared to be against the act which Abraham was
about to commit, and he went forth not ignorant of the estimate which the
world would put on this deed if it were known. How natural in such
circumstances would it have been to argue that God could not possibly
give such a command; that it was against all the laws of heaven and earth;
that there was required in this what God and man alike must and would
pronounce to be wrong and abominable! Yet Abraham did not hesitate.
The command of God in the case was to his mind a sufficient proof that
this was right — and it should teach us that whatever our Maker
commands us should be done — no matter what may be the estimate
affixed to it by human laws, and no matter how it may be regarded by the
world.

(4) The strength of his faith was seen in the fact that there was a positive
promise of God to himself which would seem to be frustrated by what he
was about to do. God had expressly promised to him a numerous posterity,
and had said that it was to be through this son. How could this be if he was
put to death as a sacrifice? And how could God command such a thing
when his promise was thus positive? Yet Abraham did not hesitate. It was
not for him to reconcile these things; it was his to obey. He did not doubt
that somehow all that God had said would prove to be true; and as he saw
but one way in which it could be done — by his being immediately restored
to life — he concluded that that was to be the way. So when God utters his
will to us, it is ours simply to obey. It is not to inquire in what way his
commands or revealed truth can be reconciled with other things. He will
himself take care of that. It is ours at once to yield to what he commands,
and to believe that somehow all that he has required and said will be
consistent with everything else which he has uttered.

(5) The strength of the faith of Abraham was seen in his belief that God
would raise his son from the dead. Of that he had no doubt. But what
evidence had he of that? It had not been promised. No case of the kind had
ever occurred; and the subject was attended with all the difficulties which
attend it now. But Abraham believed it; for, first, there was no other way
in which the promise of God could be fulfilled; and second, such a thing
would be no more remarkable than what had already occurred. It was as
easy for God to raise him from the dead as it was to give him at first
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contrary to all the probabilities of the case, and he did not, therefore, doubt
that it would be so. Is it less easy for us to believe the doctrine of the
resurrection than it was for Abraham? Is the subject attended with more
difficulties now than it was then? The faith of Abraham in this remarkable
instance shows us that the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead, not
withstanding the limited revelations then enjoyed, and all the obvious
difficulties of the case, was early believed in the world; and as those
difficulties are no greater now, and as new light has been shed upon it by
subsequent revelations, and especially as in more than one instance the
dead have been actually raised, those difficulties should not be allowed to
make us doubt it now.

<581120>Hebrews 11:20. By faith Isaac blessed Jacob and Esau concerning
things to come see <012726>Genesis 27:26-40. The meaning is, that he
pronounced a blessing on them in respect to their future condition. This
was by faith in God who had communicated it to him, and in full
confidence that he would accomplish all that was here predicted. The act of
faith here was simply what believes that all that God says is true. There
were no human probabilities at the time when these prophetic
announcements were made, which could have been the basis of his
calculation, but all that he said must have rested merely on the belief that
God had revealed it to him. A blessing was pronounced on each, of a very
different nature, but Isaac had no doubt that both would be fulfilled.

<581121>Hebrews 11:21. By faith Jacob, when he was a dying <014731>Genesis
47:31; 48:1-20. That is, when he was about to die. He saw his death near
when he pronounced this blessing on Ephraim and Manasseh, the sons of
Joseph.

And worshipped, leaning upon the top of his staff This is an exact
quotation from the Septuagint in <014731>Genesis 47:31. The English version of
that place is, “and Israel bowed himself upon the bed’s head,” which is a
proper translation, in the main, of the word hF,mi<h4296>. That word, however,

with different vowel points — hF,m1<h4294>, means a branch, a bough, a rod,
a staff, and the translators of the Septuagint have so rendered it. The
Masoretic points are of no authority, and either translation, therefore,
would be proper. The word rendered “head” in <014731>Genesis 47:31 — “bed’s
head” — vaOr<h7218>, means properly head, but may there mean the top of
anything, and there is no impropriety in applying it to the head or top of a
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staff. The word rendered in <014731>Genesis 47:31 as “bowed” —
WjT1v]Yw1<h7812> — implies properly the idea of “worshipping.” It is bowing,
or prostration for the purpose of worship or homage. Though the
Septuagint and the apostle here have, therefore, given a somewhat different
version from that commonly given of the Hebrew, and sustained by the
Masoretic pointing, yet it cannot be demonstrated that the version is
unauthorized, or that it is not a fair translation of the Hebrew. It has also
the probabilities of the case in its favour. Jacob was tenderly affected in
view of the goodness of God, and of the assurance that he would be
conveyed from Egypt when he died, and buried in the land of his fathers.
Deeply impressed with this, nothing was more natural than that the old
man should lean reverently forward and incline his head upon the top of his
staff, and adore the covenant faithfulness of his God. Such an image is
much more natural and probable than that he should “bow upon his bed’s
head” — a phrase which at best is not very intelligible. If this be the true
account, then the apostle does not refer here to what was done when he
“blessed the sons of Joseph,” but to an act expressive of strong faith in
God which had occurred just before. The meaning then is, “By faith when
about to die he blessed the sons of Joseph; and by faith also he reverently
bowed before God in the belief that when he died his remains would be
conveyed to the promised land, and expressed his gratitude in an act of
worship, leaning reverently on the top of his staff.” The order in which
these things are mentioned is of no consequence, and thus the whole
difficulty in the case vanishes. Both the acts here referred to were
expressive of strong confidence in God.

<581122>Hebrews 11:22. By faith Joseph, when he died When about to die;
see <015024>Genesis 50:24,25.

Made mention of the departing of the children of Israel Margin,
“remembered.” The meaning is, that he called this to their mind; he spake
of it. “And Joseph said unto his brethren, I die; and God will surely visit
you, and bring you out of this land unto the land which he sware to
Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob.” This prediction of Joseph could have
rested only on faith in the promise of God. There were no events then
occurring which would be likely to lead to this, and nothing which could be
a basis of calculation that it would be so, except what God had spoken.
The faith of Joseph, then, was simple confidence in God; and its strength
was seen in his firm conviction that what had been promised would be
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fulfilled, even when there were no appearances that to human view justified
it.

And gave commandment concerning his bones <015025>Genesis 50:25. “And
Joseph took an oath of the children of Israel, saying, God will surely visit
you, and ye shall carry up my bones from hence.” He had such a firm belief
that they would possess the land of promise, that he exacted an oath of
them that they would remove his remains with them, that he might be
buried in the land of his fathers. He could not have exacted this oaths, nor
could they have taken it, unless both he and they had a sure confidence that
what God had spoken would be performed.

<581123>Hebrews 11:23. By faith Moses, when he was born That is, by the
faith of his parents. The faith of Moses himself is commended in the
following verses. The statement of the apostle here is, that his parents were
led to preserve his life by their confidence in God. They believed that he
was destined to some great purpose, and that he would be spared,
notwithstanding all the probabilities against it, and all the difficulties in the
case.

Was hid three months of his parents By his parents. In <020202>Exodus 2:2, it is
said that it was done “by his mother.” The truth doubtless was, that the
mother was the agent in doing it — since the concealment, probably, could
be better effected by one than where two were employed — but that the
father also concurred in it is morally certain. The concealment was, at first,
probably in their own house. The command seems to have been
(<020122>Exodus 1:22), that the child should be cast into the river as soon as
born. This child was concealed in the hope that some way might be found
out by which his life might be spared.

Because they saw he was a proper child A fair, or beautiful child —
asteion <791>. The word properly means “pertaining to a city” — (from
astu , a city); then urbane, polished, elegant; then fair, beautiful. In
<440720>Acts 7:20, it is said that he was “fair to God,” (Margin,); that is,
exceedingly fair, or very handsome. His extraordinary beauty seems to
have been the reason which particularly influenced his parents to attempt to
preserve him. It is not impossible that they supposed that his uncommon
beauty indicated that he was destined to some important service in life, and
that they were on that account the more anxious to save him.
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And they were not afraid of the king’s commandment Requiring that all
male children should be given up to be thrown into the Nile. That is, they
were not so alarmed, or did not so dread the king, as to be induced to
comply with the command. The strength of the faith of the parents of
Moses, appears:

(1) because the command of Pharaoh to destroy all the male children was
positive, but they had so much confidence in God as to disregard it.

(2) Because there was a strong improbability that their child could be
saved. They themselves found it impossible to conceal him longer than
three months, and when it was discovered, there was every probability that
the law would be enforced and that the child would be put to death.
Perhaps there was reason also to apprehend that the parents would be
punished for disregarding the authority of the king.

(3) Because they probably believed that their child was destined to some
important work. They thus committed him to God instead of complying
with the command of an earthly monarch, and against strong probabilities
in the ease, they believed that it was possible that in some way he might be
preserved alive. The remarkable result showed that their faith was not
unfounded.

<581124>Hebrews 11:24. By faith Moses He had confidence in God when he
called him to be the leader of his people. He believed that he was able to
deliver them, and he so trusted in him that he was willing at his command
to forego the splendid prospects which opened before him in Egypt. “When
he was come to years.” Greek “being great;” that is, when he was grown
up to manhood. He was at that time forty years of age; see the notes on
<440723>Acts 7:23. He took this step, therefore, in the full maturity of his
judgment, and when there was no danger of being influenced by the ardent
passions of youth.

Refused to be called the son of Pharaoh’s daughter When saved from the
ark in which he was placed on the Nile, he was brought up for the daughter
of Pharaoh; <020209>Exodus 2:9. He seems to have been adopted by her, and
trained up as her own son. What prospects this opened before him is not
certainly known. There is no probability that he would he the heir to the
crown of Egypt, as is often affirmed, for there is no proof that the crown
descended in the line of daughters; nor if it did, is there any probability that
it would descend on an adopted son of a daughter. But his situation could
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not but be regarded as highly honorable, and as attended with great
advantages. It gave him the opportunity of receiving the best education
which the times and country afforded — an opportunity of which he seems
to have availed himself to the utmost; notes, <440722>Acts 7:22. It would
doubtless be connected with important offices in the state. It furnished the
opportunity of a life of ease and pleasure — such as they commonly delight
in who reside at courts. And it doubtless opened before him the prospect of
wealth — for there is no improbability in supposing that he would be the
heir of the daughter of a rich monarch. Yet all this, it is said, he “refused.”
There is indeed no express mention made of his formality and openly
refusing it, but his leaving the court, and identifying himself with his
oppressed countrymen, was in fact a refusal of these high honors, and of
these brilliant prospects. It is not impossible that when he became
acquainted with his real history, there was some open and decided refusal
on his part, to be regarded as the son of the daughter of this pagan
monarch.

<581125>Hebrews 11:25. Choosing rather to suffer affliction with the people
of God With those whom God had chosen to he his people — the
Israelites. They were then oppressed and down-trodden; but they were the
descendants of Abraham, and were those whom God had designed to be
his special people. Moses saw that if he cast in his lot with them, he must
expect trials. They were poor, and crushed, and despised — a nation of
slaves. If he identified himself with them, his condition would be like theirs
— one of great trial; if he sought to elevate and deliver them, such an
undertaking could not but be one of great peril and hardship. Trial and
danger, want and care would follow from any course which he could
adopt, and he knew that an effort to rescue them from bondage must be
attended with the sacrifice of all the comforts and honor which he enjoyed
at court. Yet he “chose” this. He on the whole preferred it. He left the
court, not because he was driven away; not because there was nothing
there to gratify ambition or to he a stimulus to avarice; and not on account
of harsh treatment — for there is no intimation that he was not treated with
all the respect and honor due to his station, his talents, and his learning, but
because he deliberately preferred to share the trials and sorrows of the
friends of God. So every one who becomes a friend of God and casts in his
lot with his people, though he may anticipate that it will be attended with
persecution, with poverty, and with scorn, prefers this to all the pleasures
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of a life of gaiety and sin, and to the most brilliant prospects of wealth and
fame which this world can offer.

Than to enjoy the pleasures of sin for a season We are not to suppose that
Moses, even at the court of Pharaoh, was leading a life of vicious
indulgence. The idea is, that sins were practiced there such as those in
which pleasure is sought, and that if he had remained there it must have
been because he loved the pleasures of a sinful court and a sinful life rather
than the favour of God. We may learn from this:

(1) that there is a degree of pleasure in sin. It does not deserve to be called
happiness, and the apostle does not call it so. It is “pleasure,” excitement,
hilarity, merriment, amusement. Happiness is more solid and enduring than
“pleasure;” and solid happiness is not found in the ways of sin. But it
cannot be denied that there is a degree of pleasure which may be found in
amusement; in the excitement of the ball-room; in feasting and revelry; in
sensual enjoyments. All which wealth and splendour; music and dancing;
sensual gratifications, and the more refined pursuits in the circles of
fashion, can furnish, may be found in a life of irreligion; and if
disappointment, and envy, and sickness, and mortified pride, and
bereavements do not occur, the children of vanity and sin can find no
inconsiderable enjoyment in these things. They say they do; and there is no
reason to doubt the truth of their own testimony in the case. They call it a
“life of pleasure;” and it is not proper to withhold from it the appellation
which they choose to give it. It is not the most pure or elevated kind of
enjoyment, but it would be unjust to deny that there is any enjoyment in
such a course.

(2) It is only “for a season.” It will all soon pass away. Had Moses lived at
the court of Pharaoh all his days, it would have been only for a little
“season.” These pleasures soon vanish, because:

(a) life itself is short at best, and if a career of “pleasure” is pursued
through the whole of the ordinary period allotted to man, it is very brief.

(b) Those who live for pleasure often abridge their own lives. Indulgence
brings disease in its train, and the volaries of sensuality usually die young.
The art has never been yet discovered of combining intemperance and
sensuality with length of days. If a man wishes a reasonable prospect of
long life, he must be temperate and virtuous. Indulgence in vice wears out
the nervous and muscular system, and destroys the powers of life — just as
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a machine without balance-wheel or governor would soon tear itself to
pieces.

(c) Calamity, disappointment, envy, and rivalship mar such a life of
pleasure — and he who enters on it, from causes which he cannot control,
finds it very short. And,

(d) compared with eternity, O how brief is the longest life spent in the
ways of sin! Soon it must be over — and then the unpardoned sinner enters
on an immortal career where pleasure is forever unknown!

(3) In view of all the “pleasures” which sin can furnish, and in view of the
most brilliant prospects which this world can hold out, religion enables man
to pursue a different path. They who become the friends of God are willing
to give up all those fair and glittering anticipations, and to submit to
whatever trials may be incident to a life of self-denying piety. Religion,
with all its privations and sacrifices, is preferred, nor is there ever occasion
to regret the choice. Moses deliberately made that choice; nor in all the
trials which succeeded it — in all the cares incident to his great office in
conducting the children of Israel to the promised land — in all their
ingratitude and rebellion — is there the least evidence that he ever once
wished himself back again that he might enjoy “the pleasures of sin” in
Egypt.

<581126>Hebrews 11:26. Esteeming the reproach of Christ Margin, “For;”
that is, on account of Christ. This means either that he was willing to bear
the reproaches incident to his belief that the Messiah would come, and that
he gave up his fair prospects in Egypt with that expectation; or that he
endured such reproaches as Christ suffered; or the apostle uses the
expression as a sort of technical phrase, well understood in his time, to
denote sufferings endured in the cause of religion. Christians at that time
would naturally describe all sufferings on account of religion as endured in
the cause of Christ; and Paul, therefore, may have used this phrase to
denote sufferings in the cause of religion — meaning that Moses suffered
what, when the apostle wrote, would be called “the reproaches of Christ.”
It is not easy, or perhaps possible, to determine which of these
interpretations is the correct one, The most respectable names may be
adduced in favour of each, and every reader must be left to adopt his own
view of what is correct. The original will admit of either of them. The
general idea is, that he would be reproached for the course which he
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pursued. He could not expect to leave the splendours of a court and
undertake what he did, without subjecting himself to trials. He would be
blamed by the Egyptians for his interference in freeing their “slaves,” and in
bringing so many calamities upon their country; and he would be exposed
to ridicule for his folly in leaving his brilliant prospects at court, to become
identified with an oppressed and despised people. It is rare that men are
zealous in doing good without exposing themselves both to blame and to
ridicule.

Greater riches Worth more; of greater value. Reproach itself is not
desirable; but reproach, when a man receives it in an effort to do good to
others, is worth more to him than gold, <600413>1 Peter 4:13,14. The scars
which an old soldier has received in the defense of his country are more
valued by him than his pension; and the reproach which a good man
receives in endeavoring to save others is a subject of greater joy to him
than would be all the wealth which could be gained in a life of sin.

Than the treasures in Egypt It is implied here, that Moses had a prospect
of inheriting large treasures in Egypt, and that he voluntarily gave them up
to be the means of delivering his nation from bondage. Egypt abounded in
wealth; and the adopted son of the daughter of the king would naturally be
heir to a great estate.

For he had respect unto the recompense of the reward The “recompense
of the reward” here referred to must mean the blessedness of heaven — for
he had no earthly reward to look to. He had no prospect of pleasure, or
wealth, or honor, in his undertaking. If he had sought these, so far as
human sagacity could foresee, he would have remained at the court of
Pharaoh. The declaration here proves that it is right to have respect to the
rewards of heaven in serving God. It does not prove that this was the only
or the main motive which induced Moses to abandon his prospects at
court; nor does it prove that this should be our main or only motive in
leading a life of piety. If it were, our religion would be mere selfishness.
But it is right that we should desire the rewards and joys of heaven, and
that we should allow the prospect of those rewards and joys to influence us
as a motive to do our duty to God, and to sustain us in our trials; compare
<500308>Philippians 3:8-11, 13,14.

<581127>Hebrews 11:27. By faith he forsook Egypt Some have understood
this of the first time in which Moses forsook Egypt, when he fled into
Midian, as recorded in Exodus 2; the majority of expositors have supposed
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that it refers to the time when he left Egypt to conduct the Israelites to the
promised land. That the latter is the time referred to is evident from the
fact that it is said that he did “not fear the wrath of the king.” When Moses
first fled to the land of Midian it is expressly said that he went because he
did fear the anger of Pharaoh for his having killed an Egyptian; <020214>Exodus
2:14,15. He was at that time in fear of his life; but when he left Egypt at
the head of the Hebrew people, he had no such apprehensions. God
conducted him out with “an high hand,” and throughout all the events
connected with that remarkable deliverance, he manifested no dread of
Pharaoh, and had no apprehension from what he could do. He went forth,
indeed, at the head of his people when all the power of the king was
excited to destroy them, but he went confiding in God: and this is the faith
referred to here.

For he endured He persevered, amidst all the trials and difficulties
connected with his leading forth the people from bondage.

As seeing him who is invisible “As if” he saw God. He had no more doubt
that God had called him to this work, and that he would sustain him, than if
he saw him with his physical eyes. This is a most accurate account of the
nature of faith; compare notes on <581101>Hebrews 11:1.

<581128>Hebrews 11:28. Through faith he kept the passover Greek, “he
made — pepoihke <4160> — the passover,” which means more, it seems to
me, than that he merely kept or celebrated it. It implies that he instituted
this rite, and made the arrangements for its observance. There is reference
to the special agency, and the special faith which he had in its institution.
The faith in the case was confidence that this would be the means of
preserving the first-born of the Israelites, when the angel should destroy
the first-born of the Egyptians, and also that it would be celebrated as a
perpetual memorial of this great deliverance. On the passover, see the
notes on <402602>Matthew 26:2.

And the sprinkling of blood The blood of the paschal lamb on the lintels
and door-posts of the houses; <021222>Exodus 12:22.

Lest he that destroyed the first-born should touch them The first-born of
the Egyptians; <021223>Exodus 12:23. The apostle has thus enumerated some of
the things which illustrated the faith of Moses. The strength of his faith
may be seen by a reference to some of the circumstances which
characterized it.
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(1) It was such confidence in God as to lead him to forsake the most
flattering prospects of worldly enjoyment. I see no evidence, indeed, that
he was the heir to the throne; but he was evidently heir to great wealth; he
was encompassed with all the means of worldly pleasure; he had every
opportunity for a life of literary and scientific pursuits; he was eligible to
high and important trusts; he had a rank and station which would be
regarded as one of the most honored and enviable on earth. None of those
who are mentioned before in this chapter were required to make just such
sacrifices as this. Neither Abel, nor Noah, nor Enoch, was called to forsake
so brilliant worldly prospects; and though Abraham was called to a higher
act of faith when commanded to give up his beloved son, yet there were
some circumstances of trial in the case of Moses illustrating the nature of
faith which did not exist in the case of Abraham. Moses, in the maturity of
life, and with everything around him that is usually regarded by people as
objects of ambition, was ready to forego it all. So wherever true faith
exists, there is a readiness to abandon the hope of gain, and brilliant
prospects of distinction, and fascinating pleasures, in obedience to the
command of God.

(2) Moses entered on an undertaking wholly beyond the power of man to
accomplish, and against every human probability of success. It was no less
than that of restoring to freedom two millions of down-trodden, oppressed,
and dispirited. slaves, and conducting aged and feeble men, tender females,
helpless children, with numerous flocks and herds, across barren wastes to
a distant land. He undertook this against the power of probably the most
mighty monarch of his time; from the midst of a warlike nation; and when
the whole nation would be kindled into rage at the loss of so many slaves,
and when he might expect that all the power of their wrath would descend
on him and his undisciplined and feeble hosts. He did this when he had no
wealth that he could employ to furnish provisions or the means of defense;
no armies at his command to encircle his people on their march; and even
no influence among the people himself, and with every probability that they
would disregard him; compare <020311>Exodus 3:11; 4:1. He did this when the
whole Hebrew people were to be aroused to willingness to enter on the
great undertaking; when there was every probability that they would meet
with formidable enemies in the way, and when there was nothing human
whatever on which the mind could fix as a basis of calculation of success.
If there ever was any undertaking commenced opposed to every human
probability of success, it was that of delivering the Hebrew people and
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conducting them to the promised land. To human view it was quite as
hopeless and impracticable as it would be now for a stranger from Africa,
claiming to be a native prince there, and to have a commission from God to
liberate the two and a half millions of slaves in the U. States and conduct
them to the land of their fathers. In all the difficulties and discouragements
of the undertaking of Moses, therefore, his only hope of success must have
arisen from his confidence in God.

(3) It was an undertaking where there were many certain trials before him.
The people whom he sought to deliver were poor and oppressed. An
attempt to rescue them would bring down the wrath of the mighty monarch
under whom they were. They were a people unaccustomed to self-
government, and as the result proved, prone to ingratitude and rebellion.
The journey before him lay through a dreary waste, where there was every
prospect that there would be a want of food and water, and where he
might expect to meet with formidable enemies. In all these things his only
hope must have been in God. It was he only who could deliver them from
the grasp of the tyrant; who could conduct them through the wilderness,
who could provide for their wants in the desert; and who could defend a
vast multitude of women and children from the enemies which they would
be likely to encounter.

(4) There was nothing in this to gratify ambition, or to promise an earthly
reward. All these prospects he gave up when he left the court of Pharaoh.
To be the leader of a company of emancipated slaves through a pathless
desert to a distant land, had nothing in itself that could gratify the ambition
of one who had been bred at the most magnificent court on earth, and who
had enjoyed every advantage which the age afforded to qualify him to fill
any exalted office. The result showed that Moses never designed to be
himself the king of the people whom he led forth, and that he had no
intention of aggrandizing his own family in the case.

<581129>Hebrews 11:29. By faith they passed through the Red sea as by dry
land <021422>Exodus 14:22,29. That is, it was only by confidence in God that
they were able to do this. It was not by power which they had to remove
the waters and to make a passage for themselves; and it was not by the
operation of any natural causes. It is not to be supposed that all who
passed through the Red sea had saving faith. The assertion of the apostle
is, that the passage was made in virtue of strong confidence in God, and
that if it had not been for this confidence the passage could not have been
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made at all. Of this no one can entertain a doubt who reads the history of
that remarkable transaction.

Which the Egyptians assaying to do, were drowned <021427>Exodus 14:27,28.
Evidently referred to here as showing the effects of not having faith in
God, and of what must inevitably have befallen the Israelites if they had
had no faith. The destruction of the Egyptians by the return of the waters
in accordance with natural laws, showed that the Israelites would have
been destroyed in the passage if a divine energy had not been employed to
prevent it. On the passage through the Red sea, see Robinson’s Biblical
Researches, vol. 1, pp. 81-86.

<581130>Hebrews 11:30. By faith the walls of Jericho fell down ... Josephus,
6:12-20. That is, it was not by any natural causes, or by any means that
were in themselves adapted to secure such a result. It was not because they
fell of themselves; nor because they were assailed by the hosts of the
Israelites; nor was it because there was any natural tendency in the blowing
of horns to cause them to fall. None of these things were true; and it was
only by confidence in God that means so little adapted to such a purpose
could have been employed at all; and it was only by continued faith in him
that they could have been persevered in day by day, when no impression
whatever was made. The strength of the faith evinced on this occasion
appears from such circumstances as these: — that there was no natural
tendency in the means used to produce the effect; that there was great
apparent improbability that the effect would follow; that they might be
exposed to much ridicule from those within the city for attempting to
demolish their strong walls in this manner, and from the fact that the city
was encircled day after day without producing any result. This may teach
us the propriety and necessity of faith in similar circumstances. Ministers of
the gospel often preach where there seems to be as little prospect of
beating down the opposition in the human heart by the message which they
deliver, as there was of demolishing the walls of Jericho by the blowing of
rams’ horns. they blow the gospel trumpet from week to week and month
to month, and there seems to be no tendency in the strong citadel of the
heart to yield. Perhaps the only apparent result is to excite ridicule and
scorn. Yet let them not despair. Let them blow on. Let them still lift up
their voice with faith in God, and in due time the walls of the citadel will
totter and fall. God has power over the human heart as he had over
Jericho; and in our darkest day of discouragement let us remember that we
are never in circumstances indicating less probability of success from any
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apparent tendency in the means used to accomplish the result, than those
were who encompassed this pagan city. With similar confidence in God we
may hope for similar success.

<581131>Hebrews 11:31. By faith the harlot Rahab She resided in Jericho;
<060201>Joshua 2:1. When Joshua crossed the Jordan, he sent two men as spies
to her house, and she saved them by concealment from the enemies that
would have destroyed their lives. For this act of hospitality and kindness,
they assured her of safety when the city should be destroyed, and directed
her to give an indication of her place of abode to the invading Israelites,
that her house might be spared; <060218>Joshua 2:18,19. In the destruction of
the city, she was accordingly preserved; Joshua 6. The apostle seems to
have selected this case as illustrating the nature of faith, partly because it
occurred at Jericho, of which he had just made mention, and partly to show
that strong faith had been exercised not only by the patriarchs, and by those
who were confessed to be great and good, but by those in humble life, and
whose earlier conduct had been far from the ways of virtue. “Calvin.”
Much perplexity has been felt in reference to this case, and many attempts
have been made to remove the difficulty. The main difficulty has been that
a woman of this character should be enumerated among those who were
eminent for piety, and many expositors have endeavored to show that the
word rendered “harlot” does not necessarily denote a woman of abandoned
character, but may be used to denote a hostess. This definition is given by
Schleusner, who says that the word may mean one who prepares and sells
food and who receives strangers to entertain them. Others have supposed
that the word means “an idolatress,” because those devoted to idolatry
were frequently of abandoned character. But there are no clear instances in
which the Greek word, and the corresponding Hebrew word — hn;wOz<h2181>

— is used in this sense. The usual and the fair meaning of the word is what
is given in our translation, and there is no good reason why that
signification should not be retained here. It is not implied by the use of the
word here, however, that Rahab was an harlot at the time to which the
apostle refers; but the meaning is, that this had been her character, so that
it was proper to designate her by this appellation. In regard to this case,
therefore, and in explanation of the difficulties which have been felt in
reference to it, we may remark:

(1) that the obvious meaning of this word here and of the corresponding
place in <060206>Joshua 2:6 is, that she had been a woman of abandoned



417

character, and that she was known as such. That she might have been also
a hostess, or one who kept a house of entertainment for strangers, is at the
same time by no means improbable, since it not unfrequently happened in
ancient as well as modern times, that females of this character kept such
houses. It might have been the fact that her house was “known” merely as
a house of entertainment that led the spies who went to Jericho to seek a
lodging there. It would be natural that strangers coming into a place should
act in this respect as all other travelers did, and should apply for
entertainment at what was known as a public house.

(2) There is no improbability in supposing that her course of life had been
changed either before their arrival, or in consequence of it. They were
doubtless wise and holy men. Men would not be selected for an enterprise
like this, in whom the leader of the Hebrew army could not put entire
confidence. It is not unfair then to suppose that they were men of eminent
piety, as well as sagacity. Nor is there any improbability in supposing that
they would acquaint this female with the history of their people, with their
remarkable deliverance from Egypt, and with the design for which they
were about to invade the land of Canaan. There is evidence that some such
representations made a deep impression on her mind, and led to a change in
her views and feelings, for she not only received them with the usual proofs
of hospitality, but jeoparded her own life in their defense, when she might
easily have betrayed them. This fact showed that she had a firm belief that
they were what they professed to be — the people of God, and that she
was willing to identify her interests with theirs.

(3) This case — supposing that she had been a woman of bad character,
but now was truly converted — does not stand alone. Other females of a
similar character have been converted, and have subsequently led lives of
piety; and though the number is not comparatively great, yet the truth of
God has shown its power in renewing and sanctifying some at least of this,
the most abandoned and degraded class of human beings. “Publicans and
harlots,” said the Saviour, “go into the kingdom of God;” <402131>Matthew
21:31. Rahab seems to have been one of them; and her case shows that
such instances of depravity are not hopeless. This record, therefore, is one
of encouragement for the most abandoned sinners; and one too which
shows that strangers, even in a public house, may do good to those who
have wandered far from God and virtue, and that we should never despair
of saving the most abandoned of our race.
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(4) There is no need of supposing that the apostle in commending this
woman approved of all that she did. That she was not perfect is true. That
she did some things which cannot be vindicated is true also — and who
does not? But admitting all that may be said about any imperfection in her
character, (compare <060204>Joshua 2:4), it was still true that she had strong
faith — and that is all that the apostle commends. We are under no more
necessity of vindicating all that she did, than we are all that David or Peter
did — or all that is now done by those who have the highest claims to
virtue.

(5) She had strong faith. It was only a strong belief that Yahweh was the
true God, and that the children of Israel were his people, which would have
led her to screen the strangers at the peril of her own life; and when the
city was encompassed, and the walls fell, and the tumult of battle raged she
showed her steady confidence in their fidelity, and in God, by using the
simple means on which she was told the safety of herself and her family
depended; <060622>Joshua 6:22,23.

With them that believed not The inhabitants of the idolatrous city of
Jericho. The margin is, “were disobedient.” The more correct rendering,
however, is, as in the text, believed not. They evinced no such faith as
Rahab had, and they were therefore destroyed.

Received the spies with peace With friendliness and kindness; <060201>Joshua
2:1ff

<581132>Hebrews 11:32. And what shall I more say? There are numerous
other instances showing the strength of faith which there is not time to
mention.

For the time would fail me to tell To recount all that they did; all the
illustrations of the strength and power of faith evinced in their lives.

Of Gedeon The history of Gideon is detailed at length in Judges 6—7, and
there can be no doubt that in his wars he was sustained and animated by
strong confidence in God.

And of Barak Judges 4. Barak, at the command of Deborah the prophetess,
who summoned him to war in the name of the Lord, encountered and
overthrew the hosts of Sisera. His yielding to her summons, and his valour
in battle against the enemies of the Lord, showed that he was animated by
faith.
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And of Samson see the history of Samson in Judges 14:— 16. It is not by
any means necessary to suppose that in making mention of Samson, the
apostle approved of all that he did. All that he commands is his faith, and
though he was a very imperfect man, and there were many things in his life
which neither sound morality nor religion can approve, yet it was still true
that he evinced, on some occasions, remarkable confidence in God, by
relying on the strength which he gave him. This was particularly true in the
instance where he made a great slaughter of the enemies of the Lord, and
of his country; see <071516>Judges 15:16; 16:30.

And of Jephthae The story of Jephtha is recorded in Judges 11. The
mention of his name among those who were distinguished for faith, has
given occasion to much perplexity among expositors. That a man of so
harsh and severe a character, a man who sacrificed his own daughter, in
consequence of a rash vow, should be numbered among those who were
eminent for piety, as if he were one distinguished for piety also, has seemed
to be wholly inconsistent and improper. The same remark, however, may
be made respecting Jephtha which has been made of Samson and others.
The apostle does not commend all which they did. He does not deny that
they were very imperfect men, nor that they did many things which cannot
be approved or vindicated. He commends only one thing — their faith; and
in these instances he particularly alludes, doubtless, to their remarkable
valour and success in delivering their country from their foes and from the
foes of God. In this it is implied that they regarded themselves as called to
this work by the Lord, and as engaged in his service; and that they went
forth to battle, depending on his protection and nerved by confidence in
him as the God of their country. Their views of God himself might be very
erroneous; their notions of religion — as was the case with Jephtha — very
imperfect and obscure; many things in their lives might be wholly
inconsistent with what we should now regard as demanded by religion, and
still it might be true that in their efforts to deliver their country, they relied
on the aid of God, and were animated to put forth extraordinary efforts,
and were favoured with extraordinary success from their confidence in him.
In the case of Jephtha, all that it is necessary to suppose, in order to see the
force of the illustration of the apostle is, that he had strong confidence in
God — the God of his nation, and that, under the influence of this, he
made extraordinary efforts in repelling his foes. And this is not unnatural or
improbable, even on the supposition that he was not a pious man. How
many a Greek, and Roman, and Goth, and Muslim, has been animated’ to



420

extraordinary courage in battle, by confidence in the gods which they
worshipped! That Jephtha had this, no one can doubt; see <071129>Judges
11:29-32.

Even in the great and improper sacrifice of his only daughter which the
obvious interpretation of the record respecting him in <071139>Judges 11:39,
leads us to suppose he made, he did it as an offering to the Lord, and under
these mistaken views of duty, he showed by the greatest sacrifice which a
man could make — that of an only child that he was disposed to do what
he believed was required by religion. A full examination of the case of
Jephtha, and of the question whether he really sacrificed his daughter, may
be found in Warburton’s Divine Legation of Moses, book 9. notes, in
Bush’s Notes on Judges 11; and in the Biblical Repository for January
1843. It is not necessary to go into the much litigated inquiry here whether
he really put his daughter to death, for whether he did or not, it is equally
true that he evinced strong confidence in God. If he did do it, in obedience
as he supposed to duty and to the divine command, no higher instance of
faith in God as having a right to dispose of all that he had, could be
furnished; if he did not, his eminent valour and success in battle show that
he relied for strength and victory on the arm of Yahweh. The single reason
why the piety of Jephtha has ever been called in question has been the fact
that he sacrificed his own daughter. If he did not do that, no one will doubt
his claims to an honored rank among those who have evinced faith in God.

Of David also Commended justly as an eminent example of a man who had
faith in, God, though it cannot be supposed that all that he did was
approved.

And Samuel In early youth distinguished for his piety, and manifesting it
through his life; see 1 Sam.

And of the prophets They were men who had strong confidence in the truth
of what God directed them to foretell, and who were ever ready,
depending on him, to make known the most unwelcome truths to their
fellow man, even at the peril of their lives.

<581133>Hebrews 11:33. Who through faith subdued kingdoms That is, those
specified in the previous verses, and others like them. The meaning is, that
some of them subdued kingdoms, others obtained promises, etc. Thus,
Joshua subdued the nations of Canaan; Gideon the Midtianites; Jephtha the
Ammonites; David the Philistines, Amalekites, Jebusites, Edomites, etc.
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Wrought righteousness Carried the laws of justice into execution,
particularly on guilty nations. They executed the great purposes of God in
punishing the wicked, and in cutting off his foes.

Obtained promises Or obtained “promised blessings” (Bloomfield, Stuart);
that is, they obtained as a result of their faith, promises of blessings on their
posterity in future times.

Stopped the mouths of lions As Samson, <071406>Judges 14:6; David, <091734>1
Samuel 17:34ff; and particularly Daniel; Daniel vi. 7, following To be able
to subdue and render harmless the king of the forest — the animal most
dreaded in early times — was regarded as an eminent achievement.

<581134>Hebrews 11:34. Quenched the violence of fire As Shadrach,
Meshach, and Abednego did; <270315>Daniel 3:15-26. “Escaped the edge of the
sword.” As Elijah did when he fled from Ahab, <111903>1 Kings 19:3; as Elijah
did when he was delivered from the king of Syria, <120616>2 Kings 6:16; and as
David did when he fled from Saul.

Out of weakness were made strong Enabled to perform exploits beyond
their natural strength, or raised up from a state of physical infirmity, and
invigorated for conflict. Such a case as that of Samson may be referred to,
<071515>Judges 15:15; 16:26-30; or as that of Hezekiah, 2 Kings 20 who was
restored from dangerous sickness by the immediate interposition of God;
see the notes on Isaiah 38:

Waxed valiant in fight Became valiant. Like Joshua. Barak, David, etc.
The books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings supply instances of this in
abundance.

Turned to flight the armies of the aliens The foreigners — as the invading
Philistines, Ammonites, Moabites, Assyrians, etc.

<581135>Hebrews 11:35. Women received their dead raised to life again As
in the case of the woman of Zarephath, whose child was restored to life by
Elijah, <111719>1 Kings 17:19-24; and of the son of the Shunamite woman
whose child was restored to life by Elisha; <120418>2 Kings 4:18-37.

And others were tortured The word which is used here — tumpanizw <5178>

— to “tympanize,” refers to a form of severe torture which was sometimes
practiced. It is derived from tumpanon — “tympanum” — a drum, tabret,
timbrel; and the instrument was probably so called from resembling the
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drum or the timbrel. This instrument consisted in the East of a thin wooden
rim covered over with skin, as a tambourine is with us; see it described in
the notes on <230512>Isaiah 5:12. The engine of torture here referred to,
probably resembled the drum in form, on which the body of a criminal was
bent so as to give greater severity to the wounds which were inflicted by
scourging. The lash would cut deeper when the body was so extended, and
the open gashes exposed to the air would increase the torture; see 2 Macc.
6:19-29. The punishment here referred to seems to have consisted of two
things — the stretching upon the instrument, and the scourging; see
Robinson’s Lexicon and Stuart in loc. Bloomfield, however, supposes that
the mode of the torture can be best learned from the original meaning of
the word tumpanon — “tympanum” — as meaning:

(1) a beatingstick, and

(2) a beating-post which was in the form of a T, thus suggesting the
posture of the sufferer.

This beating, says he, was sometimes administered with sticks or rods; and
sometimes with leather thongs inclosing pieces of lead. The former
account, however, better agrees with the usual meaning of the word.

Not accepting deliverance When it was offered them; that is, on condition
that they would renounce their opinions, or do what was required of them.
This is the very nature of the spirit of martyrdom.

That they might obtain a better resurrection That is, when they were
subjected to this kind of torture they were looked upon as certainly dead.
To have accepted deliverance then, would have been a kind of restoration
to life, or a species of resurrection. But they refused this, and looked
forward to a more honorable and glorious restoration to life; a
resurrection, therefore, which would be better than this. It would be in
itself more noble and honorable, and would be permanent, and therefore
better. No particular instance of this kind is mentioned in the Old
Testament; but amidst the multitude of cases of persecution to which good
men were subjected, there is no improbability in supposing that this may
have occurred. The case of Eleazer, recorded in 2 Macc. 6, so strongly
resembles what the apostle says here, that it is very possible he may have
had it in his eye. The passage before us proves that the doctrine of the
resurrection was understood and believed before the coming of the
Saviour, and that it was one of the doctrines which sustained and animated
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those who were called to suffer on account of their religion. In the
prospect of death under the infliction of torture on account of religion, or
under the pain produced by disease, nothing will better enable us to bear up
under the suffering than the expectation that the body will be restored to
immortal vigour, and raised to a mode of life where it will be no longer
susceptible of pain. To be raised up to that life is a “better resurrection”
than to be saved from death when persecuted, or to be raised up from a
bed of pain.

<581136>Hebrews 11:36. And others had trial of cruel mockings Referring to
the scorn and derision which the ancient victims of persecution
experienced. This has been often experienced by martyrs, and doubtless it
was the case with those who suffered on account of their religion, before
the advent of the Saviour as well as afterward. Some instances of this kind
are mentioned in the Old Testament (<120223>2 Kings 2:23; <112224>1 Kings 22:24);
and it was frequent in the time of the Maccabees.

And scourging Whipping. This was a common mode of punishment, and
was usually inflicted before a martyr was put to death; see the notes on
<401017>Matthew 10:17; 27:26. For instances of this, see <242002>Jeremiah 20:2; 2
Macc. 7:1; 5:17. “Of bonds.” Chains. <013920>Genesis 39:20.

And imprisonment see <112227>1 Kings 22:27; <242002>Jeremiah 20:2.

<581137>Hebrews 11:37. They were stoned A common method of
punishment among the Jews; see the notes on <402135>Matthew 21:35,44. Thus,
Zechariah, the son of Jehoiada the priest, was stoned; see <142421>2 Chronicles
24:21; compare <112101>1 Kings 21:1-14. It is not improbable that this was
often resorted to in times of popular tumult, as in the case of Stephen;
<440759>Acts 7:59; compare <431031>John 10:31; <441405>Acts 14:5. In the time of the
terrible persecutions under Antiochus Epiphanes, and under Manasseh,
such instances also probably occurred.

They were sawn asunder It is commonly supposed that Isaiah was put to
death in this manner. For the evidence of this, see introduction to Isaiah, 2.
It is known that this mode of punishment, though not common, did exist in
ancient times. Among the Romans, the laws of the twelve tables affixed
this as the punishment of certain crimes, but this mode of execution was
very rare, since Aulius Gellius says that in his time no one remembered to
have seen it practiced. It appears, however, from Suetonius that the
emperor Caligula often condemned persons of rank to be sawn through the
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middle. Calmet, writing above a hundred years ago, says, “I am assured
that the punishment of the saw is still in use among the Switzers, and that
they put it in practice not many years ago upon one of their countrymen,
guilty of a great crime, in the plain of Grenelles, near Paris. They put him
into a kind of coffin, and sawed him lengthwise, beginning at the head, as a
piece of wood is sawn; “Pict. Bib.” It was not an unusual mode of
punishment to cut a person asunder, and to suspend the different parts of
the body to walls and towers, as a warning to the living; see <093110>1 Samuel
31:10, and Morier’s Second Journey to Persia, p. 96.

Were tempted On this expression, which has given much perplexity in
critics, see the notes of Prof. Stuart, Bloomfield, and Kuinoel. There is a
great variety of reading in the MSS. and editions of the New Testament,
and many have regarded it as an interpolation. The difficulty which has
been felt in reference to it has been, that it is a much milder word than
those just used, and that it is hardly probable that the apostle would
enumerate this among those which he had just specified, as if to be tempted
deserved to be mentioned among sufferings of so severe a nature. But it
seems to me there need be no real difficulty in the case. The apostle here,
among other sufferings which they were called to endure, may have
referred to the temptations which were presented to the martyrs when
about to die to abandon their religion and live. It is very possible to
conceive that this might have been among the highest aggravations of their
sufferings. We know that in later times it was a common practice to offer
life to those who were doomed to a horrid death on condition that they
would throw incense on the altars of a pagan god, and we may easily
suppose that a temptation of that kind, artfully presented in the midst of
keen tortures, would greatly aggravate their sufferings. Or suppose when a
father was about to be put to death for his religion, his wife and children
were placed before him and should plead with him to save his life by
abandoning his religion, we can easily imagine that no pain of the rack
would cause so keen torture to the soul as their cries and tears would.
Amidst the sorrows of martyrs, therefore, it was not improper to say that
they were tempted, and to place this among their most aggravated woes.
For instances of this nature. see 2 Macc. 6:21,22; 7:17,24.

Were slain with the sword As in the case of the eighty-five priests slain by
Doeg (<092218>1 Samuel 22:18); and the prophets. of whose slaughter by the
sword Elijah complains; <111910>1 Kings 19:10.
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They wandered about in sheepskins and goatskins Driven away from their
homes, and compelled to clothe themselves in this rude and uncomfortable
manner. A dress of this kind, or a dress made of hair, was not uncommon
with the prophets, and seems indeed to have been regarded as an
appropriate badge of their office; see <120108>2 Kings 1:8; <381304>Zechariah 13:4.

Being destitute, afflicted, tormented The word “tormented” here means
tortured. The apostle expresses here in general what in the previous verses
he had specified in detail.

<581138>Hebrews 11:38. Of whom the world was not worthy The world was
so wicked that it had no claim that such holy men should live in it. These
poor, despised, and persecuted people, living as outcasts and wanderers,
were of a character far elevated above the world. This is a most beautiful
expression. It is at once a statement of their eminent holiness, and of the
wickedness of the rest of mankind.

They wandered in deserts ... On the Scripture meaning of the word
“desert” or wilderness, see the notes on <400301>Matthew 3:1. This is a
description of persons driven away from their homes, and wandering about
from place to place to procure a scanty subsistence; compare 1 Macc. 1:53;
2 Macc. 5:27; 6:7. The instances mentioned in the Books of Maccabees are
so much in point, that there is no impropriety in supposing that Paul
referred to some such cases, if not these very cases. As there is no doubt
about their historic truth, there was no impropriety in referring to them,
though they are not mentioned in the canonical books of Scripture. One of
those cases may be referred to as strikingly illustrating what is here said.
“But Judas Maccabeus with nine others or thereabout, withdrew himself
into the wilderness, and lived in the mountains after the manner of beasts,
with his company, who fed on herbs continually lest they should be
partakers of the pollution;” 2 Macc. 5:27.

<581139>Hebrews 11:39. And these all, having obtained a good report
through faith They were all commended and approved on account of their
confidence in God; see the notes on <581102>Hebrews 11:2.

Received not the promise That is, did not receive the fulfillment of the
promise; or did not receive all that was promised. They all still looked
forward to some future blessings; notes, <581113>Hebrews 11:13.
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<581140>Hebrews 11:40. God having provided some better thing for us
Margin, “foreseen.” That is, “God having provided, or determined on
giving some better thing than any of them realized, and which we are now
permitted to enjoy.” That is, God gave them promises; but they were not
allowed to see their fulfillment. We are permitted now to see what they
referred to, and in part, at least, to witness their completion; and though
the promise was made to them, the fulfillment more particularly pertains to
us.

That they without us should not be made perfect That is, complete. The
whole system of revelation was not complete at once, or in one generation.
It required successive ages to make the system complete, so that it might
be said that it was finished, or perfect. Our existence, therefore, and the
developments in our times, were as necessary to the perfection of the
system, as the promise made to the patriarchs. And as the system would
not have been complete if the blessings had been simply conferred on us
without the previous arrangements, and the long scheme of introductory
measures, so it would not have been complete if the promises had been
merely given to them without the corresponding fulfillment in our times.
They are like the two parts of a tally. The fathers had one part in the
promises, and we the other in the fulfulment, and neither would have been
complete without the other. The “better things” then referred to here as
possessed by Christians, are the privilege of seeing those promises fulfilled
in the Messiah; the blessings resulting from the atonement; the more
expanded views which they have under the gospel; the brighter hopes of
heaven itself, and the clearer apprehension of what heaven will be, which
they are permitted to enjoy. This, therefore, accords entirely with the
argument which the apostle is pursuing — which is, to show that the
Christians whom he addressed should not apostatize from their religion.
The argument is, that in numerous instances, as specified, the saints of
ancient times, even under fiery trials, were sustained by faith in God, and
that too when they had not seen the fulfillment of the promises, and when
they had much more obscure views than we are permitted to enjoy. If they,
under the influence of the mere promise of future blessings, were enabled
thus to persevere, how much more reason is there for us to persevere who
have been permitted, by the coming of the Messiah, to witness the
perfection of the system!

There is no part of the New Testament of more value than this chapter;
none which deserves to be more patiently studied, or which may be more
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frequently applied to the circumstances of Christians. These invaluable
records are adapted to sustain us in times of trial, temptation, and
persecution; to show us what faith has done in days that are past, and what
it may do still in similar circumstances. Nothing can better show the value
and the power of faith, or of true religion, than the records in this chapter.
It has done what nothing else could do. It has enabled people to endure
what nothing else would enable them to bear, and it has shown its power in
inducing them to give up, at the command of God, what the human heart
holds most dear. And among the lessons which we may derive from the
study of this portion of divine truth, let us learn from the example of Abel
to continue to offer to God the sacrifice of true piety which he requires,
though we may be taunted or opposed by our nearest kindred; from that of
Enoch to walk with God, though surrounded by a wicked world, and to
look to the blessed translation to heaven which awaits all the righteous;
from that of Noah to comply with all the directions of God, and to make all
needful preparations for the future events which he has predicted, in which
we are to be interested — as death, judgment, and eternity — though the
events may seem to be remote, and though there may be no visible
indications of their coming, and though the world may deride our faith and
our fears; from that of Abraham to leave country, and home, and kindred,
if God calls us to, and to go just where he commands, through deserts and
wilds, and among strange people, and like him also to be ready to give up
the dearest objects of our earthly affection, even when attended with all
that can try or torture our feelings of affection — feeling that God who
gave has a right to require their removal in his own way, and that however
much we may fix our hopes on a dear child, he can fulfil all his purposes
and promises to us though such a child should be removed by death; from
that of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, to regard ourselves as strangers and
pilgrims on earth, having here no permanent home. and seeking a better
country; from that of Moses to be willing to leave all the pomp and
splendour of the world, all our brilliant prospects and hopes, and to
welcome poverty, reproach, and suffering, that we may identify ourselves
with the people of God; by the remembrance of the host of worthies who
met danger, and encountered mighty foes, and vanquished them, let us
learn to go forth in our spiritual conflicts against the enemies of our souls
and of the church, assured of victory; and from the example of those who
were driven from the abodes of human beings, and exposed to the storms
of persecution, let us learn to bear every trial, and to be ready at any
moment to lay down our lives in the cause of truth and of God. Of all those
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holy men who made these sacrifices, which of them ever regretted it, when
he came calmly to look over his life, and to review it on the borders of the
eternal world? None. Not one of them ever expressed regret that he had
given up the world; or that he had obeyed the Lord too early, too faithfully,
or too long. Not Abraham who left his country and kindred; not Moses
who abandoned his brilliant prospects in Egypt; not Noah who subjected
himself to ridicule and scorn for an hundred and twenty years; and not one
of those who were exposed to lions, to fire, to the edge of the sword, or
who were driven away from society as outcasts to wander in pathless
deserts or to take up their abodes in caverns, ever regretted the course
which they had chosen. And who of them all now regrets it? Who, of these
worthies, now looks from heaven and feels that he suffered one privation
too much, or that he has not had an ample recompense for all the ills he
experienced in the cause of religion? So we shall feel when from the bed of
death we look over the present life, and look out on eternity. Whatever our
religion may have cost us, we shall not feel that we began to serve God too
early, or served him too faithfully. Whatever pleasure, gain, or splendid
prospects we gave up in order to become Christians, we shall feel that it
was the way of wisdom, and shall rejoice that we were able to do it.
Whatever sacrifices, trials, persecution, and pain, we may meet with, we
shall feel that there has been more than a compensation in the consolations
of religion, and in the hope of heaven, and that by every sacrifice we have
been the gainers. When we reach heaven, we shall see that we have not
endured one pain too much, and that through whatever trials we may have
passed, the result is worth all which it has cost. Strengthened then in our
trials by the remembrance of what faith has done in times that are past;
recalling the example of those who through faith and patience have
inherited the promises, let us go cheerfully on our way. Soon the journey
of trials will be ended, and soon what are now objects of faith will become
objects of fruition, and in their enjoyment, how trifling and brief will seem
all the sorrows of our pilgrimage below!
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 12

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

The apostle having illustrated the nature and power of faith in the previous
chapter (Hebrews 11), proceeds in this chapter (Hebrews 12), to exhort
those to whom he wrote to apply the same principles to their own case,
and to urge them to manifest the same steady confidence in God and
perseverance in their holy walk. For this purpose, he adverts to the
following arguments or considerations:

I. He represents the ancient worthies who had so faithfully persevered and
so gloriously triumphed, as witnesses of their strife in the Christian race,
and as cheering them on to victory; <581101>Hebrews 11:1.

II. He appeals to the example of the Saviour; <581202>Hebrews 12:2-4. This
was a more illustrious instance than any of those which had been adverted
to, and is not referred to with theirs, but is adduced as deserving a separate
and a special specification. The circumstances in his case which are an
encouragement to perseverance in the Christian conflict, are these.

(1) He endured the cross, and is now exalted to the right hand of God.

(2) He bore the contradiction of sinners against himself, as those were
called to do to whom Paul wrote.

(3) He went beyond them in his trials and temptations — beyond anything
which they could have reason to apprehend — for he had “resisted unto
blood, striving against sin.”

III. He encourages them by showing that their trials would result in their
own good, and particularly that the hand of a Father was in them;
<581205>Hebrews 12:5-13. Particularly he urges:

(1) that God addressed those who suffered as his sons, and called on them
not to receive with improper feeling the chastening of the Lord,
<581205>Hebrews 12:5;

(2) that it was a general principle that the Lord chastened those whom he
loved, and the fact that we received chastening was to be regarded as
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evidence that we are under his paternal care, and that he has not forsaken
us, <581206>Hebrews 12:6-8;

(3) that they had been subject to the correction of earthly fathers and had
learned to be submissive, and that there was much higher reason for
submitting to God, <581209>Hebrews 12:9,10;

(4) and that however painful chastisement might be at present, yet it would
ultimately produce important benefits; <581211>Hebrews 12:11. By these
considerations he encourages them to bear their trials with patience, and to
assume new courage in their efforts to live a Christian life; <581212>Hebrews
12:12,13.

IV. He exhorts them to perseverance and fidelity by the fact that if they
should become remiss, and renounce their confidence in God, it would be
impossible to retrieve what was lost; <581214>Hebrews 12:14-17. In illustrating
this, he appeals to the case of Esau. For a trifling consideration, when in
distress, he parted with an invaluable blessing. When it was gone, it was
impossible to recover it. No consideration could induce a change, though
he sought it earnestly with tears. So it would be with Christians, if, under
the power of temptation, they should renounce their religion, and go back
to their former state.

V. He urges them to perseverance by the nature of the dispensation under
which they were, as compared with the one under which they had formerly
been — the Jewish; <581218>Hebrews 12:18-29. Under the former, everything
was suited to alarm and terrify the soul; <581218>Hebrews 12:18-21. The new
dispensation was of a different character. It was adapted to encourage and
to win the heart. The real Mount Zion — the city of the living God — the
New Jerusalem — the company of the angels — the church of the first-
born — the Judge of all — the great Mediator — to which they had come
under the new dispensation, all these were suited to encourage the fainting
heart, and to win the affections of the soul; <581222>Hebrews 12:22-24. Yet, in
proportion to the sacredness and tenderness of these considerations, and to
the light and privileges which they now enjoyed, would be their guilt if they
should renounce their religion — for under this dispensation, as under the
old, God was a consuming fire; <581225>Hebrews 12:25-29.

<581201>Hebrews 12:1. Wherefore In view of what has been said in the
previous chapter.
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Seeing we also are encompassed about with so great a cloud of witnesses
The apostle represents those to whom he had referred in the previous
chapter, as looking on to witness the efforts which Christians make, and
the manner in which they live. There is allusion here, doubtless, to the
ancient games. A great multitude of spectators usually occupied the
circular seats in the amphitheater, from which they could easily behold the
combatants; see the notes on <460924>1 Corinthians 9:24-27. In like manner, the
apostle represents Christians as encompassed with the multitude of
worthies to whom he had referred in the previous chapter. It cannot be
fairly inferred from this that he means to say that all those ancient worthies
were actually looking at the conduct of Christians, and saw their conflicts.
It is a figurative representation, such as is common, and means that we
ought to act as if they were in sight, and cheered us on. How far the spirits
of the just who are departed from this world are permitted to behold what
is done on earth — if at all — is not revealed in the Scriptures. The phrase,
“a cloud of witnesses,” means many witnesses, or a number so great that
they seem to be a cloud. The comparison of a multitude of persons to a
cloud is common in the classic writers; see Homer II. 4:274, 23:133;
Statius 1:340, and other instances adduced in Wetstein, in loc.; compare
notes on <520417>1 Thessalonians 4:17.

Let us lay aside every weight The word rendered “weight” — ongkon <3591>

— means what is crooked or hooked, and thence any thing that is attached
or suspended by a hook that is, by its whole weight, and hence means
weight; see “Passow.” It does not occur elsewhere in the New Testament.
The word is often used in the classic writers in the sense of swelling,
tumour, pride. Its usual meaning is that of weight or burden, and there is
allusion here, doubtless, to the runners in the games who were careful not
to encumber themselves with anything that was heavy. Hence, their clothes
were so made as not to impede their running, and hence, they were careful
in their training not to overburden themselves with food, and in every way
to remove what would be an impediment or hindrance. As applied to the
racers it does not mean that they began to run with anything like a burden,
and then threw it away — as persons sometimes aid their jumping by
taking a stone in their hands to acquire increased momentum — but that
they were careful not to allow anything that would be a weight or an
encumbrance. As applied to Christians it means that they should remove all
which would obstruct their progress in the Christian course. Thus, it is fair
to apply it to whatever would be an impediment in our efforts to win the
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crown of life. It is not the same thing in all persons. In one it may be pride;
in another vanity; in another worldliness; in another a violent and almost
ungovernable temper; in another a corrupt imagination; in another a heavy,
leaden, insensible heart; in another some improper and unholy attachment.
Whatever it may be, we are exhorted to lay it aside, and this general
direction may be applied to anything which prevents our making the
highest possible attainment in the divine life. Some persons would make
much more progress if they would throw away many of their personal
ornaments; some, if they would disencumber themselves of the heavy
weight of gold which they are endeavoring to carry with them. So some
very light objects, in themselves considered, become material
encumbrances. Even a feather or a ring — such may be the fondness for
these toys — may become such a weight that they will never make much
progress toward the prize.

And the sin which doth so easily beset us The word which is here rendered
“easily beset” — euperistaton <2139> — “euperistaton” — does not occur
elsewhere in the New Testament. It properly means, “standing well
around;” and hence, denotes what is near, or at hand, or readily occurring.
So Chrysostom explains it. Passow defines it as meaning “easy to encircle.”
Tyndale renders it “the sin that hangeth on us.” Theodoret and others
explain the word as if derived from peristasiv — a word which
sometimes means affliction, peril — and hence, regard it as denoting what
is full of peril, or the sin which so easily subjects one to calamity.
Bloomfield supposes, in accordance with the opinion of Grotius, Crellius,
Kype, Kuinoel, and others, that it means “the sin which especially winds
around us, and hinders our course,” with allusion to the long Oriental
garments. According to this, the meaning would be, that as a runner would
be careful not to encumber himself with a garment which would be apt to
wind around his legs in running, and hinder him, so it should be with the
Christian, who especially ought to lay aside everything which resembles
this; that is, all sin, which must impede his course. The former of these
interpretations, however, is most commonly adopted, and best agrees with
the established sense of the word. It will then mean that we are to lay aside
every encumbrance, particularly or especially — for so the word kai <2532>

“and,” should be rendered here “the sins to which we are most exposed.”
Such sins are appropriately called “easily besetting sins.” They are those to
which we are particularly liable. They are such sins as the following:
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(1) Those to which we are particularly exposed by our natural
temperament, or disposition. In some this is pride, in others indolence, or
gaiety, or levity, or avarice, or ambition, or sensuality.

(2) Those in which we freely indulged before we became Christians. They
will be likely to return with power, and we are far more likely from the
laws of association, to fall into them than into any other. Thus, a man who
has been intemperate is in special danger from that quarter; a man who has
been an infidel, is in special danger of scepticism: one who has been
avaricious, proud, frivolous, or ambitious, is in special danger, even after
conversion, of again committing these sins.

(3) Sins to which we are exposed by our profession, by our relations to
others, or by our situation in life. They whose condition will entitle them to
associate with what are regarded as the more elevated classes of society,
are in special danger of indulging in the methods of living, and of
amusement that are common among them; they who are prospered in the
world are in danger of losing the simplicity and spirituality of their religion;
they who hold a civil office are in danger of becoming mere politicians, and
of losing the very form and substance of piety.

(4) Sins to which we are exposed from some special weakness in our
character. On some points we may be in no danger. We may be
constitutionally so firm as not to be especially liable to certain forms of sin.
But every man has one or more weak points in his character; and it is there
that he is particularly exposed. A bow may be in the main very strong. All
along its length there may be no danger of its giving way — save at one
place where it has been made too thin, or where the material was defective
— and if it ever breaks, it will of course be at that point. That is the point,
therefore, which needs to be guarded and strengthened. So in reference to
character. There is always some weak point which needs specially to be
guarded, and our principal danger is there. Self-knowledge, so necessary in
leading a holy life, consists much in searching out those weak points of
character where we are most exposed; and our progress in the Christian
course will be determined much by the fidelity with which we guard and
strengthen them.

And let us run with patience the race that is set before us. The word
rendered “patience” rather means in this place, perseverance. We are to run
the race without allowing ourselves to be hindered by any obstructions, and
without giving out or fainting in the way. Encouraged by the example of
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the multitudes who have run the same race before us, and who are now
looking out upon us from heaven, where they dwell, we are to persevere as
they did to the end.

<581202>Hebrews 12:2. Looking unto Jesus As a further inducement to do
this, the apostle exhorts us to look to the Saviour. We are to look to his
holy life; to his patience and perseverance in trials; to what he endured in
order to obtain the crown, and to his final success and triumph.

The author and finisher of our faith The word “our” is not in the original
here, and obscures the sense. The meaning is, he is the first and the last as
an example of faith or of confidence in God — occupying in this, as in all
other things, the pre-eminence, and being the most complete model that
can be placed before us. The apostle had not enumerated him among those
who had been distinguished for their faith, but he now refers to him as
above them all; as a case that deserved to stand by itself. It is probable that
there is a continuance here of the allusion to the Grecian games which the
apostle had commenced in the previous verse. The word “author” —
archgon <747> — (marg. beginner) — means properly the source, or cause
of anything; or one who makes a beginning. It is rendered in <440315>Acts 3:15,
5:31, “Prince”; in <580210>Hebrews 2:10, “Captain”; and in the place before us,
“Author.” It does not occur elsewhere in the New Testament. The phrase
“the beginner of faith,” or the leader on of faith, would express the idea.
He is at the head of all those who have furnished an example of confidence
in God, for he was himself the most illustrious instance of it. The
expression, then, does not mean properly that he produces faith in us, or
that we believe because he causes us to believe — whatever may be the
truth about that — but that he stands at the head as the most eminent
example that can be referred to on the subject of faith. We are exhorted to
look to him, as if at the Grecian games there was one who stood before the
racer who had previously carried away every palm of victory; who had
always been triumphant, and with whom there was no one who could be
compared. The word “finisher” — teleiwthn <5051> — corresponds in
meaning with the word “author.” It means that he is the completer as well
as the beginner; the last as well as the first. As there has been no one
hitherto who could be compared with him, so there will be no one
hereafter; compare <660108>Revelation 1:8,11. “I am Alpha and Omega, the
beginning and the ending, the first and the last.” The word does not mean
that he was the “finisher” of faith in the sense that he makes our faith
complete or perfects it — whatever may be true about that — but that he
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occupies this elevated position of being beyond comparison above all
others. Alike in the commencement and the close, in the beginning of faith,
and in its ending, he stands pre-eminent. To this illustrious model we
should look — as a racer would on one who had been always so successful
that he surpassed all competitors and rivals. If this be the meaning, then it
is not properly explained, as it is commonly (see Bloomfield and Stuart in
loc.), by saying that the word here is synonymous with “rewarder,” and
refers to the brabeuthv <2603> — or the distributor of the prize; compare
notes on <510315>Colossians 3:15, There is no instance where the word is used
in this sense in the New Testament (compare Passow), nor would such an
interpretation present so beautiful and appropriate a thought as the one
suggested above.

Who for the joy that was set before him That is, who in view of all the
honor which he would have at the right hand of God, and the happiness
which he would experience from the consciousness that he had redeemed a
world, was willing to bear the sorrows connected with the atonement.

Endured the cross Endured patiently the ignominy and pain connected with
the suffering of death on the cross.

Despising the shame Disregarding the ignominy of such a mode of death.
It is difficult for us now to realize the force of the expression, “enduring
the shame of the cross,” as it was understood in the time of the Saviour
and the apostles. The views of the world have changed, and it is now
difficult to divest the “cross” of the associations of honor and glory which
the word suggests, so as to appreciate the ideas which encompassed it
then. There is a degree of dishonor which we attach to the guillotine, but
the ignominy of a death on the cross was greater than that; there is disgrace
attached to the block, but the ignominy of the cross was greater than that;
there is a much deeper infamy attached to the gallows, but the ignominy of
the cross was greater than that. And that word — the cross — which when
now proclaimed in the ears of the refined, the intelligent, and even the
frivolous, excites an idea of honor, in the ears of the people of Athens, of
Corinth, and of Rome, excited deeper disgust than the word “gallows”
does with us — for it was regarded as the appropriate punishment of the
most infamous of mankind. We can now scarcely appreciate these feelings,
and of course the declaration that Jesus “endured the cross, despising the
shame,” does not make the impression on our minds in regard to the nature
of his sufferings, and the value of his example, which it should do. When
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we now think of the “cross,” it is not of the multitude of slaves, and
robbers, and thieves, and rebels, who have died on it, but of the one great
Victim, whose death has ennobled even this instrument of torture, and
encircled it with a halo of glory. We have been accustomed to read of it as
an imperial standard in war in the days of Constantine, and as the banner
under which armies have marched to conquest; it is intermingled with the
sweetest poetry; it is a sacred thing in the most magnificent cathedrals; it
adorns the altar, and is even an object of adoration; it is in the most elegant
engravings; it is worn by beauty and piety as an ornament near the heart; it
is associated with all that is pure in love, great in self-sacrifice, and holy in
religion. To see the true force of the expression here, therefore, it is
necessary to divest ourselves of these ideas of glory which encircle the
“cross,” and to place ourselves in the times and lands in which, when the
most infamous of mankind were stretched upon it, it was regarded for such
people as an appropriate mode of punishment. That infamy Jesus was
willing to bear, and the strength of his confidence in God, his love for man,
and the depth of his humiliation, was shown in the readiness and firmness
with which he went forward to such a death.

And is set down at the right hand of the throne of God Exalted to the
highest place of dignity and honor in the universe; notes, <411619>Mark 16:19;
<490120>Ephesians 1:20-22. The sentiment here is, “Imitate the example of the
great Author of our religion. He, in view of the honor and joy before him,
endured the most severe sufferings to which the human frame can be
subjected, and the form of death which is regarded as the most shameful.
So amidst all the severe trials to which you are exposed on account of
religion, patiently endure all — for the glorious rewards, the happiness and
the triumph of heaven, are before you.”

<581203>Hebrews 12:3. For consider him Attentively reflect on his example
that you may be able to bear your trials in a proper manner.

That endured such contradiction of sinners Such opposition. The reference
is to the Jews of the time of the Saviour, who opposed his plans, perverted
his sayings, and ridiculed his claims. Yet, regardless of their opposition, he
persevered in the course which he had marked out, and went patiently
forward in the execution of his plans. The idea is, that we are to pursue the
path of duty and follow the dictates of conscience, let the world say what
they will about it. In doing this we cannot find a better example than the
Saviour. No opposition of sinners ever turned him from the way which he
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regarded as right; no ridicule ever caused him to abandon any of his plans;
no argument, or expression of scorn, ever caused him for a moment to
deviate from his course.

Lest ye be wearied and faint in your minds The meaning is, that there is
great danger of being disheartened and wearied out by the opposition
which you meet with. But with the bright example of one who was never
disheartened, and who never became weary in doing the will of God, you
may persevere. The best means of leading a faithful Christian life amidst the
opposition which we may encounter, is to keep the eye steadily fixed on
the Saviour.

<581204>Hebrews 12:4. Ye have not yet resisted unto blood, striving against
sin The general sense of this passage is, “you have not yet been called in
your Christian struggles to the highest kind of sufferings and sacrifices.
Great as your trials may seem to have been, yet your faith has not yet been
put to the severest test. And since this is so, you ought not to yield in the
conflict with evil, but manfully resist it.” In the language used here there is
undoubtedly a continuance of the allusion to the agonistic games — the
strugglings and wrestlings for mastery there. In those games, the boxers
were accustomed to arm themselves for the fight with the caestus. This at
first consisted of strong leathern thongs wound around the hands, and
extending only to the wrist, to give greater solidity to the fist. Afterward
these were made to extend to the elbow, and then to the shoulder, and
finally, they sewed pieces of lead or iron in them that they might strike a
heavier and more destructive blow. The consequence was, that those who
were engaged in the fight were often covered with blood, and that
resistance “unto blood” showed a determined courage, and a purpose not
to yield. But though the language here may be taken from this custom, the
fact to which the apostle alludes, it seems to me, is the struggling of the
Saviour in the garden of Gethsemane, when his conflict was so severe that,
great drops of blood fell down to the ground see the notes on <402636>Matthew
26:36-44. It is, indeed, commonly understood to mean that they had not
yet been called to shed their blood as martyrs in the cause of religion; see
Stuart Bloomfield, Doddridge, Clarke, Whitby, Kuinoel, etc. Indeed, I find
in none of the commentators what seems to me to be the true sense of this
passage, and what gives an exquisite beauty to it, the allusion to the
sufferings of the Saviour in the garden. The reasons which lead me to
believe that there is such an allusion, are briefly these:
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(1) The connection. The apostle is appealing to the example of the Saviour,
and urging Christians to persevere amidst their trials by looking to him.
Nothing would be more natural in this connection, than to refer to that
dark night, when in the severest conflict with temptation which he ever
encountered. he so signally showed his own firmness of purpose, and the
effects of resistance on his own bleeding body, and his signal victory — in
the garden of Gethsemane.

(2) The expression “striving against sin” seems to demand the same
interpretation. On the common interpretation, the allusion would be merely
to their resisting persecution; but here the allusion is to some struggle in
their minds against “committing sin.” The apostle exhorts them to strive
manfully and perseveringly against; sin in every form, and especially against
the sin of apostasy. To encourage them he refers them to the highest
instance on record where there was a “striving against sin” — the struggle
of the Redeemer in the garden with the great enemy who there made his
most violent assault, and where the resistance of the Redeemer was so
great as to force the blood through his pores. What was the exact form of
the temptation there, we are not informed. It may have been to induce him
to abandon his work even then and to yield, in view of the severe sufferings
of his approaching death on the cross. If there ever was a point where
temptation would be powerful, it would be there. When a man is about to
be put to death, how strong is the inducement to abandon his purpose, his
plans, or his principles, if he may save his life! How many, of feeble virtue,
have yielded just there! If to this consideration we add the thought that the
Redeemer was engaged in a work never before undertaken; that he
designed to make an atonement never before made; that he was about to
endure sorrows never before endured; and that on the decision of that
moment depended the ascendency of sin or holiness on the earth, the
triumph or the fall of Satan’s kingdom, the success or the defeat of all the
plans of the great adversary of God and man, and that, on such an occasion
as this, the tempter would use all his power to crush the lonely and
unprotected man of sorrows in the garden of Gethsemane, it is easy to
imagine what may have been the terror of that fearful conflict, and what
virtue it would require in him to resist the concentrated energy of Satan’s
might to induce him even then to abandon his work. The apostle says of
those to whom he wrote, that they had not yet reached that point; compare
notes on <580507>Hebrews 5:7.
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(3) This view furnishes a proper climax to the argument of the apostle for
perseverance. It presents the Redeemer before the mind as the great
example; directs the mind to him in various scenes of his life — as looking
to the joy before him — disregarding the ignominy of his sufferings —
enduring the opposition of sinners — and then in the garden as engaged in
a conflict with his great foe, and so resisting sin that rather than yield he
endured that fearful mental struggle which was attended with such
remarkable consequences. This is the highest consideration which could be
presented to the mind of a believer to keep him from yielding in the conflict
with evil; and if we could keep him in the eye resisting even unto blood
rather than yield in the least degree, it would do more than all other things
to restrain us from sin. How different his case from ours! How readily we
yield to sin! We offer a faint and feeble resistance, and then surrender. We
think it will be unknown: or that others do it; or that we may repent of it;
or that we have no power to resist it; or that it is of little consequence, and
our resolution gives way. Not so the Redeemer, Rather than yield in any
form to sin, he measured strength with the great adversary when alone with
him in the darkness of the night, and gloriously triumphed! And so would
we always triumph if we had the same settled purpose to resist sin in every
form even unto blood.

<581205>Hebrews 12:5. And ye have forgotten the exhortation This
exhortation is found in <200311>Proverbs 3:11,12. The object of the apostle in
introducing it here is, to show that afflictions were designed on the part of
God to produce some happy effects in the lives of his people, and that they
ought, therefore, to bear them patiently. In the previous verses, he directs
them to the example of the Saviour. In this verse and the following, for the
same object he directs their attention to the design of trials, showing that
they are necessary to our welfare, and that they are in fact proof of the
paternal care of God. This verse might be rendered as a question. “And
have ye forgotten?” etc. This mode of rendering it will agree somewhat
better with the design of the apostle.

Which speaketh, unto you Which may be regarded as addressed to you; or
which involves a principle as applicable to you as to others. He does not
mean that when Solomon used the words, he had reference to them
particularly, but that he used them with reference to the children of God,
and they might therefore be applied to them. in this way we may regard the
language of the Scriptures as addressed to us.
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As unto children As if he were addressing children. The language is such as
a father uses.

My son It is possible that in these words Solomon may have intended to
address a son literally, giving him paternal counsel; or he may have spoken
as the Head of the Jewish people, designing to address all the pious, to
whom he sustained, as it were, the relation of a father. Or, it is possible
also, that it may be regarded as the language of God himself addressing his
children. Whichever supposition is adopted, the sense is substantially the
same.

Despise not thou the chastening of the Lord Literally, “Do not regard it as
a small matter, or as a trivial thing — oligwrei <3643>. The Greek word used
here does not occur elsewhere in the New Testament. The word rendered
here “chastening” — paideia <3809> — and also in <581206>Hebrews 12:6,7,8,
and in <581209>Hebrews 12:9, “corrected” — paideutav <3810> — does not refer
to affliction in general, but that kind of affliction which is designed to
correct us for our faults, or which is of the nature of discipline. The verb
properly relates to the training up of a child — including instruction,
counsel, discipline, and correction (see this use of the verb in <440722>Acts 7:22;
<550225>2 Timothy 2:25; <560212>Titus 2:12), and then especially discipline or
correction for faults — to “correct, chastise, chasten;” <461132>1 Corinthians
11:32; <470609>2 Corinthians 6:9; <660319>Revelation 3:19. This is the meaning here;
and the idea is, not that God will afflict his people in general, but that if
they wander away he will correct them for their faults. He will bring
calamity upon them as a punishment for their offences, and in order to
bring them back to himself. He will not suffer them to wander away
unrebuked and unchecked, but will mercifully reclaim them though by great
sufferings. Afflictions have many objects, or produce many happy effects.
That referred to here is, that they are means of reclaiming the wandering
and erring children of God, and are proofs of his paternal care and love;
compare <100714>2 Samuel 7:14; 12:13,14; <198931>Psalm 89:31-34; <200311>Proverbs
3:11,12. Afflictions, which are always sent by God, should not be regarded
as small matters, for these reasons:

(1) The fact that they are sent by God. Whatever he does is of importance,
and is worthy of the profound attention of people.

(2) They are sent for some important purpose, and they should be
regarded, therefore, with attentive concern. Men “despise” them when:
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(1) they treat them with affected or real unconcern;

(2) when they fail to receive them as divine admonitions, and regard them
as without any intelligent design; and

(3) when they receive them with “expressions” of contempt, and speak of
them and of the government of God with scorn.

It should be a matter of deep concern when we are afflicted in any manner,
not to treat the matter lightly, but to derive from our trials all the lessons
which they are adapted to produce on the mind.

Nor faint ... Bear up patiently under them. This is the second duty. We are
first to study their character and design; and secondly, to bear up under
them, however severe they may be, and however long they may be
continued. “Avoid the extremes of proud insensibility and entire dejection”
— Doddridge.

<581206>Hebrews 12:6. For whom the Lord loveth he chasteneth This is also
a quotation from Proverbs 3. It means that it is a universal rule that God
sends trials on those whom he truly loves. It does not, of course, mean that
he sends chastisement which is not deserved; or that he sends it “for the
mere purpose” of inflicting pain. That cannot be. But it means that by his
chastisements he shows that he has a paternal care for us. He does not treat
us with neglect and unconcern, as a father often does his illegitimate child.
The very fact that he corrects us shows that he has toward us a father’s
feelings, and exercises toward us a paternal care. If he did not, he would let
us go on without any attention, and leave us to pursue a course of sin that
would involve us in ruin. To restrain and govern a child; to correct him
when he errs, shows that there is a parental solicitude for him, and that he
is not an outcast. And as there is in the life of every child of God something
that deserves correction, it happens that it is universally true that “whom
the Lord loveth he chasteneth.”

And scourgeth every son whom he receiveth Whom he receives or
acknowledges as his child. This is not quoted literally from the Hebrew, but
from the Septuagint. The Hebrew is, “even as a father the son in whom he
delighteth.” The general sense of the passage is retained, as is often the
case in the quotations from the Old Testament. The meaning is the same as
in the former part of the verse, that every one who becomes a child of God
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is treated by him with that watchful care which shows that he sustains
toward him the paternal relation.

<581207>Hebrews 12:7. If ye endure chastening That is, if you undergo, or
are called to experience correction. It does not mean here, “if you endure it
patiently; or if you bear up under it;” but “if you are chastised or corrected
by God.” The affirmation does not relate to the manner of bearing it, but to
the fact that we are disciplined.

God dealeth with you as with sons He does not cast you off and regard you
as if you were in no way related to him.

For what son is he whom the father chasteneth not That is, he evinces
toward his son the care which shows that he sustains the relation of a
father. If he deserves correction, he corrects him; and he aims by all proper
means to exhibit the appropriate care and character of a father. And as we
receive such attention from an earthly parent, we ought to expect to
receive similar notice from our Father in heaven.

<581208>Hebrews 12:8. But if ye be without chastisement If you never meet
with anything that is adapted to correct your faults; to subdue your temper;
to chide your wanderings, it would prove that you were in the condition of
illegitimate children — cast off and disregarded by their father.

Whereof all are partakers All who are the true children of God.

Then are ye bastards, and not sons The reference here is to the neglect
with which such children are treated, and to the general want of care and
discipline over them:

“Lost in the world’s wide range; enjoin’d no aim,
Preserib’d no duty, and assign’d no name.” — Savage.

In the English law, a bastard is termed “nullius filius.” Illegitimate children
are usually abandoned by their father. The care of them is left to the
mother, and the father endeavors to avoid all responsibility, and usually to
be concealed and unknown. His own child he does not wish to recognize;
he neither provides for him; nor instructs him; nor governs him; nor
disciplines him. A father, who is worthy of the name, will do all these
things. So Paul says it is with Christians. God has not cast them off. In
every way he evinces toward them the character of a father. And if it
should be that they passed along through life without any occurrence that
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would indicate the paternal care and attention designed to correct their
faults, it would show that they never had been his children, but — were
cast off and wholly disregarded. This is a beautiful argument; and we
should receive every affliction as full proof that we are not forgotten by the
High and Holy One who condescends to sustain to us the character, and to
evince toward us, in our wanderings, the watchful care of a Father.

<581209>Hebrews 12:9. Furthermore As an additional consideration to
induce us to receive chastisement with submission. The argument in this
verse is derived from the difference in the spirit and design with which we
are corrected by God and by an earthly parent. In God everything is
without any intermingling of passion or any improper feeling. In an earthly
parent there is often much that is the result of hasty emotion, of an irascible
temper, perhaps of the mere love of power. There is much that is inflicted
without due reflection, and that produces only pain in the bosom of the
parent himself in the recollection. Yet with all this imperfection of parental
government, we were patient and unmurmuring. How much more should
we submit to one whose paternal discipline is caused by no excited feeling;
by no love of power; by no want of reflection, and which never furnishes
occasion for regret!

Fathers of our flesh Earthly fathers; those from whom we have derived our
being here. They are contrasted here with God, who is called “the Father of
spirits,” not because the father does not sustain the paternal relation to the
soul as well as the body, but to designate the nature of the dominion over
us. The dominion of God is what pertains to a spiritual kingdom, having
more direct reference to the discipline of the soul, and being designed to
prepare us for the spiritual world; that of the earthly father pertains
primarily to our condition here, and the discipline is designed to subdue our
unruly passions, to teach us to restrain our appetites, to inculcate maxims
of health and prosperity, and to prevent those things which would impede
our happiness in the present world. See, however, many curious instances
of the manner in which these phrases were used by the Jewish writers,
collected by Wetstein.

We gave them reverence We submitted to them; honored them; loved
them. Painful at the time as correction may have been, yet when we have
fully understood the design of it, we have loved them the more. The effect
of such discipline, properly administered, is to produce real veneration for
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a parent —for he who in a timely and appropriate manner restrains his child
is the only one who will secure ultimate reverence and respect.

Shall we not much rather be in subjection Since God’s government is so
much more perfect; since he has so much better right to control us; and
since his administration is free from all the defects which attend parental
discipline on earth, there is a much higher reason for bowing with
submission and reverence to him.

The Father of spirits Thus, in <041622>Numbers 16:22, God is called “the God
of the spirits of all flesh;” so also <042716>Numbers 27:16; compare <183304>Job 33:4.
The idea seems to be that, as the soul is the most important part of man,
this name is given to God by way of eminence, or he is eminently and
supremely our Father. It was his to create the immortal part, and to that
spirit which is never to die he sustains the relation of Father. The earthly
father is parent to the man as mortal; God is the Father of man as immortal.
God is himself a spirit. Angels and human souls, therefore, may be
represented as especially his offspring. It is the highest designation which
could be given to God to say that he is at the head of the universe of mind;
not implying that he is not also at the head of the material universe, but
designing to bring into view this high characteristic of the Almighty, that all
created minds throughout the universe sustain to him the relation of
children. To this Great Being we should, therefore, more cheerfully subject
ourselves than to an earthly parent.

And live Meaning that his fatherly chastisements are adapted to secure our
spiritual life. He corrects us that he may promote our final happiness, and
his inflictions are the means of saving us from eternal death.

<581210>Hebrews 12:10. For they verily for a few days That is, with
reference to a few days prov <4314>; or it was a chastisement that had
reference mainly to this short life. The apostle seems to bring in this
circumstance to contrast the dealings of earthly parents with those of God.
One of the circumstances is, that the corrections of earthly parents had a
much less important object than those of God. They related to this life — a
life so brief that it may be said to continue but a “few days.” Yet, in order
to secure the benefit to be derived for so short a period from fatherly
correction, we submitted without complaining. Much more cheerfully
ought we to submit to that discipline from the hand of our heavenly Father
which is designed to extend its benefits through eternity. This seems to me
to afford a better sense than that adopted by Prof. Stuart and others, that it



445

means “during our childhood or minority;” or than that proposed by
Doddridge, that it refers both to our earthly parents and to our heavenly
Father.

After their own pleasure Margin, “as seemed good, or meet to them.”
Meaning that it was sometimes done arbitrarily, or from caprice, or under
the influence of passion. This is an additional reason why we should submit
to God. We submitted to our earthly parents, though their correction was
sometimes passionate, and was designed to gratify their own pleasure
rather than to promote our good. There is much of this kind of punishment
in families; but there is none of it under the administration of God.

But he for our profit Never from passion, from caprice, from the love of
power or superiority, but always for our good. The exact benefit which he
designs to produce we may not be able always to understand, but we may
be assured that no other cause influences him than a desire to promote our
real welfare, and as he can never be mistaken in regard to the proper means
to secure that, we may be assured that our trials are always adapted to that
end.

That we might be partakers of his holiness Become so holy that it may be
said that we are partakers of the very holiness of God; compare <610104>2 Peter
1:4. This is the elevated object at which God aims by our trials. It is not
that he delights to produce pain; not that he envies us and would rob us of
our little comforts; not that he needs what we prize to increase his own
enjoyment, and therefore rudely takes it away; and not that he acts from
caprice — now conferring a blessing and then withdrawing it without any
reason: it is, that he may make us more pure and holy, and thus promote
our own best interest. To be holy as God is holy; to be so holy that it may
be said that we “are partakers of his holiness,” is a richer blessing than
health, and property, and friends, without it; and when by the exchange of
the one we acquire the other, we have secured infinitely more than we have
lost. To obtain the greater good we should be willing to part with the less;
to secure the everlasting friendship and favour of God we should be
willing, if necessary, to surrender the last farthing of our property; the last
friend that is left us; the last feeble and fluttering pulsation of life in our
veins.

<581211>Hebrews 12:11. Now no chastening for the present seemeth to be
joyous, but grievous It does not impart pleasure, nor is this its design. All
chastisement is intended to produce pain, and the Christian is as sensitive
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to pain as others. His religion does not blunt his sensibilities and make him
a stoic, but it rather increases his susceptibility to suffering. The Lord
Jesus, probably, felt pain, reproach, and contempt more keenly than any
other human being ever did; and the Christian feels the loss of a child, or
physical suffering, as keenly as anyone. But while religion does not render
him insensible to suffering, it does two things:

(1) it enables him to bear the pain without complaining; and

(2) it turns the affliction into a blessing on his soul.

“Nevertheless afterward.” In future life. The effect is seen in a pure life,
and in a more entire devotedness to God. We are not to look for the proper
fruits of affliction while we are suffering, but “afterward.”

It yieldeth the peaceable fruit of righteousness It is a tree that bears good
fruit, and we do not expect the fruit to form and ripen at once. It may be
long maturing, but it will be rich and mellow when it is ripe. It frequently
requires a long time before all the results of affliction appear — as it
requires months to form and ripen fruit. Like fruit it may appear at first
sour, crabbed, and unpalatable; but it will be at last like the ruddy peach or
the golden orange. When those fruits are ripened, they are:

(1) fruits of “righteousness.” They make us more holy, more dead to sin
and the world, and more alive to God. And they are

(2) “peaceable.” They produce peace, calmness, submission in the soul.
They make the heart more tranquil in its confidence in God, and more
disposed to promote the religion of peace.

The apostle speaks of this as if it were a universal truth in regard to
Christians who are afflicted. And it is so. There is no Christian who is not
ultimately benefited by trials, and who is not able at some period
subsequently to say, “It was good for me that I was afflicted. Before I was
afflicted I went astray; but now have I kept thy word.” When a Christian
comes to die, he does not feel that he has had one trial too many, or one
which he did not deserve. He can then look back and see the effect of some
early trial so severe that he once thought he could hardly endure it,
spreading a hallowed influence over his future years, and scattering its
golden fruit all along the pathway of life. I have never known a Christian
who was not benefited by afflictions; I have seen none who was not able to
say that his trials produced some happy effect on his religious character,
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and on his real happiness in life. If this be so, then no matter how severe
our trials, we should submit to them without a complaint. The more severe
they are, the more we shall yet be blessed — on earth or in heaven.

<581212>Hebrews 12:12. Wherefore In view of the facts which have been
now stated — that afflictions are sent from God, and are evidences of his
paternal watchfulness.

Lift up the hands which hang down As if from weariness and exhaustion.
Renew your courage; make a new effort to bear them. The hands fall by
the side when we are exhausted with toil, or worn down by disease; see the
notes on <233503>Isaiah 35:3, from which place this exhortation is taken.

And the feeble knees The knees also become enfeebled by long effort, and
tremble as if their strength were gone. Courage and resolution may do
much, however, to make them firm, and it is to this that the apostle exhorts
those to whom he wrote. They were to make every effort to bear up under
their trials. The hope of victory will do much to strengthen one almost
exhausted in battle; the desire to reach home invigorates the frame of the
weary traveler. So it is with the Christian. In persecution, and sickness, and
bereavement, he may be ready to sink under his burdens. The hands fall,
and the knees tremble, and the heart sinks within us. But confidence in
God, and the hope of heaven, and the assurance that all this is for our
good, will reinvigorate the enfeebled frame, and enable us to bear what we
once supposed would crush us to the dust. A courageous mind braces a
feeble body, and hope makes it fresh for new conflicts.

<581213>Hebrews 12:13. And make straight paths for your feet Margin,
“even.” The word used here means properly straight, in the sense of
upright, erect; <441410>Acts 14:10; but it is used here in the sense of straight
horizontally, that is, level, plain, smooth. The meaning is, that they were to
remove all obstacles out of the way, so that they need not stumble and fail.
There is probably an allusion here to <200425>Proverbs 4:25-27. “Let thine eyes
look right on, and let thine eyelids look straight before thee. Ponder the
path of thy feet, and let all thy ways be established. Turn not to the right
hand nor to the left; remove thy foot from evil.” The idea is, that by every
proper means they were to make the way to heaven as plain and easy as
possible. They were to allow no obstructions in the path over which the
lame and feeble might fall.
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Lest that which is lame be turned out of the way A lame man needs a
smooth path to walk in. The idea is here, that everything which would
prevent those in the church who were in any danger of falling — the feeble,
the unestablished, the weak — from walking in the path to heaven, or
which might be an occasion to them of falling, should be removed. Or it
may mean, that in a road that was not level, those who were lame would be
in danger of spraining, distorting, or wrenching a lame limb; and the
counsel is, that whatever would have a tendency to this should be removed.
Divested of the figure, the passage means, that everything should be
removed which would hinder anyone from walking in the path to life. But
let it rather be healed As in the case of lameness, pains should be taken to
heal it rather than to suffer it to be increased by careless exposure to a new
sprain or fracture, so it should be in our religious and moral character.
Whatever is defective we should endeavor to restore to soundness, rather
than to suffer the defect to be increased. Whatever is feeble in our faith or
hope; whatever evil tendency there is in our hearts, we should endeavor to
strengthen and amend, lest it should become worse, and we should entirely
fall.

<581214>Hebrews 12:14. Follow peace with all men Do not give indulgence
to those passions which lead to litigations, strifes, wars; see the notes on
<451419>Romans 14:19. The connection here requires us to understand this
mainly of persecutors. The apostle is referring to the trials which those
whom he addressed were experiencing. Those trials seem to have arisen
mainly from persecution, and he exhorts them to manifest a spirit of
kindness toward all — even though they were engaged in persecuting
them. This is the temper of the gospel. We are to make war with sin, but
not with people; with bad passions and corrupt desires, but not with our
fellow-worms.

And holiness Instead of yielding to contending passions and to a spirit of
war; instead of seeking revenge on your persecutors and foes, make it
rather your aim to be holy. Let that be the object of your pursuit; the great
purpose of your life. Men might in such cases counsel them to seek
revenge; the spirit of religion would counsel them to strive to be holy. In
such times they were in great danger of giving indulgence to evil passions,
and hence, the special propriety of the exhortation to endeavor to be holy.

Without which no man shall see the Lord That is, shall see him in peace; or
shall so see him as to dwell with him. All will see him in the day of
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judgment, but to “see” one is often used in the sense of being with one;
dwelling with one; enjoying one; see the notes on <400508>Matthew 5:8. The
principle here stated is one which is never departed from; <662127>Revelation
21:27; <233508>Isaiah 35:8; 52:1; 60:21; <290317>Joel 3:17; <401341>Matthew 13:41; <460609>1
Corinthians 6:9,10. No one has ever been admitted to heaven in his sins;
nor is it desirable that anyone ever should be. Desirable as it is that lost
people should be happy, yet it is benevolence which excludes the profane,
the impious, and the unbelieving from heaven — just as it is benevolence to
a family to exclude profligates and seducers, and as it is benevolence to a
community to confine thieves and robbers in prison. This great principle in
the divine administration will always be adhered to; and hence, they who
are expecting to be saved without holiness or religion, are destined to
certain disappointment. Heaven and earth will pass away, but God will not
admit one unrepenting and unpardoned sinner to heaven. It was the
importance and the certainty of this principle which made the apostle insist
on it here with so much earnestness. Amidst all their trials; when exposed
to persecution; and when every- thing might tempt them to the indulgence
of feelings which were the opposite of holiness, they were to make it their
great object to be like God. For this they were to seek, to strive. to labor,
to pray. This with us in all our trials should also be the great aim of life.
How deeply affecting then is the inquiry whether we have that holiness
which is indispensable to salvation! Let us not deceive ourselves. We may
have many things else — many things which are in themselves desirable,
but without this one thing we shall never see the Lord in peace. We may
have wealth, genius, learning, beauty, accomplishments, houses, lands,
books, friends — but without religion they will be all in vain. Never can we
see God in peace without a holy heart; never can we be admitted into
heaven without that religion which will identify us with the angels around
the throne!

<581215>Hebrews 12:15. Looking diligently This phrase implies close
attention. It is implied that there are reasons why we should take special
care. Those reasons are found in the propensities of our hearts to evil; in
the temptations of the world; in the allurements to apostasy presented by
the great adversary of our souls.

Lest any man fail As every man is in danger, it is his personal duty to see
to it that his salvation be secure.
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Fail of the grace of God Margin, “fail from.” The Greek is, “lest any one
be wanting or lacking” — uJsterwn <5302>. There is no intimation in the
words used here that they already had grace and might fall away —
whatever might he true about that — but that there was danger that they
might be found at last to be deficient in that religion which was necessary
to save them. Whether this was to be by losing the religion which they now
had, or by the fact that they never had any however near they may have
come to it — the apostle does not here intimate, and this passage should
not be used in the discussion of the question about failing from grace. It is
a proper exhortation to be addressed to any man in the church or out of it,
to inquire diligently whether there is not reason to apprehend that when he
comes to appear before God he will be found to be wholly destitute of
religion.

Lest any root of bitterness springing up Any bitter root. There is doubtless
an allusion here to <052918>Deuteronomy 29:18.

“Lest there should be among you man, or woman, or family, or
tribe, whose heart turneth away this day from the Lord our God, to
go and serve the gods of these nations; lest there should be among
you a root that beareth gall and wormwood.”

The allusion there is to those who were idolaters, and who instead of
bearing the fruits of righteousness, and promoting the piety and happiness
of the nation, would bear the fruits of idolatry, and spread abroad irreligion
and sin. The allusion, in both cases, is to a bitter plant springing up among
those that were cultivated for ornament or use, or to a tree bearing bitter
and poisonous fruit, among those that produced good fruit. The reference
of the apostle is to some person who should produce a similar effect in the
church — to one who should inculcate false doctrines; or who should
apostatize; or who should lead an unholy life, and thus be the means of
corrupting and destroying others. They were to be at especial pains that no
such person should start up from among themselves, or be tolerated by
them.

Trouble you By his doctrines and example.

And thereby many be defiled Led away from the faith and corrupted. One
wicked man, and especially one hypocrite in the church, may be the means
of destroying many others.



451

<581216>Hebrews 12:16. Lest there be any fornicator The sin here referred
to is one of those which would spread corruption in the church, and against
which they ought to be especially on their guard. Allusion is made to Esau
as an example, who, himself a corrupt and profane man, for a trifle threw
away the highest honor which as a son he could have. Many have regarded
the word used here as referring to idolatry, or defection from the true
religion to a false one — as the word is often used in the Old Testament —
but it is more natural to understand it literally. The crime here mentioned
was one which abounded everywhere in ancient times, as it does now, and
it was important to guard the church against it; see the notes on <441520>Acts
15:20; <460618>1 Corinthians 6:18.

Or profane person The word “profane” here refers to one who by word or
conduct treats religion with contempt, or has no reverence for what is
sacred. This may be shown by words; by the manner; by a sneer; by neglect
of religion; or by openly renouncing the privileges which might be
connected with our salvation. The allusion here is to one who should
openly cast off all the hopes of religion for indulgence in temporary
pleasure, as Esau gave up his birthright for a trifling gratification. In a
similar manner, the young, for temporary gratification, neglect or despise
all the privileges and hopes resulting from their being born in the bosom of
the church; from being baptized and consecrated to God; and from being
trained up in the lap of piety.

As Esau It is clearly implied here that Esau sustained the character of a
fornicator and a profane person. The former appellation is probably given
to him to denote his licentiousness shown by his marrying many wives, and
particularly foreigners, or the daughters of Canaan: see <013602>Genesis 36:2;
compare <012634>Genesis 26:34,35. The Jewish writers abundantly declare that
that was his character; see Wetstein, in loc. In proof that the latter
appellation — that of a profane person — belonged to him, see <012529>Genesis
25:29-34. It is true that it is rather by inference, than by direct assertion,
that it is known that he sustained this character. The birth-right, in his
circumstances, was a high honor. The promise respecting the inheritance of
the land of Canaan, the coming of the Messiah, and the preservation of the
true religion, had been given to Abraham and Isaac, and was to be
transmitted by them. As the oldest son, all the honor connected with this,
and which is now associated with the name Jacob, would have properly
appertained to Esau. But he undervalued it. He lived a licentious life. He
followed his corrupt propensities, and gave the reins to indulgence. In a
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time of temporary distress, also, he showed how little he really valued all
this, by bartering it away for a single meal of victuals. Rather than bear the
evils of hunger for a short period, and evidently in a manner implying a
great undervaluing of the honor which he held as the first-born son in a
pious line, he agreed to surrender all the privileges connected with his
birth. It was this which made the appellation appropriate to him; and this
will make the appellation appropriate in any similar instance.

Who for one morsel of meat The word “meat” here is used, as it is
commonly in the Scriptures, in its primitive sense in English, to denote
food: <012534>Genesis 25:34. The phrase here, “morsel of meat,” would be
better rendered by “a single meal.”

Sold his birthright The birth-right seems to have implied the first place or
rank in the family; the privilege of offering sacrifice and conducting
worship in the absence or death of the father; a double share of the
inheritance, and in this instance the honor of being in the line of the
patriarchs, and transmitting the promises made to Abraham and Isaac.
What Esau parted with, we can easily understand by reflecting on the
honors which have clustered around the name of Jacob.

<581217>Hebrews 12:17. For ye know how that afterward ... When he came
to his father, and earnestly besought him to reverse the sentence which he
had pronounced; see <012734>Genesis 27:34-40. The “blessing” here referred to
was not that of the birth-right, which he knew he could not regain, but that
pronounced by the father Isaac on him whom he regarded as his first-born
son. This Jacob obtained by fraud, when Isaac really “meant” to bestow it
on Esau. Isaac appears to have been ignorant wholly of the bargain which
Jacob and Esau had made in regard to the birth-right, and Jacob and his
mother contrived in this way to have that confirmed which Jacob had
obtained of Esau by contract. The sanction of the father, it seems, was
necessary, before it could be made sure, and Rebecca and Jacob
understood that the dying blessing of the aged patriarch would establish it
all. It was obtained by dishonesty on the part of Jacob; but so far as Esau
was concerned, it was an act of righteous retribution for the little regard he
had shown for the honor of his birth.

For he found no place of repentance Margin, “Way to change his mind,”
That is, no place for repentance “in the mind of Isaac,” or no way to
change his mind. It does not mean that Esau earnestly sought to repent and
could not, but that when once the blessing had passed the lips of his father,
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he found it impossible to change it. Isaac firmly declared that he had
“pronounced” the blessing, and though it had been obtained by fraud, yet
as it was of the nature of a divine prediction, it could not now be changed.
He had not indeed intended that it should be thus. He had pronounced a
blessing on another which had been designed for him. But still the
benediction had been given. The prophetic words had been pronounced. By
divine direction the truth had been spoken, and how could it be changed? It
was impossible now to reverse the divine purposes in the case, and hence,
the “blessing” must stand as it had been spoken. Isaac did, however, all
that could be done. He gave a benediction to his son Esau, though of far
inferior value to what he had pronounced on the fraudulent Jacob;
<012739>Genesis 27:39,40.

Though he sought it carefully with tears <012734>Genesis 27:34. He sought to
change the purpose of his father, but could not do it. The meaning and
bearing of this passage, as used by the apostle, may be easily understood:

(1) The decision of God on the human character and destiny will soon be
pronounced. That decision will be according to truth, and cannot be
changed.

(2) If we should despise our privileges as Esau did his birth-right, and
renounce our religion, it would be impossible to recover what we had lost.

There would be no possibility of changing the divine decision in the case,
for it would be determined forever. This passage, therefore, should not be
alleged to show that a sinner. “cannot repent,” or that he cannot find “place
for repentance,” or assistance to enable him to repent, or that tears and
sorrow for sin would be of no avail, for it teaches none of these things; but
it should be used to keep us from disregarding our privileges, from turning
away from the true religion, from slighting the favors of the gospel, and
from neglecting religion until death comes; because when God has once
pronounced a sentence excluding us from his favor, no tears, or pleading,
or effort of our own can change him. The sentence which he pronounces
on the scoffer, the impenitent, the hypocrite, and the apostate, is one that
will abide forever without change. This passage, therefore, is in accordance
with the doctrine more than once stated before in this Epistle, that if a
Christian should really apostatize it would be impossible that he should be
saved; see the notes on <580601>Hebrews 6:1-6.
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<581218>Hebrews 12:18. For ye are not come To enforce the considerations
already urged, the apostle introduces this sublime comparison between the
old and new dispensations; <581218>Hebrews 12:18-24. The object, in
accordance with the principal scope of the Epistle, is, to guard them
against apostasy. To do this, he shows that under the new dispensation
there was much more to hind them to fidelity, and to make apostasy
dangerous, than there was under the old. The main point of the comparison
is, that under the Jewish dispensation, everything was adapted to awe the
mind, and to restrain by the exhibition of grandeur and of power; but that
under the Christian dispensation, while there was as much that was
sublime, there was much more that was adapted to win and hold the
affections. There were revelations of higher truths. There were more
affecting motives to lead to obedience. There was that of which the former
was but the type and emblem. There was the clear revelation of the glories
of heaven, and of the blessed society there, all adapted to prompt to the
earnest desire that they might be our own. The considerations presented in
this passage constitute the climax of the argument so beautifully pursued
through this Epistle, showing that the Christian system was far superior in
every respect to the Jewish. In presenting this closing argument, the
apostle first refers to some of the circumstances attending the former
dispensation which were designed to keep the people of God from
apostasy, and then the considerations of superior weight existing under the
Christian economy.

The mount that might be touched Mount Sinai. The meaning here is, that
“that mountain was palpable, material, touchable” — in contradistinction
from the Mount Zion to which the church had now come, which is above
the reach of the external senses; <581222>Hebrews 12:22. The apostle does not
mean that it was permitted to the Israelites to touch Mount Sinai — for
this was strictly forbidden, <021912>Exodus 19:12; but he evidently alludes to
that prohibition, and means to say that a command forbidding them to
“touch” the mountain, implied that it was a material or palpable object. The
sense of the passage is, that every circumstance that occurred there was
suited to fill the soul with terror. Everything accompanying the giving of
the Law, the setting of bounds around the mountain which they might not
pass, and the darkness and tempest on the mountain itself, was adopted to
overawe the soul. The phrase “the touchable mountain” — if such a phrase
is proper — would express the meaning of the apostle here. The “Mount
Zion” to which the church now has come, is of a different character. It is
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not thus visible and palpable. It is not enveloped in smoke and flame, and
the thunders of the Almighty do not roll and re-echo among its lofty peaks
as at Horeb; yet it presents “stronger” motives to perseverance in the
service of God.

And that burned with fire <021918>Exodus 19:18; compare <050411>Deuteronomy
4:11; 33:2.

Nor unto blackness, and darkness, and tempest see <021916>Exodus 19:16.

<581219>Hebrews 12:19. And the voice of a trumpet <021919>Exodus 19:19. The
sound of the trumpet amidst the tempest was suited to increase the terror
of the scene.

And the voice of words Spoken by God; <021919>Exodus 19:19. It is easy to
conceive what must have been the awe produced by a voice uttered from
the midst of the tempest so distinct as to be heard by the hundreds of
thousands of Israel, when the speaker was invisible.

Which voice they that heard ... <022018>Exodus 20:18,19. It was so fearful and
overpowering that the people earnestly prayed that if they must be
addressed, it might he by the familiar voice of Moses and not by the awful
voice of the Deity.

<581220>Hebrews 12:20. For they could not endure that which was
commanded They could not sustain the awe produced by the fact that God
uttered his commands himself. The meaning is not that the commands
themselves were intolerable, but that the manner in which they were
communicated inspired a terror which they could not bear. They feared
that they should die; <022019>Exodus 20:19.

And if so much as a beast touch the mountain, it shall be stoned
<021913>Exodus 19:13. The prohibition was, that neither beast nor man should
touch it on pain of death. The punishment was to be either by stoning, or
being “shot through.”

Or thrust through with a dart <021913>Exodus 19:13. “Or shot through.” This
phrase, however, though it is found in the common editions of the New
Testament, is wanting in all the more valuable manuscripts; in all the
ancient versions; and it occurs in none of the Greek ecclesiastical writers,
with one exception. It is omitted now by almost all editors of the New
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Testament. It is beyond all doubt an addition of later times, taken from the
Septuagint of <021913>Exodus 19:13. Its omission does not injure the sense.

<581221>Hebrews 12:21. And so terrible was the sight, that Moses said ...
This is not recorded in the account of the giving of the Law in Exodus, and
it has been made a question on what authority the apostle made this
declaration respecting Moses. In <050919>Deuteronomy 9:19, Moses indeed
says, of himself, after he had come down from the mountain, and had
broken the two tables of stone that were in his hand, that he was greatly
afraid of the anger of the Lord on account of the sin of the people. “I was
afraid of the anger and hot displeasure wherewith the Lord was wroth
against you to destroy you;” and it has been supposed by many that this is
the passage to which the apostle here alludes. But it is very evident that
was spoken on a different occasion from the one which is referred to in the
passage before us. That was AFTER the Law was promulgated, and Moses
had descended from the mount; and it was not said in view of the terrors of
the scene when the Law was given, but of the apprehension of the wrath of
God against the people for their sin in making the golden calf. I know not
how to explain this, except by the supposition that the apostle here refers
to some tradition that the scene produced this effect on his mind. In itself it
is not improbable that Moses thus trembled with alarm (compare
<021916>Exodus 19:16), nor that the remembrance of it should have been
handed down among the numerous traditions which the Jews transmitted
from age to age. There must have been many things that occurred in their
journey through the wilderness which are not recorded in the Books of
Moses. Many of them would be preserved naturally in the memory of the
people, and transmitted to their posterity; and though those truths might
become intermingled with much that was fabulous, yet it is not irrational to
suppose that an inspired writer may have adduced pertinent and true
examples from these traditions of what actually occurred. It was one
method of preserving “the truth,” thus to select such instances of what
actually took place from the mass of traditions which were destined to
perish, at would be useful in future times. The circumstance here
mentioned was greatly suited to increase the impression of the sublimity
and fearfulness of the scene. Moses was accustomed to commune with
God. He had met him at the “bush,” and had been addressed by him face to
face, and yet so awful were the scenes at Horeb that even he could not bear
it with composure. What may we then suppose to have been the alarm of
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the body of the people, when the mind of the great leader himself was thus
overpowered!

<581222>Hebrews 12:22. But ye are come unto Mount Sion You who are
Christians; all who are under the new dispensation. The design is to
“contrast” the Christian dispensation with the Jewish. and to show that its
excellencies and advantages were far superior to the religion of their
fathers. It had more to win the affections; more to elevate the soul; more to
inspire with hope. It had less that was terrific and alarming; it appealed less
to the fears and more to the tropes of mankind; but still apostasy from this
religion could not be less terrible in its consequences than apostasy from
the religion of Moses. In the passage before us, the apostle evidently
contrasts Sinai with Mount Zion, and means to say that there was more
about the latter that was adapted to win the heart and to preserve
allegiance than there was about the former. Mount Zion literally denoted
the Southern hill in Jerusalem, on which a part of the city was built. That
part of the city was made by David and his successors the residence of the
court, and soon the name Zion, was given familiarly to the whole city.
Jerusalem was the center of religion in the land; the place where the temple
stood, and where the worship of God was celebrated, and where God
dwelt by a visible symbol, and it became the type and emblem of the holy
abode where He dwells in heaven. It cannot be literally meant here that
they had come to the Mount Zion in Jerusalem, for that was as true of the
whole Jewish people as of those whom the apostle addressed, but it must
mean that they had come to the Mount Zion of which the holy city was an
emblem; to the glorious mount which is revealed as the dwelling-place of
God, of angels, of saints. That is, they had “come” to this by the
revelations and hopes of the gospel. They were not indeed literally in
heaven, nor was that glorious city literally on earth, but the dispensation to
which they had been brought was what conducted them directly up to the
city of the living God, and to the holy mount where he dwelt above. The
view was not confined to an earthly mountain enveloped in smoke and
flame, but opened at once on the holy place where God abides. By the
phrase, “ye are come,” the apostle means that this was the characteristic of
the new dispensation that it conducted them there, and that they were
already in fact inhabitants of that glorious city. They were citizens of the
heavenly Jerusalem (compare note <500320>Philippians 3:20), and were entitled
to its privileges.
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And unto the city of the living God The city where the living God dwells
— the heavenly Jerusalem; compare notes on <581110>Hebrews 11:10. God
dwelt by a visible symbol in the temple at Jerusalem — and to that his
people came under the old dispensation. In a more literal and glorious
sense his abode is in heaven, and to that his people have now come.

The heavenly Jerusalem Heaven is not unfrequently represented as a
magnificent city where God and angels dwelt; and the Christian revelation
discloses this to Christians as certainly their final home. They should regard
themselves already as dwellers in that city, and live and act as if they saw
its splendor and partook of its joy. In regard to this representation of
heaven as a city where God dwells, the following places may be consulted:
<581110>Hebrews 11:10,14-16; 12:28; 13:14; <480426>Galatians 4:26; <660312>Revelation
3:12; 21:2,10-27. It is true that Christians have not yet seen that city by the
physical eye, but they look to it with the eye of faith. It is revealed to them;
they are permitted by anticipation to contemplate its glories, and to feel
that it is to be their eternal home. They are permitted to live and act as if
they saw the glorious God whose dwelling is there, and were already
surrounded by the angels and the redeemed. The apostle does not represent
them as if they were expecting that it would be visibly set up on the earth,
but as being now actually dwellers in that city, and bound to live and act as
if they were amidst its splendors.

And to an innumerable company of angels The Greek here is, “to myriads
(or ten thousands) of angels in an assembly or joyful convocation.” The
phrase “tens of thousands” is often used to denote a great and indefinite
number. The word rendered “general assembly,” (<581222>Hebrews 12:22) —
panhguriv <3831> — refers properly to an “assembly, or convocation of the
whole people in order to celebrate any public festival or solemnity, as the
public games or sacrifices; Robinson’s Lexicon. It occurs nowhere else in
the New Testament, and refers here to the angels viewed as assembled
around the throne of God and celebrating his praises. It should be regarded
as connected with the word “angels,” referring to “their” convocation in
heaven, and not to the church of the first-born. This construction is
demanded by the Greek. Our common translation renders it as if it were to
be united with the church — “to the general assembly and church of the
first-born;” but the Greek will not admit of this construction. The
interpretation which unites it with the angels is adopted now by almost all
critics, and in almost all the editions of the New Testament. On the
convocation of angels, see the notes on <180106>Job 1:6. The writer intends,
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doubtless, to contrast that joyful assemblage of the angels in heaven with
those who appeared in the giving of the Law on Mount Sinai. God is
always represented as surrounded by hosts of angels in heaven; see
<053302>Deuteronomy 33:2; <112219>1 Kings 22:19; <270710>Daniel 7:10; <196817>Psalm 68:17;
compare notes <581201>Hebrews 12:1; see also <660511>Revelation 5:11; <402653>Matthew
26:53; <420213>Luke 2:13. The meaning is, that under the Christian dispensation
Christians in their feelings and worship become united to this vast host of
holy angelic beings. it is, of course, not meant that they are “visible,” but
they are seen by the eye of faith. The “argument” here is, that as, in virtue
of the Christian revelation, we become associated with those pure and
happy spirits, we should not apostatize from such a religion, for we should
regard it as honorable and glorious to be identified with them.

<581223>Hebrews 12:23. To the general assembly see the notes on
<581222>Hebrews 12:22.

And church of the first-born That is, you are united with the church of the
first-born. They who were first-born among the Hebrews enjoyed special
privileges, and especially pre-eminence of rank; see the notes on
<510115>Colossians 1:15. The reference here is, evidently, to those saints who
had been distinguished for their piety, and who may be supposed to be
exalted to special honors in heaven — such as the patriarchs, prophets,
martyrs. The meaning is, that by becoming Christians, we have become in
fact identified with that happy and honored church, and that this is a
powerful motive to induce us to persevere. It is a consideration which
should make us adhere to our religion amidst all temptations and
persecutions, that we are identified with the most eminently holy men who
have lived, and that we are to share their honors and their joys. The
Christian is united in feeling, in honor, and in destiny, with the excellent of
all the earth, and of all times. He should feel it, therefore, an honor to be a
Christian; he should yield to no temptation which would induce him to part
from so goodly a fellowship.

Which are written in heaven Margin, enrolled. The word here was
employed by the Greeks to denote that one was enrolled as a citizen, or
entitled to the privileges of citizenship. Here it means that the names of the
persons referred to were registered or enrolled among the inhabitants of
the heavenly world; see the notes, <421020>Luke 10:20.

And to God the Judge of all God, who will pronounce the final sentence on
all mankind. The object of the reference here to God as judge does not
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appear to be to contrast the condition of Christians with that of the Jews,
as is the case in some of the circumstances alluded to, but to bring
impressively before their minds the fact that they sustained a especially near
relation to him from whom all were to receive their final allotment. As the
destiny of all depended on him, they should be careful not to provoke his
wrath. The design of the apostle seems to be to give a rapid glance of what
there was in heaven, as disclosed by the eye of faith to the Christian, which
should operate as a motive to induce him to persevere in his Christian
course. The thought that seems to have struck his mind in regard to God
was, that he would do right to all. They had, therefore, everything to fear if
they revolted from him; they had everything to hope if they bore their trials
with patience, and persevered to the end.

And to the spirits of just men made perfect Not only to the more eminent
saints — the “church of the firstborn” — but to “all” who were made
perfect in heaven. They were not only united with the imperfect Christians
on earth, but with those who have become completely delivered from sin,
and admitted to the world of glory. This is a consideration which ought to
influence the minds of all believers. They are even now united with “all”
the redeemed in heaven. They should so live as not to be separated from
them in the final day. Most Christians have among the redeemed already
not a few of their most tenderly beloved friends. A father may be there; a
mother, a sister, a smiling babe. It should be a powerful motive with us so
to live as to be prepared to be reunited with them in heaven.

<581224>Hebrews 12:24. And to Jesus the Mediator of the new covenant
This was the crowning excellence of the new dispensation in
contradistinction from the old. They had been made acquainted with the
true Messiah; they were united to him by faith; they had been sprinkled
with his blood; see the notes on <580722>Hebrews 7:22, and <580806>Hebrews 8:6.
The highest consideration which can be urged to induce anyone to
persevere in a life of piety is the fact that the Son of God has come into the
world and died to save sinners; compare notes on <581202>Hebrews 12:2-4 of
this chapter.

And to the blood of sprinkling The blood which Jesus shed, and which is
sprinkled upon us to ratify the covenaut; see notes on <580918>Hebrews 9:18-23.

That speaketh better things than that of Abel Greek “Than Abel;” the
words “that of” being supplied by the translators. In the original there is no
reference to the blood of Abel shed by Cain, as our translators seem to
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have supposed, but the allusion is to the faith of Abel, or to the testimony
which he bore to a great and vital truth of religion. The meaning here is,
that the blood of Jesus speaks better things than Abel did; that is, that the
blood of Jesus is the “reality” of which the offering of Abel was a “type.”
Abel proclaimed by the sacrifice which he made the great truth that
salvation could be only by a bloody offering — but he did this only in a
typical and obscure manner; Jesus proclaimed it in a more distinct and
better manner by the reality. The object here is to compare the Redeemer
with Abel, not in the sense that the blood shed in either case calls for
vengeance, but that salvation by blood is more clearly revealed in the
Christian plan than in the ancient history; and hence illustrating, in
accordance with the design of this Epistle, the superior excellency of the
Christian scheme over all which had preceded it. There were other points
of resemblance between Abel and the Redeemer, but on them the apostle
does not insist. Abel was a martyr, and so was Christ; Abel was cruelly
murdered, and so was Christ; there was aggravated guilt in the murder of
Abel by his brother, and so there was in that of Jesus by his brethren — his
own countrymen; the blood of Abel called for vengeance, and was
followed by a fearful penalty on Cain, and so was the death of the
Redeemer on his murderers — for they said, “his blood be on us and on
our children,” and are yet suffering under the fearful malediction then
invoked; but the point of contrast here is, that the blood of Jesus makes a
more full, distinct, and clear proclamation of the truth that salvation is by
blood than the offering made by Abel did. The apostle alludes here to what
he had said in <581104>Hebrews 11:4; see the notes on that verse. Such is the
contrast between the former and the latter dispensations; and such the
motives to perseverance presented by both. In the former, the Jewish, all
was imperfect, terrible, and alarming. In the latter, everything was
comparatively mild, winning, alluring, animating. Terror was not the
principal element, but heaven was opened to the eye of faith, and the
Christian was permitted to survey the Mount Zion; the New Jerusalem; the
angels; the redeemed; the blessed God; the glorious Mediator, and to feel
that that blessed abode was to be his home. To that happy world he was
tending; and with all these pure and glorious beings he was identified.
Having stated and urged this argument, the apostle in the remainder of the
chapter warns those whom he addressed in a most solemn manner against a
renunciation of their Christian faith.
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<581225>Hebrews 12:25. See that ye refuse not That you do not reject or
disregard.

Him that speaketh That is, in the gospel. Do not turn away from him who
has addressed you in the new dispensation, and called you to obey and
serve him. The meaning is, that God had addressed “them” in the gospel as
really as he had done the Hebrews on Mount Sinai, and that there was as
much to be dreaded in disregarding his voice now as there was then. He
does not speak, indeed, amidst lightnings, and thunders, and clouds, but he
speaks by every message of mercy; by every invitation; by every tender
appeal. He spake by his Son (<580101>Hebrews 1:1); he speaks by the Holy
Spirit, and by all his calls and warnings in the gospel.

For if they escaped not If they who heard God under the old dispensation,
who refused to obey him, were cut off; notes <581028>Hebrews 10:28.

Who refused him that spake on earth That is, Moses. The contrast here is
between Moses and the Son of God — the head of the Jewish and the head
of the Christian dispensation. Moses was a mere man, and spake as such,
though in the name of God. The Son of God was from above, and spake as
an inhabitant of heaven. “Much more,” etc.; see the notes on <580202>Hebrews
2:2,3; 10:29.

<581226>Hebrews 12:26. Whose voice then shook the earth When he spake at
Mount Sinai. The meaning is, that the mountain and the region around
quaked; <021918>Exodus 19:18. The “voice” here referred to is that of God
speaking from the holy mount.

But now hath he promised, saying The words here quoted are taken from
<370206>Haggai 2:6, where they refer to the changes which would take place
under the Messiah. The meaning is, that there would be great revolutions in
his coming, “as if” the universe were shaken to its center. The apostle
evidently applies this passage as it is done in Haggai, to the first advent of
the Redeemer.

I shake not the earth only This is not quoted literally from the Hebrew, but
the sense is retained. In Haggai it is, “Yet once it is a little while, and I wilt
shake the heavens and the earth, and the sea, and the dry land; and I will
shake all nations, and the desire of all nations shall come.” The apostle lays
emphasis on the fact that not only the earth was to be shaken but also
heaven. The shaking of the earth here evidently refers to the commotions
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among the nations that would prepare the way for the coming of the
Messiah.

But also heaven This may refer either:

(1) to the extraordinary phenomena in the heavens at the birth, the death,
and the ascension of Christ; or

(2) to the revolutions in morals and religion which would be caused by the
introduction of the gospel, as if everything were to be changed —
expressed by “a shaking of the heavens and the earth;” or

(3) it may be more literally taken as denoting that there was a remarkable
agitation in the heavens — in the bosoms of its inhabitants — arising from
a fact so wonderful as that the Son of God should descend to earth, suffer,
and die.

I see no reason to doubt that the latter idea may have been included here;
and the meaning of the whole then is, that while the giving of the Law at
Mount Sinai, fearful and solemn as it was, was an event that merely shook
the earth in the vicinity of the holy Mount, the introduction of the gospel
agitated the universe. Great changes upon the earth were to precede it; one
revolution was to succeed another preparatory to it, and the whole
universe would be moved at an event so extraordinary. The meaning is,
that the introduction of the gospel was a much more solemn and
momentous thing than the giving of the Law — and that, therefore, it was
much more fearful and dangerous to apostatize from it.

<581227>Hebrews 12:27. And this word, Yet once more That is, this reference
to a great agitation or commotion in some future time. This is designed as
an explanation of the prophecy in Haggai, and the idea is, that there would
be such agitations that everything which was not fixed on a permanent and
immovable basis would be thrown down as in an earthquake. Everything
which was temporary in human institutions; everything which was wrong in
customs and morals; and everything in the ancient system of religion, which
was merely of a preparatory and typical character, would be removed.
What was of permanent value would be retained, and a kingdom would be
established which no- thing could move. The effect of the gospel would be
to overturn everything which was of a temporary character in the previous
system, and everything in morals which was not founded on a solid basis,
and to set up in the place of it principles which no revolution and no time
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could change. The coming of the Saviour, and the influence of his religion
on mankind, had this effect in such respects as the following:

(1) All that was of a sound and permanent nature in the Jewish economy
was retained; all that was typical and temporary was removed. The whole
mass of sacrifices and ceremonies that were designed to prefigure the
Messiah of course then ceased; all that was of permanent value in the Law
of God, and in the principles of religion, was incorporated in the new
system, and perpetuated.

(2) The same is true in regard to morals. There was much truth on the
earth before the time of the Saviour; but it was intermingled with much that
was false. The effect of his coming has been to distinguish what is true and
what is false; to give permanency to the one, and to cause the other to
vanish.

(3) The same is true of religion, There are some views of religion which
men have by nature which are correct; there are many which are false. The
Christian religion gives permanence and stability to the one and causes the
other to disappear. And in general, it may be remarked, that the effect of
Christianity is to give stability to all that is founded on truth, and to drive
error from the world. Christ came that he might destroy all the systems of
error — that is, all that could he shaken on earth, and to confirm all that is
true. The result of all will be that he will preside over a permanent
kingdom, and that his people will inherit “a kingdom which cannot be
moved;” <581228>Hebrews 12:28.

The removing of those things that are shaken Margin, more correctly “may
be.” The meaning is, that those principles of religion and morals which
were not founded on truth would be removed by his coming.

As of things that are made Much perplexity has been felt by expositors in
regard to this phrase, but the meaning seems to be plain. The apostle is
contrasting the things which are fixed and stable with those which are
temporary in their nature, or which are settled on no firm foundation. The
former he speaks of as if they were uncreated and eternal principles of truth
and righteousness. The latter he speaks of as if they were created, and
therefore liable, like all things which are “made,” to decay, to change, to
dissolution.

That those things which cannot be shaken may remain The eternal
principles of truth, and law, and righteousness. These would enter into the
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new kingdom which was to be set up, and of course that kingdom would
be permanent. These are not changed or modified by time, circumstances,
human opinions, or laws. They remain the same from age to age, in every
land, and in all worlds, They have been permanent in all the fluctuations of
opinion; in all the varied forms of government on earth; in all the
revolutions of states and empires. To bring out these is the result of the
events of divine Providence, and the object of the coming of the Redeemer;
and on these principles that great kingdom is to be reared which is to
endure forever and ever.

<581228>Hebrews 12:28. Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which cannot
be moved We who are Christians. We pertain to a kingdom that is
permanent and unchanging. The meaning is, that the kingdom of the
Redeemer is never to pass away. It is not like the Jewish dispensation, to
give place to another, nor is there any power that can destroy it; see the
notes on <401618>Matthew 16:18. It has now endured for eighteen hundred
years, amidst all the revolutions on earth, and in spite of all the attempts
which have been made to destroy it; and it is now as vigorous and stable as
it ever was. The past has shown that there is no power of earth or hell that
can destroy it, and that in the midst of all revolutions this kingdom still
survives. Its great principles and laws will endure on earth to the end of
time, and will be made permanent in heaven. This is the only kingdom in
which we can be certain that there will be no revolution; the only empire
which is destined never to fall.

Let us have grace, whereby we may serve God Margin, “let us hold fast.”
The Greek is, literally, let us have grace; the meaning is, “let us hold fast
the grace or favor which we have received in being admitted to the
privileges of that kingdom.” The object of the apostle is, to keep them in
the reverent fear and service of God. The “argument” which he presents is,
that this kingdom is permanent. There is no danger of its being
overthrown. It is to continue on earth to the end of time; it is to be
established in heaven forever. If it were temporary, changeable, liable to be
overthrown at any moment, there would be much less encouragement to
perseverance. But in a kingdom like this there is every encouragement, for
there is the assurance:

(1) that all our interests there are safe;

(2) that all our exertions will be crowned with ultimate success,
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(3) that the efforts which we make to do good will have a permanent
influence on mankind, and will bless future ages; and

(4) that the reward is certain.

A man subject to a government about whose continuance there would be
the utmost uncertainty, would have little encouragement to labor with a
view to any permanent interest. In a government where nothing is settled;
where all policy is changing, and where there are constantly vacillating
plans, there is no inducement to enter on any enterprise demanding time
and risk. But where the policy is settled; where the principles and the laws
are firm; where there is evidence of permanency, there is the highest
encouragement. The highest possible encouragement of this kind is in the
permanent and established kingdom of God. All other governments may be
revolutionized; this never will be — all others may have a changeful policy;
this has none — all others will be overthrown; this never will.

With reverence and godly fear With true veneration for God, and with
pious devotedness.

<581229>Hebrews 12:29. For our God is a consuming fire This is a further
reason why we should serve God with profound reverence and unwavering
fidelity. The quotation is made from <050424>Deuteronomy 4:24. “For the
LORD thy God is a consuming fire, even a jealous God.” The object of the
apostle here seems to be, to show that there was the same reason for
fearing the displeasure of God under the new dispensation which there was
under the old. It was the same God who was served. There had been no
change in his attributes, or in the principles of his government. He was no
more the friend of sin now than he was then; and the same perfections of
his nature which would then lead him to punish transgression would also
lead him to do it now. His anger was really as terrible, and as much to be
dreaded as it was at Mount Sinai; and the destruction which he would
inflict on his foes would be as terrible now as it was then. The fearfulness
with which he would come forth to destroy the wicked might be compared
to a “fire” that consumed all before it; see the notes, <410944>Mark 9:44-46. The
image here is a most fearful one, and is in accordance with all the
representations of God in the Bible and with all that we see in the divine
dealings with wicked people, that punishment; as inflicted by him is awful
and overwhelming. So it was on the old world; on the cities of the plain; on
the hosts of Sennacherib; and on Jerusalem — and so it has been in the
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calamities of pestilence, war, flood, and famine with which God has visited
guilty people. By all these tender and solemn considerations, therefore, the
apostle urges the friends of God to perseverance and fidelity in his service.
His goodness and mercy; the gift of a Saviour to redeem us; the revelation
of a glorious world; the assurance that all may soon be united in fellowship
with the angels and the redeemed; the certainty that the kingdom of the
Saviour is established on a permanent basis, and the apprehension of the
dreadful wrath of God against the guilty, all should lead us to persevere in
the duties of our Christian calling, and to avoid those things which would
jeopard the eternal interests of our souls.
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NOTES ON HEBREWS 13

ANALYSIS OF THE CHAPTER

The closing chapter (Hebrews 13) of this Epistle is made up almost entirely
of exhortations to the performance of various practical duties. The
exhortations relate to the following points: brotherly love, <581301>Hebrews
13:1; hospitality, <581302>Hebrews 13:2; sympathy with those in bonds,
<581303>Hebrews 13:3; fidelity in the marriage relation, <581304>Hebrews 13:4;
contentment, <581305>Hebrews 13:5,6; submission to those in authority,
<581307>Hebrews 13:7,8; stability in the doctrines of religion, <581309>Hebrews 13:9-
15; benevolence, <581316>Hebrews 13:16; obedience to those entrusted with
office, <581317>Hebrews 13:17; and special prayer for him who wrote this
Epistle, <581318>Hebrews 13:18,19. The Epistle then closes with a beautiful and
impressive benediction, <581320>Hebrews 13:20,21; with an entreaty that they
would receive with favor what had been written, <581322>Hebrews 13:22; with
the grateful announcement that Timothy, in whom they doubtless felt a
great interest, was set at liberty, <581323>Hebrews 13:23; and with a salutation
to all the saints, <581324>Hebrews 13:24,25.

<581301>Hebrews 13:1. Let brotherly love continue Implying that it now
existed among them. The apostle had no occasion to reprove them for the
want of it, as he had in regard to some to whom he wrote, but he aims
merely to impress on them the importance of this virtue, and to caution
them against the danger of allowing it ever to be interrupted; see the notes
on <431334>John 13:34.

<581302>Hebrews 13:2. Be not forgetful to entertain strangers On the duty
of hospitality, see a full explanation in the notes on <451213>Romans 12:13.

For thereby some have entertained angels unawares Without knowing that
they were angels. As Abraham (<011802>Genesis 18:2ff), and Lot did; Genesis
19. The motive here urged for doing it is, that by entertaining the stranger
we may perhaps be honored with the presence of those whose society will
be to us an honor and a blessing. It is not well for us to miss the
opportunity of the presence, the conversation, and the prayers of the good.
The influence of such guests in a family is worth more than it costs to
entertain them. If there is danger that we may sometimes receive those of
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an opposite character. yet it is not wise on account of such possible danger,
to lose the opportunity of entertaining those whose presence would be a
blessing. Many a parent owes the conversion of a child to the influence of a
pious stranger in his family; and the hope that this may occur, or that our
own souls may be blessed, should make us ready, at all proper times, to
welcome the feet of the stranger to our doors. Many a man, if, he had been
accosted as Abraham was at the door of his tent by strangers, would have
turned them rudely away; many a one in the situation of Lot would have
sent the unknown guests rudely from his door; but who can estimate what
would have been the results of such a course on the destiny of those good
people and their families? For a great number of instances in which the
pagan were supposed to have entertained the gods, though unknown to
them, see Wetstein in loc.

<581303>Hebrews 13:3. Remember them that are in bonds All who are
“bound;” whether prisoners of war; captives in dungeons; those detained in
custody for trial; those who are imprisoned for righteousness’ sake, or
those held in slavery. The word used here will include ALL instances
where “bonds, shackles, chains were ever used.” Perhaps there is an
immediate allusion to their fellow-Christians who were suffering
imprisonment on account of their religion, of whom there were doubtless
many at that time, but the “principle” will apply to every case of those who
are imprisoned or oppressed. The word “remember” implies more than that
we are merely to “think” of them; compare <022008>Exodus 20:8;
<211201>Ecclesiastes 12:1. It means that we are to remember them “with
appropriate sympathy;” or as we should wish others to remember us if we
were in their circumstances. That is, we are

(1) to feel deep compassion for them;

(2) we are to remember them in our prayers;

(3) we are to remember them, as far as practicable, with aid for their relief.
Christianity teaches us to sympathize with all the oppressed, the suffering,
and the sad; and there are more of this class than we commonly suppose,
and they have stronger claims on our sympathy than we commonly realize.

In America there are not far from ten thousand confined in prison — the
father separated from his children; the husband from his wife; the brother
from his sister; and all cut off from the living world. Their fare is coarse,
and their couches hard, and the ties which bound them to the living world
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are rudely snapped asunder. Many of them are in solitary dungeons; all of
them are sad and melancholy men. True, they are there for crime; but they
are men — they are our brothers. They have still the feelings of our
common humanity, and many of them feel their separation from wife, and
children, and home, as keenly as we would. That God who has mercifully
made our lot different from theirs, has commanded us to sympathize with
them — and we should sympathize all the more when we remember that
but for his restraining grace we should have been in the same condition.
There are in this land of “liberty” also nearly three millions who are held in
the hard bondage of slavery. There is the father, the mother, the child, the
brother, the sister. They are held as property; liable to be sold; having no
right to the avails of their own labor; exposed to the danger of having the
tenderest ties sundered at the will of their master; shut out from the
privilege of reading the Word of God; fed on coarse fare; living in
wretched hovels; and often subjected to the painful inflictions of the lash at
the caprice of a passionate driver. Wives and daughters are made the
victims of degrading sensuality without the power of resistance or redress;
the security of home is unknown; and they are dependent on the will of
another man whether they shall or shall not worship their Creator. We
should remember them, and sympathize with them as if they were our
fathers, mothers, sisters, brothers, or sons and daughters. Though of
different colour, yet the same blood flows in their veins as in ours (<441726>Acts
17:26); they are bone of our bone and flesh of our flesh. By nature they
have the same right to “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness” which we
and our children have, and to deprive them of that right is as unjust as it
would be to deprive us and ours of it. They have a claim on our sympathy,
for they are our brethren. They need it, for they are poor and helpless.
They should have it, for the same God who has kept us from that hard lot
has commanded us to remember them. That kind remembrance of them
should be shown in every practicable way. By prayer; by plans
contemplating their freedom; by efforts to send them the gospel; by
diffusing abroad the principles of liberty and of the rights of man, by using
our influence to arouse the public mind in their behalf, we should endeavor
to relieve those who are in bonds, and to hasten the time when “the
oppressed shall go free.” On this subject, see the notes on <235806>Isaiah 58:6.

As bound with them There is great force and beauty in this expression.
Religion teaches us to identify ourselves with all who are oppressed, and to
feel what they suffer as if we endured it ourselves. Infidelity and atheism
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are cold and distant. They stand aloof from the oppressed and the sad. But
Christianity unites all hearts in one; binds us to all the race, and reveals to
us in the case of each one oppressed and injured, a brother.

And them which suffer adversity The word used here refers properly to
those who are maltreated, or who are injured by others. It does not
properly refer to those who merely experience calamity.

As being ourselves also in the body As being yourselves exposed to
persecution and suffering, and liable to be injured. That is, do to them as
you would wish them to do to you if you were the sufferer. When we see
an oppressed and injured man, we should remember that it is possible that
we may be in the same circumstances, and that then we shall need and
desire the sympathy of others.

<581304>Hebrews 13:4. Marriage is honorable in all The object here is to
state that “honor” is to be shown to the marriage relation. It is not to be
undervalued by the pretence of the superior purity of a state of celibacy, as
if marriage were improper for any class of people or any condition of life;
and it should not be dishonored by any violation of the marriage contract.
The course of things has shown that there was abundant reason for the
apostle to assert with emphasis, that “marriage was an honorable condition
of life.” There has been a constant effort made to show that celibacy was a
more holy state; that there was something in marriage that rendered it
“dishonorable” for those who are in the ministry, and for those of either
sex who would be eminently pure. This sentiment has been the cause of
more abomination in the world than any other single opinion claiming to
have a religious sanction. It is one of the supports on which the Papal
system rests, and has been one of the principal upholders of all the
corruptions in monasteries and nunneries. The apostle asserts, without any
restriction or qualification, that marriage is honorable in all; and this proves
that it is lawful for the ministers of religion to marry, and that the whole
doctrine of the superior purity of a state of celibacy is false; see this subject
examined in the notes on 1 Corinthians 7.

And the bed undefiled Fidelity to the marriage vow.

But whore mongers and adulterers God will judge All licentiousness of
life, and all violations of the marriage covenant, will be severely punished
by God; see the notes on <460609>1 Corinthians 6:9. The sins here referred to
prevailed everywhere, and hence, there was the more propriety for the
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frequent and solemn injunctions to avoid them which we find in the
Scriptures.

<581305>Hebrews 13:5. Let your conversation Your “conduct” — for so the
word “conversation” is used in the Scriptures; notes, <500127>Philippians 1:27.

Be without covetousness notes on <490503>Ephesians 5:3; <510305>Colossians 3:5.

And be content with such things as ye have see the notes on <500411>Philippians
4:11,12; <400625>Matthew 6:25-34. The particular reason here given for
contentment is, that God has promised never to leave his people. Compare
with this the beautiful argument of the Saviour in <400625>Matthew 6:25ff.

For he hath said That is, God has said.

I will never leave thee nor forsake thee see <053106>Deuteronomy 31:6;
<060105>Joshua 1:5; <132820>1 Chronicles 28:20. Substantially the same expression is
found in each of those places, and all of them contain the principle on
which the apostle here relies, that God will not forsake his people.

<581306>Hebrews 13:6. So that we may boldly say Without any hesitation or
doubt, In all times of perplexity and threatening want; in all times when we
scarcely know whence the supplies for our necessities are to come, we may
put our trust in God, and be assured that he will not leave us to suffer. In
the facts which occur under the providential dealings, there is a ground for
confidence on this subject which is not always exercised even by good
people. It remains yet to be shown that they who exercise simple trust in
God for the supply of their wants are ever forsaken; compare <193725>Psalm
37:25.

The Lord is my helper Substantially this sentiment is found in <192701>Psalm
27:1, and <19B806>Psalm 118:6. The apostle does not adduce it as a quotation,
but as language which a true Christian may employ. The sentiment is
beautiful and full of consolation. What can we fear if we have the assurance
that the Lord is on our side, and that he will help us? Man can do no more
to us than he permits, and of course no more than will be for our own
good; and under whatever trials we may be placed, we need be under no
painful apprehensions, for God will be our protector and our friend.

<581307>Hebrews 13:7. Remember them which have the rule over you
Margin, “are the guides.” The word used here means properly “leaders,
guides, directors.” It is often applied to military commanders. Here it
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means teachers — appointed to lead or guide them to eternal life. It does
not refer to them so much as rulers or governors, as teachers, or guides. In
<581317>Hebrews 13:17, however, it is used in the former sense. The duty here
enjoined is that of remembering them; that is, remembering their counsel;
their instructions; their example.

Who have spoken to you the word of God Preachers; either apostles or
others. Respect is to be shown to the ministerial office, by whomsoever it
is borne.

Whose faith follow That is, imitate; see the notes on <580612>Hebrews 6:12.

Considering the end of their conversation Of their conduct; of their
manner of life. The word rendered here “the end” — ekbasiv <1545> —
occurs only here and in <461013>1 Corinthians 10:13, where it is rendered “a
way of escape.” It properly means, “a going out, an egress,” and is hence
spoken of as a going out from life, or of an exit from the world — “death.”
This is probably the meaning here. It does not mean, as our translation
would seem to imply, that Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, today, and
forever, was the aim or end for which they lived — for the Greek will not
bear that construction; but it means that they were attentively to
contemplate the end or the issue of the conduct of those holy teachers —
the close or going out of all that they did; to wit, in a peaceful death. Their
faith sustained them. They were enabled to persevere in a Christian course,
and did not faint or fail. There is allusion, doubtless, to those who had been
their religious instructors, and who had died in the faith of the gospel,
either by persecution or by an ordinary death, and the apostle points to
them as examples of that to which he would exhort those whom he
addressed — of perseverance in the faith until death. Thus explained, this
verse does not refer to the duty of Christians toward living teachers, but
toward those who are dead. Their duty toward living teachers is enforced
in <581317>Hebrews 13:17. The sentiment here is, that the proper remembrance
of those now deceased who were once our spiritual instructors and guides,
should be allowed to have an important influence in inducing us to lead a
holy life. We should remember them with affection and gratitude; we
should recall the truths which they taught, and the exhortations which they
addressed to us; we should cherish with kind affection the memory of all
that they did for our welfare, and we should not forget the effect of the
truths which they taught in sustaining their own souls when they died.
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<581308>Hebrews 13:8. Jesus Christ the same yesterday ... As this stands in
our common translation, it conveys an idea which is not in the original. It
would seem to mean that Jesus Christ, the unchangeable Saviour, was the
end or aim of the conduct of those referred to, or that they lived to imitate
and glorify him. But this is by no means the meaning in the original. There
it stands as an absolute proposition, that “Jesus Christ is the same
yesterday, today, and forever;” that is, that he is unchangeable. The evident
design of this independent proposition here is, to encourage them to
persevere by showing that their Saviour was always the same; that he who
had sustained his people in former times, was the same still, and would be
the same forever. The argument here, therefore, for perseverance is
founded on the “immutability” of the Redeemer. If he were fickle,
vacillating, changing in his character and plans; if today he aids his people,
and tomorrow will forsake them; if at one time he loves the virtuous, and
at another equally loves the vicious; if he formed a plan yesterday which he
has abandoned today; or if he is ever to be a different being from what he is
now, there would be no encouragement to effort. Who would know what
to depend on? Who would know what to expect tomorrow? For who could
have any certainty that he could ever please a capricious or a vacillating
being? Who could know how to shape his conduct if the principles of the
divine administration were not always the same? At the same time, also,
that this passage furnishes the strongest argument for fidelity and
perseverance, it is an irrefragable proof of the divinity of the Saviour. It
asserts immutability — sameness in the past, the present, and to all eternity
but of whom can this be affirmed but God? It would not be possible to
conceive of a declaration which would more strongly assert immutability
than this.

<581309>Hebrews 13:9. Be not carried about with divers and strange
doctrines That is, they should have settled and fixed points of belief, and
not yield to every new opinion which was started. The apostle does not
exhort them to adhere to an opinion merely because they had before held it,
or because it was an old opinion, nor does he forbid their following the
leadings of truth though they might be required to abandon what they had
before held; but he cautions them against that vacillating spirit, and that
easy credulity, which would lead them to yield to any novelty, and to
embrace an opinion because it was new or strange. Probably the principal
reference here is to the Judaizing teachers, and to their various doctrines
about their ceremonial observances and traditions. But the exhortation is
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applicable to Christians at all times. A religious opinion, once embraced on
what was regarded a good evidence, or in which we have been trained,
should not be abandoned for slight causes. Truth indeed should always be
followed, but it should be only after careful inquiry.

For it is a good thing that the heart be established with grace This is the
proper foundation of adherence to the truth. The heart should be
established with the love of God, with pure religion, and then we shall love
the truth, and love it in the right manner. If it is the head merely which is
convinced, the consequence is bigotry, pride, narrowmindedness. If the
belief of the truth has its seat in the heart, it will be accompanied with
charity, kindness, good-will to all people. In such a belief of the truth it is a
good thing to have the heart established. It will produce:

(1) firmness and stability of character;

(2) charity and kindness to others;

(3) consolation and support in trials and temptations.

When a man is thrown into trials and temptations, he ought to have some
settled principles on which he can rely; some fixed points of belief that will
sustain his soul.

Not with meats The meaning is, that it is better to have the heart
established with grace, or with the principles of pure religion, than with the
most accurate knowledge of the rules of distinguishing the clean from the
unclean among the various articles of food. Many such rules were found in
the Law of Moses, and many more had been added by the refinements of
Jewish rulers and by tradition. To distinguish and remember all these,
required no small amount of knowledge, and the Jewish teachers,
doubtless, prided themselves much on it. Paul says that it would be much
better to have the principles of grace in the heart than all this knowledge;
to have the mind settled on the great truths of religion than to be able to
make the most accurate and learned distinctions in this matter. The same
remark may be made about a great many other points besides the Jewish
distinctions respecting meats. The principle is, that it is better to have the
heart established in the grace of God than to have the most accurate
knowledge of the distinctions which are made on useless or unimportant
subjects of religion. This observation would extend to many of the
shibboleths of party; to many of the metaphysical distinctions in a hair-
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splitting theology; to many of the points of controversy which divide the
Christian world.

Which have not profited ... Which have been of no real benefit to their
souls; see the notes on <460808>1 Corinthians 8:8.

<581310>Hebrews 13:10. We have an altar We who are Christians. The Jews
had an altar on which their sacrifices were offered which was regarded as
sacred, and of the benefit of which no others might partake. The design of
the apostle is to show that the same thing substantially, so far as “privilege”
and “sanctifying influence” were concerned, was enjoyed by Christians.
The “altar” to which he here refers is evidently the cross on which the great
sacrifice was made.

Whereof they have no right to eat which serve the tabernacle A part of the
meat offered in sacrifice among the Jews became the property of the priests
and Levites, and they had, by the Law, a right to this as a part of their
support; see <030625>Leviticus 6:25,26; <041809>Numbers 18:9,10. But the apostle
says that there is a higher and more valuable sacrifice of which they have
no right to partake while they remain in the service of the “tabernacle” or
temple; that is, while they remain Jews. The participation in the great
Christian sacrifice appertained only to those who were the friends of the
Redeemer, and however much they might value themselves on the privilege
of partaking of the sacrifices offered under the Jewish Law, that of
partaking of the great sacrifice made by the Son of God was much greater.

Which serve the tabernacle notes <580902>Hebrews 9:2,3. The Jewish priests
and Levites.

<581311>Hebrews 13:11. For the bodies of those beasts ... The word
rendered here “for” — gar <1063> — would be here more properly rendered
“moreover.” Stuart. The apostle is not urging a reason for what he had said
in the previous verse, but is suggesting a new consideration to excite those
whom he addressed to fidelity and perseverance. In the previous verse the
consideration was, that Christians are permitted to partake of the benefits
of a higher and more perfect sacrifice than the Jews were, and therefore
should not relapse into that religion. In this verse the consideration is, that
the bodies of the beasts that were burnt were taken without the camp, and
that in like manner the Lord Jesus suffered without the gate of Jerusalem,
and that we should be willing to go out with him to that sacrifice, whatever
reproach or shame it might be attended with.
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Whose blood is brought into the sanctuary; see the notes on <580907>Hebrews
9:7,12. “Are burned without the camp;” <030412>Leviticus 4:12,21; 16:27. The
“camp” here refers to the time when the Israelites were in the wilderness,
and lived in encampments. The same custom was observed after the temple
was built by conveying the body of the animal slain for a sin-offering on the
great day of atonement beyond the walls of Jerusalem to be consumed
there. “Whatever,” says Grotius, “was not lawful to be done in the camp,
afterward was not lawful to be done in the city.”

<581312>Hebrews 13:12. Wherefore, Jesus also, that he might sanctify the
people with his own blood That there might be a conformity between his
death for sin and the sacrifices which typified it. It is implied here that it
was voluntary on the part of Jesus that he suffered out of the city; that is, it
was so ordered by Providence that it should be so. This was secured by his
being put to death as the result of a judicial trial, and not by popular
tumult; see the notes on <235308>Isaiah 53:8. If he had been killed in a tumult, it
is possible that it might have been done as in other cases (compare the case
of Zacharias son of Barachias, <402335>Matthew 23:35), even at the altar. As he
was subjected, however, to a judicial process, his death was effected with
more deliberation, and in the usual form. Hence, he was conducted out of
the city, because no criminal was executed within the walls of Jerusalem.

Without the gate Without the gate of Jerusalem; <431917>John 19:17,18. The
place where he was put to death was called Golgotha, the place of a skull,
and hence, the Latin word which we commonly use in speaking of it,
Calvary, <422333>Luke 23:33; compare notes on <402733>Matthew 27:33. Calvary, as
it is now shown, is within the walls of Jerusalem, but there is no reason to
believe that this is the place where the Lord Jesus was crucified, for that
was outside of the walls of the city. The precise direction from the city is
not designated by the sacred writers, nor are there any historical records,
or traditional marks by which it can now be known where the exact place
was. All that we know on the subject from the New Testament is, that the
name was Golgotha; that the place of the crucifixion and sepulchre were
near each other; that they were without the gate and nigh to the city, and
that they were in a frequented spot; <431920>John 19:20. “This would favor the
conclusion that the place was probably upon a great road leading from one
of the gates: and such a spot would only be found upon the western or
northern sides of the city, on the roads leading toward Joppa or
Damascus.” See the question about the place of the crucifixion examined at
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length in Robinson’s Bibli. Research., vol. ii. pp. 69-80, and Bibliotheca
Sacra, No. 1.

<581313>Hebrews 13:13. Let us go forth therefore unto him without the
camp As if we were going forth with him when he was led away to be
crucified. He was put to death as a malefactor. He was the object of
contempt and scorn. He was held up to derision, and was taunted and
reviled on his way to the place of death, and even on the cross. To be
identified with him there; to follow him; to sympathize with him; to be
regarded as his friend, would have subjected one to similar shame and
reproach. The meaning here is, that we should be willing to regard
ourselves as identified with the Lord Jesus, and to bear the same shame and
reproaches which he did. When he was led away amidst scoffing and
reviling to be put to death, would we, if we had been there, been willing to
be regarded as his followers, and to have gone out with him as his avowed
disciples and friends? Alas, how many are there who profess to love him
when religion subjects them to no reproach, who would have shrunk from
following him to Calvary!

Bearing his reproach Sympathizing with him; or bearing such reproach as
he did; see <600413>1 Peter 4:13; compare notes on <581202>Hebrews 12:2;
<500310>Philippians 3:10; <510124>Colossians 1:24.

<581314>Hebrews 13:14. For here we have no continuing city ... We do not
regard this as our final home, or our fixed abode, and we should be willing
to bear reproaches during the little time that we are to remain here;
compare notes, <581110>Hebrews 11:10,13,14. If, therefore, in consequence of
our professed attachment to the Saviour, we should be driven away from
our habitations, and compelled to wander, we should be willing to submit
to it, for our permanent home is not here, but in heaven. The object of the
writer seems to be to comfort the Hebrew Christians on the supposition
that they would be driven by persecution from the city of Jerusalem, and
doomed to wander as exiles. He tells them that their Lord was led from
that city to be put to death, and they should be willing to go forth also; that
their permanent home was not Jerusalem, but heaven, and they should be
willing in view of that blessed abode to be exiled from the city where they
dwelt, and made wanderers in the earth.

<581315>Hebrews 13:15. By him, therefore The Jews approached God by the
blood of the sacrifice and by the ministry of their high priest. The
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exhortation of the apostle here is founded on the general course of
argument in the Epistle “In view of all the considerations presented
respecting the Christian High Priest — his dignity, purity, and love; his
sacrifice and his intercession, let us persevere in offering through him
praise to God.” That is, let us persevere in adherence to our religion.

The sacrifice of praise For all the mercies of redemption. The Jews, says
Rosenmuller (Alte u. neue Morgenland, in loc.), had a species of offerings
which they called “peace-offerings, or friendship-offerings.” They were
designed not to produce peace or friendship with God, but to preserve it.
Burnt-offerings, sin-offerings, and trespass-offerings, were all on account
of transgression, and were designed to remove transgression. But in their
peace-offerings, the offerer was regarded as one who stood in the relation
of a friend with God, and the oblation was a sign of thankful
acknowledgment for favors received. or they were connected with vows in
order that further blessings might be obtained, or they were brought
voluntarily as a means to continue themselves in the friendship and favor of
God; <030711>Leviticus 7:11,12; compare Jenning’s Jew. Ant. i. 335.

That is, the fruit of our lips The phrase “fruit of the lips.” is a Hebraism,
meaning what the lips produce; that is, words; compare <201820>Proverbs 18:20;
<281402>Hosea 14:2.

Giving thanks to his name To God; the name of one being often put for the
person himself. “Praise” now is one of the great duties of the redeemed. It
will be their employment forever.

<581316>Hebrews 13:16. But to do good, and to communicate, forget not To
communicate or impart to others; that is, to share with them what we have.
The Greek word means having in common with others. The meaning is,
that they were to show liberality to those who were in want, and were to
take special pains not to forget this duty. We are prone to think constantly
of our own interests, and there is great danger of forgetting the duty which
we owe to the poor and the needy. On the duty here enjoined, see the
notes on <480610>Galatians 6:10.

For with such sacrifices God is well pleased He is pleased with the
sacrifices of prayer and of praise; with the offerings of a broken and a
contrite heart: but he is especially pleased with the religion which leads us
to do good to others. This was eminently the religion of his Son, the Lord
Jesus; and to this all true religion prompts. The word “sacrifices” here is
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not taken in a strict sense, as denoting what is offered as an expiation for
sin, or in the sense that we are by doing good to attempt to make
atonement for our transgressions, but in the general sense of an offering
made to God. God is pleased with this:

(1) because it shows in us a right state of heart;

(2) because it accords with his own nature. He does good continually, and
he is pleased with all who evince the same spirit.

<581317>Hebrews 13:17. Obey them that have the rule over you Margin,
guide; see notes on <581307>Hebrews 13:7. The reference here is to their
religious teachers, and not to civil rulers. They were to show them proper
respect, and to submit to their authority in the church, so far as it was
administered in accordance with the precepts of the Saviour. The
obligation to obedience does not, of course, extend to anything which is
wrong in itself, or which would be a violation of conscience. The doctrine
is, that subordination is necessary to the welfare of the church, and that
there ought to be a disposition to yield all proper obedience to those who
are set over us in the Lord; compare notes on <520512>1 Thessalonians 5:12,13.

And submit yourselves That is, to all which they enjoin that is lawful and
right. There are in relation to a society:

(1) those things which God has positively commanded — which are always
to be obeyed.

(2) Many things which have been agreed on by the society as needful for its
welfare — and these are to be submitted to unless they violate the rights of
conscience; and

(3) many things which are in themselves a matter of no express divine
command, and of no formal enactment by the community. They are matters
of convenience; things that tend to the order and harmony of the
community, and of the propriety of these, “rulers” in the church and
elsewhere should be allowed to judge, and we should submit to them
patiently. Hence, in the church we are to submit to all the proper
regulations for conducting public worship; for the promotion of religion;
and for the administration of discipline.

For they watch for your souls They have no selfish aim in this. They do not
seek “to lord it over God’s heritage.” It is for your own good that they do
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this, and you should therefore submit to these arrangements. And this
shows also the true principle on which authority should be exercised in a
church. It should be in such a way as to promote the salvation of the
people; and all the arrangements should be with that end. The measures
adopted, therefore, and the obedience enjoined, should not be arbitrary,
oppressive, or severe, but should be such as will really promote salvation.

As they that must give account To God. The ministers of religion must give
account to God for their fidelity. For all that they teach, and for every
measure which they adopt, they must soon be called into judgment. There
is, therefore, the best security that under the influence of this solemn truth
they will pursue only that course which will be for your good.

That they may do it with joy, and not with grief Greek mh <3361>

stenazontev <4727> — not sighing, or groaning; as they would who had been
unsuccessful. The meaning is, that they should so obey, that when their
teachers came to give up their account they need not do it with sorrow
over their perverseness and disobedience

For this is unprofitable for you That is, their giving up their account in that
manner — as unsuccessful in their efforts to save you — would not be of
advantage to you, but would be highly injurious. This is a strong mode of
expressing the idea that it must be attended with eminent peril to their
souls to have their religious teachers go and give an account against them.
As they would wish, therefore, to avoid that, they should render to them all
proper honor and obedience.

<581318>Hebrews 13:18. Pray for us This is a request which the apostle
often makes in his own behalf, and in behalf of his fellow laborers in the
gospel; see <520525>1 Thessalonians 5:25. notes, <490618>Ephesians 6:18,19.

For we trust we have a good conscience ... see the notes on <442416>Acts 24:16.
The apostle here appeals to the uprightness of his Christian life as a reason
why he might claim their sympathy. He was conscious of an aim to do
good; he sought the welfare of the church; and having this aim he felt that
he might appeal to the sympathy of all Christians in his behalf. It is only
when we aim to do right, and to maintain a good conscience, that we can
with propriety ask the prayers of others, or claim their sympathy. And if we
are “willing in all things to live honestly,” we may expect the sympathy, the
prayers, and the affections of all good people.
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<581319>Hebrews 13:19. That I may be restored to you the sooner It is here
clearly implied that the writer was deterred from visiting them by some
adverse circumstances over which he had no control. This might be either
by imprisonment, or sickness, or the want of a convenient opportunity of
reaching them. The probability is, judging particularly from the statement in
<581323>Hebrews 13:23, that he was then a prisoner, and that his detention was
on that account; see Introduction, section 4 (6). The language here is such
as Paul would use on the supposition that he was then a prisoner at Rome,
and this is a slight circumstance going to show the probability that the
Epistle was composed by him.

<581320>Hebrews 13:20. Now the God of peace God who is the Author, or
the source of peace; notes, <520523>1 Thessalonians 5:23. The word “peace” in
the New Testament is used to denote every kind of blessing or happiness.
It is opposed to all that would disturb or trouble the mind, and may refer,
therefore, to reconciliation with God; to a quiet conscience; to the evidence
of pardoned sin; to health and prosperity, and to the hope of heaven; see
the notes on <431427>John 14:27.

That brought again from the dead our Lord Jesus notes, <440232>Acts 2:32;
<461515>1 Corinthians 15:15. It is only by the fact of the resurrection of the
Lord Jesus that we have peace, for it is only by him that we have the
prospect of an admission into heaven.

That great Shepherd of the sheep notes, <431001>John 10:1,14. The idea here is,
that it is through the tender care of that great Shepherd that true happiness
is bestowed on the people of God.

Through the blood of the everlasting covenant The blood shed to ratify the
everlasting covenant that God makes with his people; notes, <580914>Hebrews
9:14-23. This phrase, in the original, is not connected, as it is in our
translation, with his being raised from the dead, nor should it be so
rendered, for what can be the sense of “raising Christ from the dead by the
blood of the covenant?” In the Greek it is, “the God of peace, who brought
again from the dead the shepherd of the sheep, great by the blood of the
everlasting covenant, our Lord Jesus,” etc. The meaning is, that he was
made or constituted the great Shepherd of the sheep — the great Lord and
ruler of his people, by that blood. That which makes him so eminently
distinguished; that by which he was made superior to all others who ever
ruled over the people of God, was the fact that he offered the blood by
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which the eternal covenant was ratified. It is called everlasting or eternal,
because:

(1) it was formed in the councils of eternity, or has been an eternal plan in
the divine mind; and

(2) because it is to continue forever. Through such a covenant God can
bestow permanent and solid “peace” on his people, for it lays the
foundation of the assurance of eternal happiness.

<581321>Hebrews 13:21. Make you perfect The apostle here does not affirm
that they were then perfect, or that they would be in this life. The word
used here — katartizw <2675> — means to make fully ready; to put in full
order; to make complete. The meaning here is, that Paul prayed that God
would fully endow them with whatever grace was necessary to do his will
and to keep his commandments; see the word explained in the notes on
<581103>Hebrews 11:3. It is an appropriate prayer to be offered at all times, and
by all who love the church, that God would make all his people perfectly
qualified to do all his will.

Working in you Margin, “Doing.” The idea here is, that the only hope that
they would do the will of God was, that he would, by his own agency,
cause them to do what was well-pleasing in his sight; compare notes on
<503512>Philippians 2:12. It is not from any expectation that man would do it
himself.

Through Jesus Christ The idea is, that God does not directly, and by his
own immediate agency, convert and sanctify the heart, but it is through the
gospel of Christ, and all good influences on the soul must be expected
through the Saviour.

To whom be glory forever and ever That is, to Christ; for so the
connection evidently demands. It is not uncommon for the apostle Paul to
introduce doxologies in this way in the midst of a letter; see the notes,
<450905>Romans 9:5. It was common among the Jews, as it is now in the
writings and conversation of the Muslims, when the name of God was
mentioned to accompany it with an expression of praise.

<581322>Hebrews 13:22. Suffer the word of exhortation Referring to the
arguments and counsels in this whole Epistle, which is in fact a practical
exhortation to perseverance in adhering to the Christian religion amidst all
the temptations which existed to apostasy.
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For I have written a letter unto you in few words This does not mean that
this Epistle is short compared with the others that the author had written,
for most of the Epistles of Paul are shorter than this. But it means, that it
was brief compared with the importance and difficulty of the subjects of
which he had treated. The topics introduced would have allowed a much
more extended discussion; but in handling them he had made use of as few
words as possible. No one can deny this who considers the sententious
manner of this Epistle. As an illustration of this, perhaps we may remark
that it is easy to expand the thoughts of this Epistle into ample volumes of
exposition, and that in fact it is difficult to give an explanation of it without
a commentary that shall greatly surpass in extent the text. None can doubt,
also, that the author of this Epistle could have himself greatly expanded the
thoughts and the Illustrations if he had chosen. It is with reference to such
considerations, probably, that he says that the Epistle was brief.

<581323>Hebrews 13:23. Know ye that our brother Timothy is set at liberty
Or, is sent away. So it is rendered by Prof. Stuart and others. On the
meaning of this, and its importance in determining who was the author of
the Epistle, see the Introduction section 3, (5) 4, and Prof. Stuart’s
Introduction, section 19. This is a strong circumstance showing that Paul
was the author of the Epistle, for from the first acquaintance of Timothy
with Paul he is represented as his constant companion, and spoken of as a
brother; notes, <470101>2 Corinthians 1:1; <500101>Philippians 1:1; <510101>Colossians 1:1;
Philippians 1. There is no other one of the apostles who would so naturally
have used this term respecting Timothy, and this kind mention is made of
him here because he was so dear to the heart of the writer, and because he
felt that they to whom he wrote would also feel an interest in his
circumstances. As to the meaning of the word rendered “set at liberty” —
apolelumenon <630> — there has been much difference of opinion whether
it means “set at liberty from confinement,” or, “sent away on some
message to some other place.” That the latter is the meaning of the
expression appears probable from these considerations.

(1) The connection seems to demand it. The writer speaks of him as if he
were now away, and as if he hoped that he might soon return. “With
whom, if he come shortly, I will see you.” This is language which would be
used rather of one who had been sent on some embassy than of one who
was just released from prison. At all events, he was at this time away, and
there was some expectation that he might soon return. But on the
supposition that the expression relates to release from imprisonment, there
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would be an entire incongruity in the language. It is not, as we should then
suppose, “our brother Timothy is now released from prison, and therefore I
will come soon with him and see you;” but, “our brother Timothy is now
sent away, and if he return soon I will come with him to you.”

(2) In <505619>Philippians 2:19,23, Paul, then a prisoner at Rome, speaks of the
hope which he entertained that he would be able to send Timothy to them
as soon as he should know how it would go with him. He designed to
retain him until that point was settled, as his presence with him would be
important until then, and then to send him to give consolation to the
Philippians, and to look into the condition of the church. Now the passage
before us agrees well with the supposition that that event had occurred —
that Paul had ascertained with sufficient clearness that he would be
released, so that he might be permitted yet to visit the Hebrew Christians,
that he had sent Timothy to Philippi and was waiting for his return; that as
soon as he should return he would be prepared to visit them; and that in the
mean time while Timothy was absent, he wrote to them this Epistle.

(3) The supposition agrees well with the meaning of the word used here —
apoluw <630>. It denotes properly, to let loose from: to loosen; to unbind;
to release; to let go free; to put away or divorce; to dismiss simply, or let
go, or send away; see <401415>Matthew 14:15,22,23; 15:32,39; <420912>Luke 9:12,
et al.; compare Robinson’s Lexicon and Stuart’s Introduction, section 19.
The meaning, then, I take to be this, that Timothy was then sent away on
some important embassage; that the apostle expected his speedy return;
and that then he trusted that he would be able with him to visit those to
whom this Epistle was written.

<581324>Hebrews 13:24. Salute all them see the notes on <451603>Romans 16:3ff.
It was customary for the apostle Paul to close his epistles with an
affectionate salutation.

That have the rule over you notes <581307>Hebrews 13:7,17. None are
mentioned by name, as is usual in the Epistles of Paul. The cause of this
omission is unknown. “And all the saints.” The common name given to
Christians in the Scriptures; see the notes on <450107>Romans 1:7.

They of Italy salute you The saints or Christians in Italy. Showing that the
writer of the Epistle was then in Italy. He was probably in Rome; see the
introduction, section 4.
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<581325>Hebrews 13:25. Grace be with you all notes <451620>Romans 16:20,24.

The subscription at the close of the Epistle “written to the Hebrews from
Italy by Timothy,” like the other subscriptions, is of no authority; see notes
at the end of 1 Corinthians. It is demonstrably erroneous here, for it is
expressly said by the author of the Epistle that at the time he wrote it,
Timothy was absent; <581323>Hebrews 13:23. In regard to the time and place of
writing it, see the Introduction, section 4.

At the close of this exposition, it is not improper to refer the reader to the
remarks on its design at the end of the introduction, section 6. Having
passed through the exposition, we may see more clearly the importance of
the views there presented. There is no book of the New Testament more
important than this, and of course none whose want would be more
perceptible in the canon of the Scriptures. Every reader of the Old
Testament needs such a guide as this Epistle, written by some one who had
an intimate acquaintance from childhood with the Jewish system; who had
all the advantages of the most able and faithful instruction, and who was
under the influence of inspiration, to make us acquainted with the true
nature of those institutions Nothing was more important than to settle the
principles in regard to the nature of the Jewish economy; to show what was
typical, and how those institutions were the means of introducing a far
more perfect system — the system of the Christian religion. If we have
right feelings, we shall have sincere gratitude to God that he caused the
Christian religion to be prefigured by a system in itself so magnificent and
grand as that of the Jewish, and higher gratitude for that sublime system of
religion of which the Jewish, with all its splendor, was only the shadow.
There was much that was beautiful, cheering, and sublime in the Jewish
system. There was much that was grand and awful in the giving of the
Law, and much that was imposing in its ceremonies. In its palmy and pure
days, it was incomparably the purest and noblest system of religion then on
earth. It taught the knowledge of the one true God; inculcated a pure
system of morals; preserved the record of the truth on the earth, and held
up constantly before man the hope of a better system still in days to come.
But it was expensive, burdensome, precise in its prescriptions, and
wearisome in its ceremonies; <441510>Acts 15:10. It was adapted to one people
— a people who occupied a small territory, and who could conveniently
assemble at the central place of their worship three times in a year. It was
not a system adapted to the whole world, nor was it designed for the whole
world. When the Saviour came, therefore, to introduce whom was the
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design of the Jewish economy, it ceased as a matter of course. The Jewish
altars were soon thrown down; the temple was razed to the ground, and
the city of their solemnities was destroyed. The religion of the Hebrews
passed away to be revived no more in its splendor and power, and it has
never lived since, except as an empty form.

This Epistle teaches us why it passed away, and why it can never he
restored. It is the true key with which to unlock the Old Testament; and
with these views, we may remark in conclusion, that he who would
understand the Bible thoroughly should make himself familiar with this
Epistle; that the canon of Scripture would be incomplete without it; and
that, to one who wishes to understand the Revelation which God has
given, there is no portion of the volume whose loss would be a more
irreparable calamity than that of the Epistle to the Hebrews.
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FOOTNOTES
ft1 Perhaps the doctrine of Christ’s natural or eternal Sonship had been as

well understood without the help of the term “generation,” which adds
nothing to our stock of ideas on the subject, and gives rise, as the
above remarks prove, to objections which attach altogether to the
“word,” and from which the “doctrine” itself is free. In fairness
however, it should be remembered that, like many other theological
terms, the term in question, when applied to Christ’s Sonship, is not to
be understood in the ordinary acceptation, as implying derivation or
extraction. It is used as making some approach to a proper term only,
and in this case, as in others of like nature, it is but just to respect the
acknowledged rule that when human phraseology is employed
concerning the divine nature, all that is imperfect, all that belongs to the
creature, is to be rejected, and that only retained which comports with
the majesty of the Creator. It is on this very principle that Prof. Stuart,
in his first excursus, and Trinitarians generally, have so successfully
defended the use of the word “person” to designate a distinction in the
Godhead. Overlooking this principle, our author deduces consequences
from the doctrine of eternal generation, which do not properly belong
to it, and which its advocates distinctly repudiate. That doctrine cannot
militate against the proper eternity of the Son, since, while it uses the
term “generation,” not “more human,” but with every thing of human
informity separated from it, it supplies also the adjunct “eternal.”
Whatever some indiscreet advocates of the eternal Sonship may have
affirmed, it should never be forgotten, that the ablest friends equally
with the author, contend that there is no “Derivation or communication
of essence from the Father to the Son.” “Although the terms “Father”
and “Son” indicate a relation analogous to that among people, yet, as in
the latter case, it is a relation between two material and separate
beings, and in the former, is a relation in the same Spiritual essence, the
one can throw no light upon the other; and to attempt to illustrate the
one by the other is equally illogical and presumptuous. We can
conceive the communication of a material essence by one material
being to another, because it takes place in the generation of animals;
but the communication of a spiritual, indivisible, immutable essence is
altogether inconceivable, especially when we add, that the supposed
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communication does not constitute a different being, but takes place in
the essences communicating.” Dick’s Theology, vol. 2, page 71. It is
readily allowed that the Fathers, and many since their times, have
written unguardedly on this mysterious subject: but their errors, instead
of leading us to reject the doctrine entirely, should lead us only to
examine the Scriptures more fully, and form our opinions on them
alone. The excellent author already quoted has well remarked: “I
cannot conceive what object they have in view who admit the Divinity,
but deny the natural Sonship of our Saviour, unless it be to get rid of
the strange notions about communication of essence and subordination
which have prevailed so much; and in this case, like too many
disputants, in avoiding one extreme, they run into the other.”

ft2 It is, doubtless, of very great importance in conducting an argument, to
select such proofs as are likely to weight most with those whom we
wish to convince. To argue from admitted principles saves both time
and labor, and more readily secures success than any other method. To
vindicate the Apostle, however, on the ground alleged here, under the
fifth and sixth particulars, will, by many, be regarded as scarcely
consistent with that respect, which the high “authority of inspiration”
claims. Ordinary writers MAY employ arguments in themselves
inadmissible, but which pass current in their time and country, and
therefore serve the IMMEDIATE design equally well with more solid
reasoning. The Chinese, Hindus, etc. may do all this, without any
reflection on their honesty, and with little perhaps on their wisdom, it
being quite unreasonable to look for the inductive philosophy among
them. But people will expect something more from an inspired apostle.
HE must use no argument merely because it will pass, or is commonly
employed. He must be wise enough to understand what is the true
mode of reasoning on any point, whatever the prevalent fashion may
be, and honest enough to employ that mode alone; otherwise the
inductive philosophy should enable us nowadays to detect flaws in the
reasoning of inspiration. Admitting, for a moment, that the apostle may
possibly have condescended, when reasoning with his Jewish adversary,
“to make use of the points which he conceded, and to urge them as
suited to convince him,” even while he knew that this was not the most
solid mode of reasoning, what is to become of those who in course of
time acquire sufficient philosophy to discover the real unsoundness of
the argument? What are WE to do? Dismiss the whole, the infidel
might sneeringly tell us, as suited to ignorant “Hebrews or Hindus.”
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Besides, once admitting this principle, there is room for jealousy in
regard to the length to which it might be carried. How much of the
reasoning in this Epistle might be affected by it! The truth is, that the
passages quoted must have been “acknowledged by the Jews” properly
to belong to the subject, or the apostle would not so confidently have
adduced them as proof. At the same time, they must in reality have
belonged to it, or he never could have used them at all. “This was not
enough,” says Owen,” that those with whom he dealt acknowledged
these words to be spoken concerning the Messiah, unless they were so
really, that so his arguments might proceed ‘ex veris’ as well as ‘ex
concessis,’ from what was true, as on what was granted.” To the same
purpose Mr. Scott remarks, “that the compositions of inspired apostles
are of equal authority with the passages they adduce — and if they
were sufficient proofs to the persons ‘immediately’ concerned, they
must be sufficient for all who consider the writer as fully knowing, by
divine ‘inspiration,’ both the doctrine of Christ and the true meaning of
the Scriptures.” It is this fact, the fact of inspiration, that renders such
vindication of the apostle’s reasoning as that attempted above, not only
needless, but injurious. Besides, when we come to examine the
passages in question, the difficulty regarding their application is, after
all, not very great, as our author himself, in his able exposition of them,
abundantly shows.

ft3 No doctrine is advanced, by pressing into its service, such texts as sound
criticism declares not strictly to belong to it. Yet, without doubt, many
advocates of the eternal Sonship have done violence to this passage,
with the design of upholding their views. That doctrine, however,
happily is not dependent on a single text; and ample ground will remain
for its friends, even if we admit, as in candor we must, that our author
has fully made out his case against this text as a proof one. It seems
clear, that neither shmeron <4594> nor its corresponding µwyh1<h3117> can
denote eternity; of such signification there is no example. The sense is
uniformly confined to limited duration, Psalms 95:7; <580407>Hebrews 4:7.
The order of the second Psalm, too, certainly does prove that the
“begetting” took place AFTER the opposition which the kings and rulers
made to Christ, and not prior to it. Accordingly, the text is quoted
elsewhere in reference to the resurrection of Christ, <450104>Romans 1:4;
<441333>Acts 13:33. Besides, the chief design of the apostle in the place is
not so much to show why Christ is called the Son of God, as simply to
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direct attention to the FACT that he HAS this name, on the possession
of which the whole argument is founded. He inherits a name which is
NEVER given to angels, and that of itself is proof of his superiority to
them, whether we suppose the ground of the title to lie in his previous
existence, or, with our author, in his incarnate Deity. But on this
question, it must be admitted, that the passage determines nothing.

All this is substantially allowed by Owen, than whom a more stanch
supporter of the doctrine of eternal Sonship cannot be named. “The
apostle, in this place,” says he, “does not treat of the eternal generation
of the Son, but of His exaltation and pre-eminence above angels. The
word also, µwyh1<h3117>, constantly in the Scripture, denotes some
signal time, one day, or more. And that expression, ‘this day have I
begotten thee,’ following immediately upon that other typical one, ‘I
have set my King upon my holy hill of Zion,’ seems to be of the same
import, and in like manner to be interpreted.” On the general doctrine
of the Sonship, the author has stated his views both here and
elsewhere. That it is eternal or has its origin in the previous existence of
Christ, he will not allow. It is given to the second person of the Trinity
because he became God incarnate, so that but for the incarnation and
the economy of redemption, he would not have had this name. But the
eternal Sonship of Christ rests on a body of evidence, that will not soon
or easily be set aside. See that evidence adduced in a supplementary
Note under <450104>Romans 1:4. Meanwhile we would simply ask the
reader, if it do not raise our idea of the love of God, in the mission of
Christ, to suppose that he held the dear relation of Son PREVIOUS to
His coming — that BEING THE SON, he was sent to prove what a
sacrifice the FATHER could make, in yielding up one so near, and so
dear. But this astonishing evidence of love, if not destroyed, is greatly
weakened, by the supposition that there was no Sonship until the
sending of Christ. See also supplementary note under <580103>Hebrews 1:3.

ft4 The promise, doubtless, had a special reference to the Messiah. Nay, we
may safely assert, that the CHIEF reference was to him, for in the case
of typical persons and things what they adumbrate is principally to be
regarded. So here, though the original application of the passage be to
Solomon, the type of Christ, yet it finds its great and ultimate
application in the person of the glorious antitype. However strange this
double application may seem to us, it is quite in accordance with the
whole system of things under the Jewish dispensation. Almost
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everything connected with it was constructed on this typical principle.
This the apostles understood so well, that they were never stumbled by
it, and what is remarkable, and of the last importance on this subject,
“never for a moment drawn from the ultimate and chief design of a
promise or prophecy” by its primary reference to the type. They saw
CHRIST in it, and made the application SOLELY to him, passing over
entirely the literal sense, and seizing at once the ultimate and superior
import. The very passage in question (<100711>2 Samuel 7:11-17), is thus
DIRECTLY applied not only here, but throughout the New Testament;
<420132>Luke 1:32,33; <440230>Acts 2:30,37; 13:22,23. Now certainly the
apostles are the best judges in matters of this kind. Their authority, in
regard to the sense of passages quoted by them from the Old
Testament, is just as great as in the case of the original matter of the
New Testament. That Christ was indeed principally intended is further
evident from the fact, that “when the kingdom had passed from the
house of David,” succeeding prophets repeat the promise in 2 Samuel 7
as yet to be fulfilled. See <243314>Jeremiah 33:14,26. Now connecting this
fact with the direct assertion of the writer of the New Testament above
referred to, every doubt must be removed.

It will be alleged, however, that while the direct application to the
Messiah, of this and other prophecies, is obvious and authoritative, it is
yet desirable, and they who deny inspiration will insist on it as essential,
to prove that there is at least nothing in the original places, whence the
citations are made, inconsistent with such application. Such proof
seems to be especially requisite here; for immediately after the words,
“I will be his Father and he shall be my Son,” there follows: “if he
commit iniquity, I will chasten him with the rod of men, and with the
stripes of the children of men,” <100714>2 Samuel 7:14; which last sentence,
it is affirmed, cannot, in any sense, be applicable to the Messiah. It has
been said in reply, that though such language cannot be applied to
Christ “personally,” it may yet refer to him as the “covenant head” of
his people. Though there be no iniquity in him, “such fallings and
transgressions as disannul not the covenant, often fall out on their part
for whom he undertaketh therein.” In accordance with this view, it has
been observed by Mr. Pierce, and others after him, that the Hebrew
relative pronoun rva<h834> should be translated “whosoever;” in which
case, the sense is, whosoever of his “children,” that is, the Messiah’s,
shall commit iniquity, etc. And to this effect indeed is the alteration of
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the words in Psalm 89, where the original covenant is repeated, “if HIS

CHILDREN forsake my law — then will I visit their transgression with
the rod, and their iniquity with stripes.”

Perhaps, however, the better solution of the difficulty is what at once
admits, that the words in question cannot apply to the antitype but to
the type only. It is a mistake to suppose, that in a typical passage every
thing must necessarily have its antitypical reference. The reader will
find some excellent and apposite remarks on this subject in Dr. Owen’s
commentary on the place.

“No type,” says that judicious writer, “was in all things a type of Christ,
but only in that particular wherein he was designed of God so to be.
David was a type of Christ, but not in all things that he was and did. In
his conquests of the enemies of the church, in his throne and kingdom,
he was so; but in his private actions, whether as a man, or as a king, or
captain, he was not so. Nay, not all things spoken of him that was a
type, even in those respects wherein he was a type, are spoken of him
as a type, or have any respect unto the thing signified, but some of
them may belong to him in his personal capacity only. And the reason
is, that he who was a type by God’s institution, might morally fail in the
performance of his duty, even then and in those things wherein he was
a type. And this wholly removes the difficulty connected with the
words ‘if he sin against me;’ for those words relating to the moral duty
of Solomon, in that wherein he was a type of Christ, namely, the rule
and administration of his kingdom, may not at all belong to Christ, who
was prefigured by God’s institution of things, and not in any moral
deportment in the observance of them.”

These observations seem to contain the true principles of explication in
this and similar cases. The solution of Prof. Stuart is not materially
different.

“Did not God,” says he, “engage, that David should have successors on
his ‘earthly’ throne, and also that he ‘should’ have a son who would sit
on a ‘spiritual’ throne, and have a kingdom of which David’s own was
but a mere type? Admitting this, our difficulty is diminished if not
removed. “The iniquity committed is predicated of that part of David’s
seed, who might commit it,” that is, his successors on the ‘national’
throne, while the more exalted condition predicated of his successor,
belongs to Him to whom was given a kingdom over all.”
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ft5 That the grand and ultimate reference, in Psalm 8, is to the person of the
Messiah, none can reasonably doubt. Both our Lord and his apostles
have affirmed it; <402115>Matthew 21:15,16; <461527>1 Corinthians 15:27;
<490122>Ephesians 1:22. Add to these, the place before us, where — as the
quotation is introduced “in the midst of an argument, and by way of
proof” — the idea of “accommodation” is inconsistent with the wisdom
and honesty of the apostles, and therefore inadmissible. The opposite
extreme, however, of “sole and original” reference to the Messiah is
not so certain. There is a more obvious and primary reference, which at
once strikes the reader of the Psalm, and which, therefore, should not
be rejected, until disproved. The conjecture, which a learned author
mentioned above, has made, regarding the course of thought in the
Psalmist’s mind, supposing him to have been occupied with the
contemplation of the covenant, as recorded in 2 Samuel 7 and of that
illustrious descendant, who should be the Son of God, and on whom
should be conferred universal empire — at the very time in which he
composed the Psalm — is ingenious, but not satisfactory. The least
objectionable view is that of primary and secondary, or prophetic
reference. This relieves us from the necessity of setting aside the
obvious sense of the original place, and, at the same time, preserves the
more exalted sense, which our Lord and his apostles have attached to
it, and the Spirit of course intended to convey. And in order to preserve
this last sense, it is not necessary to ascertain what was the course of
feeling in the Psalmist’s mind, or whether “he” really had the Messiah
in view, since the prophets, on many occasions, might be ignorant of
the full import of the words which the Holy Ghost dictated to them.
This view, moreover, is all that the necessity of the case demands. It
suits the apostle’s argument, since the great and prophetic reference is
to the Messiah. It presents, also, a complete plhrwsiv <4137> of Psalm 8,
which it is allowed on all hands the primary reference alone could not
do. It is sufficiently clear that such universal dominion belongs not to
man, in his present fallen state. Even if it be allowed that the
contemplation of David regarded “man as innocent, as he was when
created,” yet absolutely universal dominion did not belong to Adam.
Christ alone is Lord of all. Creation animate and inanimate is subject to
him.

Here then we have what has been well styled: “the safe middle point,
the metron <3358> ariston <712>, between the two extremes of supposing
this, and such like passages, to belong only to the Messiah, or only to



495

him concerning whom they were first spoken.” This middle point has
been ably defended by Dr. Middleton.

“Indeed.” says he, “on no other hypothesis can we avoid one of two
great difficulties; for else we must assert that the multitudes of
applications made by Christ and his apostles are fanciful and
unauthorized, and wholly inadequate to prove the points for which they
are cited; or, on the other band, we must believe that the obvious and
natural sense of such passages was never intended, and that it is a mere
illusion. Of Psalm 8 the primary import is so certain that it could not be
mistaken.”

The only objection to this double reference, worthy of being noticed, is
connected with the clause, Hlattwsav <1642> auton <846> bracuti <1024>

par’ <3844> angelouv <32>, which, it is affirmed, must possess two senses,
not only different, but opposite and contradictory. In its primary
application to man, the idea is plainly that of exaltation and honor.
Such was the dignity of man that he was made “but a little” lower than
the angels; on the other hand, the secondary, or prophetic application,
gives to the language the sense of humiliation or depression. For,
considering the original dignity of Christ, the being made lower than
the angels, cannot otherwise be regarded. But may not the clause, in
both applications, have the idea of exaltation attached to it? If so, the
objection is at once met. And that this is the case has, we think, been
satisfactorily made out. “What,” asks Prof. Stuart “is his (Paul’s)
design?” To prove that Christ in his human nature is exalted above
angels. How does he undertake to prove this? First by showing that this
nature is made but little inferior to that of the angels, and next that it
has been exalted to the empire of the world.” This note has been
extended to such length, because it involves a “principle” applicable to
a multitude of passages. On the whole, it may be observed in reference
to all these cases of quotation, that the mind of the pious and humble
reader will not be greatly distressed by any difficulties connected with
their application, but will ever rest satisfied with the assertion and
authority of people, who spake as they were moved by the Holy Spirit.

ft6 With the author’s views on the doctrine of atonement we accord in the
main; yet are here tempted to ask if the advocates of universal
atonement would not be under the like necessity, of explaining,
modifying, or “extending,” such passages as limit, or seem to limit, the
atonement of Christ; and if in framing a creed, the advantage would not
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lie about equal on either side? Neither party would be contented to set
down in it those scriptures which seemed least favorable to themselves
without note or explanation. If this remark appears unjust, in as much
as the universalist could admit into his creed, that “Christ laid down his
life for the sheep,” though at the same time he believed further, that he
laid it down not for them only, nay, not for them in any special sense
“more than for others;” let it be observed that the limitatian could just
as well admit into his, that “Christ tasted death for every man,” or for
all people, (uJper <5228> pantos)<3956>) though he might believe further,
not for all specially, not for all efficaciously, or with Prof. Stuart on the
place, not for all universally, but “for all without distinction” that is,
both Jew and Gentile. It is indeed difficult to say on which side
explanation would be most needed. In the case of the limited passage it
would require to be observed first, that the atonement extended further
than it intimated, and besides, that there was no special reference to the
parties specified, the sheep, namely. There would be required, in truth,
both extension and limitation, that is, if a creed were to be made, or a
full view of opinion given. They seem to come nearest the truth on this
subject, who deny neither the general nor special aspect of the
atonement. On the one hand there is a large class of “universal
passages,” which cannot be satisfactorily explained on any other
principle than what regards the atonement as a great remedial plan, that
rendered it consistent with the divine honor, to extend mercy to guilty
people at large, and which would have been equally requisite had there
been an intention to save one, or millions; numbers indeed not forming
any part of the question. On the other hand, there is a large class of
“special” texts, which cannot be explained without admitting, that while
this atonement have reference to all, “yet God in providing it had a
special design to save his people by it;” so the whole subject fully
discussed, on the author’s note referred to above, and in the
supplementary note, on the same passages, which contains a digest of
the more recent controversies on the point.

ft7 Yet the integrity of the apostle would seem to demand, that he argue not
only “ex concessis,” but “ex veris.” We cannot suppose for a moment,
that the sacred writers (whatever others might do), would take
advantage of erroneous admissions. We would rather expect them to
correct these. Proceed upon them, they could not; see the
supplementary note on Hebrews 1: 5. Without the help of this defense,
what the author has otherwise alleged here, is enough to vindicate the
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use the apostle has made of the passage; see also the note on
<580206>Hebrews 2:6.

ft8 metocoi <3353> tou <3588> Cristou <5547> cannot signify, as some explain,
participation MERELY in the blessings of Christ’s death, but must be
referred, as our author here affirms, to the spiritual union which
subsists between Christ and his people. That union doubtless involves,
as necessary consequents, “a union of feeling and affection, a union of
principle and congeniality, a union of dependence and love.” Yet, we
think, it is something more. It is a “real” and vital union, formed by the
one Spirit of Christ, pervading the head and the members of the
mystical body. And this is the “foundation” of all union of affection,
etc. For a condensed view of the subject, see the supplementary note
on <450810>Romans 8:10.

ft9 This view seems not opposed to the doctrine of the saint’s perseverance.
It professes indeed, to meet the objection usually raised from the
passage, if not in a new mode, yet in a mode different from that
commonly adopted by orthodox expositors. Admitting that TRUE

Christians are intended, it is asserted only, that if they SHOULD fall,
their recovery would be impossible, It is not said that they ever HAVE

fallen or WILL fall. “The apostle in thus giving judgment on the case, if
it should happen, does not declare that it actually does.” And as to the
use of supposing a case which never can occur, it is argued that means
are constantly used to bring about what the decree or determination of
God had before rendered certain. These exhortations are the means by
which perseverance is secured.

Yet it may be doubted, whether there be anything in the passage to
convince us, that the apostle has introduced an “impossible” case. He
seems rather to speak of what “might” happen, of which there was
“danger.” If the reader incline to this view, he will apply the description
to professors, and learn from it how far these may go, and yet fall short
of the mark. But how would this suit the apostle’s design? Well. If
“professors” may go “so far,” how much is this fact suited to arouse
ALL to vigilance and inquiry. We, notwithstanding our gifts and
“apparent” graces, may not be “true” Christians, may, therefore, not be
“secure,” may fall away and sink, under the doom of him whom it is
impossible to renew. And he must be a very exalted Christian indeed,
who does not occasionally find need of inquiry, and examination of
evidences. Certainly, the whole passage may be explained in perfect
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consistency with this application of it. Men may be enlightened, that is,
well acquainted with the doctrines and duties of the Christian faith; may
have tasted of the heavenly gift, and been made partakers of the Holy
Spirit in his miraculous influences, which many in primitive times
enjoyed, without any sanctifying virtue; may have tasted the good word
of God, or experienced impressions of affection and joy under it, as in
the case of the stony ground hearers; may have tasted the powers of the
world to come, or been influenced by the doctrine of a future state,
with its accompanying rewards and punishments; — and yet not be
“true” Christians.

“All these things, except miraculous gifts, often take place in the hearts
and consciences of people in these days, who yet continue
unregenerate. They have knowledge, convictions, fears, hope, joys, and
seasons of apparent earnestness, and deep concern about eternal things;
and they are endued with such gifts, as often make them acceptable and
useful to others, but they are not truly “humbled;” they are not
“spiritually minded;” religion is not their element and delight” — Scott.

It should be observed, moreover, that while there are many “infallible”
marks of the true Christian, none of these are mentioned in this place.
The persons described are not said to have been elected, to have been
regenerated, to have believed, or to have been sanctified. The apostle
writes very differently when describing the character and privileges of
the saints, <450827>Romans 8:27,30. The succeeding context, too, is
supposed to favor this opinion.

“They (the characters in question) are, in the following verses,
compared to the ground on which the rain often falls, and beareth
nothing but thorns and briars. But this is not so with true believers, for
faith itself is an herb special to the enclosed garden of Christ. And the
apostle afterward, discoursing of true belief doth in many particulars
distinguish them from such as may be apostates, which is supposed of
the persons here intended. He ascribeth to them, in general, better
things. and such as accompany salvation. He ascribes a work and labor
of love, asserts their preservation, etc.” — Owen.

Our author, however, fortifies himself against the objection in the first
part of this quotation, by repeating and applying at verse 7. his
principle of exposition. “The design,” says he, “is to show, that if
Christians should be come like the barren earth, they would be cast
away and lost.” Yet the attentive reader of this very ingenious
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exposition will observe, that the author has difficulty in carrying out his
principles, and finds it necessary to introduce the “mere” professor ere
he has done with the passage. “It is not supposed,” says he,
commenting on the 8th verse, “that a true Christian will fall away and
be lost, but we may remark, that there are many professed Christians
who seem to be in danger of such ruin. Corrupt desires are as certainly
seen in their lives, as thorns on a bad soil. Such are nigh unto cursing.
Unsanctified, etc., there is nothing else which can be done for them,
and they must be lost. What a thought!” Yet that the case of the
professor in danger cannot very consistently be introduced by him,
appears from the fact, that such ruin as is here described is suspended
on a condition which never occurs. It happens “only” if the “Christian”
should fall. According to the author, it is not here denounced “on any
other supposition.” As then true Christians cannot fall, the ruin never
can occur “in any case whatever.” From these premises we “dare not”
draw the conclusion, that any class of professors will be given over to
final impenitence.

As to what may be alleged concerning the “apparent” sense of the
passage, or the sense which would strike “the mass of readers;” every
one will judge according to the sense which himself thinks most
obvious. Few perhaps would imagine that the apostle was introducing
an impossible case. Nor does the “connection” stand much in the way
of the application to professors. In addition to what has already been
stated, let it be further observed, that although the appropriate
exhortation to awakened, yet unconverted persons would be, “to
become converted; not to warn them of the danger of falling away;” yet
the apostle is writing to the Hebrews at large, is addressing a body of
professing Christians, concerning whom he could have no infailible
assurance that “all of them” were true Christians. Therefore, it was
right that they should be warned in the way the apostle has adopted.
The objection leaves out of sight the important fact that the
“exhortations and warnings addressed to the saints in Scripture are
addressed to mixed societies, in which there may be hypocrites as well
as believers.” Those who profess the faith, and associate with the
church, are addressed without any decision regarding state. But the
very existence of the warnings implies a fear that there may be some
whose state is not safe. And “all,” therefore, have need to inquire
whether this be their condition. How appropriate then such warnings.
This consideration, too, will furnish an answer to what has been alleged
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by another celebrated transatlantic writer, namely, “that whatever may
be true in the divine purposes as to the final salvation of all those who
are once truly regenerated. and this doctrine I feel constrained to admit,
yet nothing can be plainer, than that the sacred writers have every
where addressed saints in the same manner as they would address those
whom they considered as constantly exposed to fall away and to perish
forever.” Lastly. The phraseology of the passage does not appear to
remove it out of all possible application to “mere” professors. It has
already been briefly explained in consistency with such application.
There is a difficulty, indeed, connected with the phrase, palin <3825>

anakainizein <340> eiv <1519> metanoian <3341>, “again” to renew to
repentance; implying, as is said, that they, to whom reference is made,
had been renewed “before.” But what should hinder this being
understood of “reinstating in former condition,” or in possession of
former privilege; Bloomfield supposes, there may be an allusion to the
non-reiteration of baptism, and Owen explains the phrase of bringing
them again into a state of profession by a second renovation, and a
second baptism, as a pledge thereof. The renewing he understands here
“externally” of a solemn confession of faith and repentance, followed
by baptism. This, says he, was their anakainismov <340>, their
renovation. It would seem then that there is nothing in the phrase to
prevent its interpretation on the same principle that above has been
applied to the passage generally.

ft10 Doubtless great care and sobriety are requisite in the interpretation of
types, and we admire the caution that, in every instance, demands the
authority of Scripture, expressed or distinctly implied. From want of
this caution, the greatest extravagancies have been committed, the most
fanciful analogies established, where none were intended, and every
minute circumstance in the Old Testament exalted into a type of
something in the New. The very boards and nails of the tabernacle of
Moses have been thus exalted.

Yet in our just aversion to one extreme, it is possible we may run into
another. Of the typical character of Melchizedek, we had thought no
doubt could be entertained. The canon of typical interpretation, indeed,
demands, that in order to constitute the relation between type and
antitype, there be, in addition to mere resemblance, “precious design,”
and “pre-ordained connection.” And the commentary affirms, that
“there is no evidence, that Melchizedek was designed to be a type of
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the Messiah, or that Abraham so understood it.” Let it be observed in
reply, that in the 110th Psalm the typical character of Melchizedek
“seems” expressly acknowledged. It may be alleged, that the prophet
simply states resemblance, without affirming that such resemblance was
designed or intended. But that a prophet should be commissioned to
declare, that Christ’s priesthood should be “after such an order,” and
yet that in the institution of that exalted order there should have been
no designed reference to Christ, is improbable. The prediction seems to
involve the original design. And this order of priesthood, too, is far
superior to that of Aaron, the typical character of which is admitted.
Moreover, the last clause of verse third, in this chapter, according to
our English translation as a designed connection. Melchizedek was
“made like unto the Son of God.” The translation is accurate.
Afomoiwmenov <871>, according to Parkhurst, is “made very like.” So
also Scott: “The composition is probably intended to add energy; made
very like.” And Bloomfield adopts, “being made by the divine decree a
type of that great High Priest, who, &c,;” see the notes in Greek
Testament. Lastly, on any other principle than that of “designed”
typical relation, it is difficult, if not impossible, to give any just account
of the remarkable omissions, the apparently studied silence, in the
history of Melchizedek, in regard to those things that are commonly
related in notices of lives, however brief. He is introduced to us with an
air of impenetrable mystery. He appears on the stage as Priest of the
most High God, and then disappears, leaving us in complete darkness
concerning his birth, parentage, and death. “In all these respects,” says
Mr. Scott, “the silence of the Scripture is intentional and refers to the
great antitype.” Melchizedek, therefore, we may remark, seems not
only to have been designed as a type, but “special care” has been taken,
that the record of him should be in all things suited to that design. That
the apostle lighted on a happy coincidence, deserving of a passing
thought, is not probable, whether this remark be meant to apply to the
name, or to other particulars in this remarkable story. Indeed, divest it
of its designed typical character, and the grandeur of the passage
vanishes. A simple resemblance has been discovered between Christ
and a certain character in the old Testament. This is all the apostle
means to affirm! And for this too, he introduces Melchizedek, with
such wondrous caution in <580511>Hebrews 5:11: “Of whom we have many
things to say, and hard to be uttered, but ye are dull of hearing.” What
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was hard to be uttered, or difficult to be comprehended about a mere
“illustration,” or “resemblance?”

The following remarks of Owen are pertinent and beautiful. “The true
cause of all these omissions was the same with that of the institution of
his (Melchizedek’s) priesthood, and the introduction of his person into
the story. And this was, that he might he the more express and signal
representative of the Lord Christ in his priesthood. And we may herein
consider the sovereign wisdom of the Holy Spirit in bringing forth truth
unto light, according as the state and condition of the church doth
require. And first he prophesieth only a naked story of a person that
was a type of Christ. Something the people of the age wherein he lived,
might learn by his ministrations, but not much. For what was principally
instructive in him, for the use of the church, was not of force until all
his circumstances were forgotten. Yea, the contrivance of any tradition
concerning his parents, birth, and death, had been contrary to the mind
of God, and what instruction he intended the church by him.
Afterward, when, it may be, all thoughts of any use or design in this
story were lost, and the church was fully satisfied in a priesthood quite
of another nature, the Holy Spirit in one word of prophecy instructs
her, not only that the things spoken concerning Melchizedek were not
so recorded for his own sake, or on his own account, but with respect
to another priest, which was afterward to arise, by him represented.
This gave a new consideration to the whole story; but moreover gave
the church to know, that the priesthood, which it then had, was not
always to continue, but that one of another nature was to be
introduced, as was signified long before the institution of that
priesthood which they enjoyed, <19B004>Psalm 110:4. Yet the church was
left greatly in the dark, and, at the coming of our Saviour, had utterly
lost all knowledge of the mystery of the type, and the promise renewed
in the Psalm. Wherefore, our apostle entering on the unfolding of this
mystery, doth not only preface it with an assertion of its difficulty, but
also by a long previous discourse, variously prepareth their minds to a
most diligent attention.” The excellence of this quotation will, in the
reader’s estimation, excuse the length of it. On the whole, he who
reflects how all things in the ancient economy were ordered of God,
and how great a part of that economy was meant to adumbrate the
realities of the gospel, while he will be cautious in admitting typical
analogies of a doubtful kind, will be slow to believe that the
resemblance between Christ’s priesthood, and that of the “most”
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exalted order previously instituted, is casual, or undesigned — slow to
believe, that the apostle would make so large use of such accidental
analogy, and found on it an argument so great.

ft11 Admit the typical character of Melchizedek, and the difficulty
disappears, and apology of course becomes needless. The apostle does
not found an argument on any fanciful analogy, but “seems” to
intimate, that the very name, as well as the other circumstances stated
concerning Melchizedek, was typical. And why should this surprise us?
In the Old Testament we find, that names were frequently given to
children by the spirit of prophecy while on other occasions a change of
name was made by command of God. In both these cases, there was
always something significant. Melchizedek, doubtless, had his name
under the divine direction. In what way, whether at his birth, or by
change of name afterward, it is needless to inquire, and impossible to
determine; see for further remarks, Owen, McLean, and the
Supplementary note on <580105>Hebrews 1:5, also 2:6

ft12 The reasoning in the whole passage is founded on the Scripture account
of Melchizedek. He is not to be regarded absolutely, but typically.
View him just as he appears in the record in Genesis, and the difficulty
will be greatly lessened, if it do not altogether disappear. There, he is
presented to us, in his typical character, as living. All notice of his
death is studiously omitted with the express design, that, appearing
only as a living priest, he might the better typify our immortal
Redeemer. In this view, which indeed is so well brought out in the
commentary above, “the apostle’s argument unto the dignity, and pre-
eminence of Melchizedek above the Levitical priests, in this instance, is
of an “unquestionable evidence.” For, consider Melchizedek, not in his
natural being and existence, which belongs not unto this mystery, but in
his Scripture being and existence, and he is immortal, always living,
wherein he is more excellent than those who were always obnoxious to
death in the exercise of their office” — Owen. McKnight, observing
that the Greek verb zh <2198> here is not in the present, but the imperfect
of the indicative, translates — lived, a PRIEST ALL HIS LIFE, in
contradistinction from those who ceased to be priests at a certain age.
But whatever view may be taken of the passage, whatever solution of
the difficulty may be adopted, apology for the mode of reasoning may
well be spared. An inspired writer needs it not. All his reasoning has,
doubtless, a solid basis in truth. It is impossible he should proceed on
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any peculiarities or modes of reasoning, but such as are strictly true,
the accuracy of which might, any where, and at any time, be admitted,
by those who had the means and patience for a right understanding of
them.

ft13 Several excellent and evangelical commentators explain the passage on
the principle of representations, the admission of which relieves it from
many difficulties. If we allow that Abraham was the representative of
his seed, and of the sons of Levi among the number, then they
unquestionably may be said to have paid tithes in him, in a most
obvious and intelligible sense. That Abraham is to be here regarded, as
not only the natural but covenant head of Israel, is argued from what is
said in verse 6, of his having “had the promises,” which promises
manifestly did not belong to him alone, but to him and to his seed,
<011704>Genesis 17:4-9. The land of Canaan never was actually given to
Abraham. He obtained the promise or grant of it, as the representative
of his posterity, who came to its enjoyment when four hundred years
had expired. By those who adopt this view, the passage is supposed to
contain an illustration of the manner in which Adam and Christ
represent those who respectively belong to them. And here let it be
noticed, that the objection against Abraham’s representative character,
grounded by our author on the fact, “that there had been no
appointment of Abraham to act in that capacity by Levi,” might with
equal force be urged against the representation of Adam and Christ,
which the reader will find established in the supplementary notes on
Romans 5. As to the force of the argument, on this principle, there can
be no doubt. If the representative, the covenant, as well as the natural
head, of the sons of Levi, paid tithes and acknowledged inferiority to
Melchizedek, their inferiority follows as a matter of course. They are
supposed to be comprehended in their head. “This,” says Mr. Scott,
“incontestibly proved the inferiority of the Levitical priesthood to that
of the Messiah, nay, its absolute dependence on him, and subserviency
to him;” and, we may add, is sound reasoning alike in every country, in
Palestine and in ours, in England or America. On the whole we cannot
but think that whatever difficulties some may have in admitting the
principle of representation here, far greater difficulties lie on the other
side. Even Prof. Stuart, in his celebrated 14th Excursus, (which for
ingenuity deserves, perhaps, all the praise awarded by Bloomfield,
Barnes, and others,) resolves the apostle’s reasoning into a mere
“argumentum ad hominem,” although, in the passage, there is no
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evidence of any such thing. He has indeed instanced two cases of
“argumentum ad hominem,” or rather two passages, in both of which
the same example occurs <401227>Matthew 12:27; <421119>Luke 11:19. But if the
reader consult these passages, he will find that mistake is impossible.
The plainest indication is given, that the argument proceeds on the
principle of all adversary. It would require no small ingenuity, however,
to press this passage into the same rank with those now quoted. It
clearly belongs to a different class, and the apostle proceeds with his
argument, without the slightest indication that it was grounded rather
on what was admitted, than on what was strictly true.

ft14 The word rendered “Surety,” is enguov <1450>. It occurs indeed here only
in the New Testament, nor is it found in the Septuagint, i,e. the very
word is not. Yet its derivatives occur there, and bear the sense that is
ordinarily, and everywhere expressed by suretyship, <201718>Proverbs 17:18;
22:26, and other places. The word itself, too, is found in the
Apocrypha Ecclesiasticus 29:15; 2 Macc. 10:28, on which last passage
a recent and distinguished writer observes, “we find the word (here)
conveying the idea of a covenant engagement, and that too on the part
of the Most High. When the Jews joined battle with Timotheus, they
are said to have had the Great God for their enguov <1450>, assuring them
of victory. They had prostrated themselves before the altar; they had
spread ashes upon their heads, and covered themselves with sackcloth;
they had poured out their hearts in prayer, pleading with the Most
High, and putting him in mind of his promise — the promise in which
he had said that he would be an enemy to their enemies — then seizing
their arms and advancing to meet Timotheus, they rushed into the fight,
we are told, enguon <1450> econtev <2192> euhmeriav <2250> kai <2532> nikhv
<3529>.” Indeed, about the meaning of the word, and the accuracy of our
English translation, there can be no doubt. Critics who are very far
from admitting the doctrine of Christ’s suretyship in the covenant of
redemption, have freely admitted this. “See Peirce on the place.”

What then is the sense of the word here? Applied to Christ will it bear its
ordinary sense or not? Is he a surety in a sense analogous to that in
which people are sureties? Hesitating to answer these questions in the
affirmative, a host of commentators, following the Greeks, have
observed, that enguov <1450> is substituted for, and equivalent to,
mesithv <3316>, occurring at <580806>Hebrews 8:6; 9:15; 12:24. But because
Christ is called, in these places, the mesithv <3316> or mediator of the
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covenant, it does not follow that enguov <1450> here has “precisely” the
same sense. Or, if so, how shall we account for the introduction of this
singular word at all? Why was not mesithv <3316> employed here, as, in
other places, in the Epistle? This has, indeed been accounted for by
observing, that as the apostle, in the 19th verse, had used the word
engizomen <1448>, we draw near, he employed enguov <1450> in the 22nd,
for the sake of the “paronomasia,” to which figure he is alleged to have
been much attached. But in whatever way the apostle may have been
led to the use of the word (and the above account is probable enough),
he never would have used it, in a sense altogether different from what
ordinarily is attached to it, out of fondness for any figure whatever.

“A surety has to pay what they owe, for whom he is engaged; to do,
what is to be done by them, which they cannot perform. ‘And if this be
not the notion of a surety in this place, the apostle makes use of a
word, nowhere else used in the whole scripture, to teach us what it
doth never signify among people, which is improbable and absurd.’ For
the sole reason why he did make use of it was, that from the nature and
notion of it among people, in other cases, we may understand the
signification of it, and what, under that name, he ascribes unto the Lord
Jesus” — Owen.

Having thus proved that enguov <1450> is properly translated “surety,”
and that Christ is so styled, in a sense not widely different from what is
usually attached to the word — let us next inquire, how Christ
discharges this suretyship, or what he does in his capacity of surety? Is
he surety to us for God? This last question, by orthodox writers, is for
the most part, answered in the negative on the ground that there can be
no need of security for God, his promise and his oath being sufficient
guarantee that he will fulfil his engagement; on the ground also, that a
surety must be some one greater than the party for whom he engages,
which, in the case of God, renders the thing impossible, since there is
none greater than Hebrews Thus, Dr. Owen has argued at great length,
and is followed by Guyse, Boston, and many others. Yet there are not
wanting writers of great reputation for learning and orthodoxy, who
scruple not to say that Christ is surety “for God;” (see Mr. Scott on
this place). He undertook, on the part of the Father. that all the
promises should be made good to the seed. He acts in the behalf of
God toward us, and assures us of the divine favor. “If it be asked, what
need was there of a Mediator to assure us of the fulfillment of the
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promises made by the God of truth, who cannot lie or deceive us, I
answer, the same objection might be made against God’s adding his
oath to his promise, whereby he intended to give us the greater security
of accomplishment? — Pierce. The exclusion of this idea from the
suretyship of Christ, on the part of so many divines, doubtless arose
from the improper use made of it by Socinians, who unwilling to admit
that Christ had become bound for our debt of suffering and obedience,
and, in this sense, was surety “for us,” resolved the suretyship into a
mere engagement “in behalf of God.” They could not allow more,
without allowing the atonement. While, however, we see no necessity
for discarding this idea, because it has been used for bad purposes, we
maintain, that this is neither all, nor even the principal part, of the
suretyship of Christ. Revert to the original notion of a surety. He is one
who engages, in behalf of another, to pay a debt or discharge a duty,
which that other may fail to pay or discharge. Christ engaged to stand
in that relation toward us, and therefore he is the “surety for us God,”
that our debt shall be discharged. God the Father, on his part, engages,
that Christ shall see his seed, that they shall be saved; and the Son of
God, on his part, becomes bound for the debt of penalty and obedience.
This is the covenant of redemption, “the counsel of peace” between the
Father and the Son, before all worlds; <380613>Zechariah 6:13; <235310>Isaiah
53:10,12. It is unnecessary further to observe, that Christ, in his
capacity of surety, has nobly redeemed his pledge, endured the penalty,
and honored the precept of the broken law, and thereby secured for his
people the blessings of the covenant.

Before concluding this note, we may remark that some difference of
opinion exists among those who hold the suretyship of Christ, in
reference to another question. Namely, Whether he became surety for
the faith, repentance, and evangelical obedience of his people? “I
answer,” says Thomas Boston. “though the elect’s believing, repenting,
and sincere obedience are infallibly secured in the covenant, yet I judge,
that Christ did not become surety in the covenant, in way of caution to
his Father, that the elect should perform these deeds, or any other.
These belong rather to the promissory part of the covenant. “They are
benefits promised in the covenant” BY GOD UNTO CHRIST, the surety,
as a reward of his fulfilling the condition of the covenant. And so they
are, by the unchangeable truth of God, and his exact justice, ensured
beyond all possibility of failure; <192227>Psalm 22:27,30,31; <19B003>Psalm
110:3; <235310>Isaiah 53:10. with ver. 1; <263426>Ezekiel 34:26,27,31;
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<580810>Hebrews 8:10,11.” — Boston on the Covenant of Grace; see also
Dr. Dick’s admirable lectures on the same subject.

It will be seen from this review of the suretyship of Christ, that the
sentiments of our author on the subject are not materially different from
those of evangelical divines in Scotland. He may not use the same
phraseology, but “security to the law, to justice, to the universe, that no
injury shall result from the pardon of the sinner,” is much the same with
“surety to God for us, that our debt shall be discharged, that is, that
none of these interests shall suffer.

ft15 Without attempting to explain the typical import of every pin and pillar
of the tabernacle, one may be excused for thinking, that such prominent
parts of its furniture, as the ark, the candlestick, and the cherubim,
were designed as types. Nor can it be wrong to inquire into the spiritual
significancy of them, under such guidance as the light of Scripture, here
or affords elsewhere. This has been done by a host of most sober and
learned commentators. It is of no use to allege, that the apostle himself
has given no particular explanation of these matters, since this would
have kept him back too long from his main object; and is, therefore,
expressly declined by him. “Yet,” says McLean, his manner of declining
it implies, that each of these sacred utensils had a mystical signification.
They were all constructed according to particular divine directions,
Exodus 25. The apostle terms them, “the example and shadow of
heavenly things,” <580805>Hebrews 8:5; “the patterns of things in the
heavens, <580923>Hebrews 9:23; and these typical patterns included not only
the tabernacle and its services, but every article of its furniture, as is
plain from the words of Moses, <022508>Exodus 25:8,9. There are also other
passages which seem to allude to, and even to explain, some of these
articles, such as the golden candlestick, with its seven lamps,
<660112>Revelation 1:12,13,20; the golden censer, <580803>Hebrews 8:3,4; the
vail, <581020>Hebrews 10:20; the mercy-seat, <450325>Romans 3:25; <580416>Hebrews
4:16; and, perhaps, the angelic cherubim, <600112>1 Peter 1:12.” It must,
however, be acknowledged that too great care and caution cannot be
used in investigating such subjects.

ft16 Whatever merit may attach to these observations on the meaning of
diaqhkh <1242>, and its corresponding term tyriB]<h1285>— and the author
displays no small measure of critical research — the doctrine of
covenants is not, in any way, affected by them. The advocates of that
doctrine deny that it rests on a mistaken view, or on any view of the
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original term ordinarily rendered “covenant.” These terms, they most
freely allow, occur in various senses, in the sense of simple
appointment, promise, command, dispensation, and testament, as well
as of stipulation or covenant, <243325>Jeremiah 33:25; <010911>Genesis 9:11;
<580807>Hebrews 8:7, etc. “It is not,” says an able and accurate modern
writer, “from the simple occurrence of the Hebrew or the Greek words,
that we are to infer a federal transaction between God and man, or
between any other parties, but from the circumstances of the case,
which alone can determine in what sense the terms are employed. We
may meet with them: when no covenant is implied, and we may find a
covenant to have been made, where neither of them is used to express
it. We should beware, “he adds,” of falling into the mistake of some
superficial readers of the Scripture, who have occasionally
misinterpreted passages in which the word occurs by explaining it of
the covenant of works, or the covenant of grace, when something
different is intended.” <580807>Hebrews 8:7, is alleged as an example of
passages, in regard to which the mistake is made, whereas the apostle,
in that place, is not treating of the covenant of grace absolutely, as
opposed to the covenant of works, but of the two great dispensations
of religion, the one introduced by Moses. and the other by Christ. It
may serve to explain many passages in the Epistle to the Hebrews, to
observe, that the covenant of grace, strictly so called, is supposed to
pervade both the palaia <3820> and kainh <2537> diaqhkh <1242> of that
Epistle, its old and new covenant or dispensation alike, that, in fact,
these are but different forms, in which the same covenant of grace is
administered in different ages. More of this shortly. Meanwhile, it
appears that no such fabric, no such treatise of divinity as is alleged,
has been built on the slender foundation of erroneous verbal criticism.
It is of importance that this should be attended to, for the same
statement has recently been put forth with confidence by certain writers
in our own country, who, in their antipathy to the doctrine of
covenants, have, after the example of the American brethren, greatly
lamented, “that so many entire systems of theology and bodies of
divinity should have been cast into the mould of a single word, which
after all is found out to be but a mistranslation.” The reader will admire
the temerity that can venture such groundless assertions, and think that
lamentations, which have no better foundation, may in future be spared,
or kept in reserve, until real cause require them.
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What then is the evidence of the doctrine of covenants? Our author,
under the conviction that his criticisms had undermined that doctrine,
first assails the covenant of works, and, in a single sentence, clears the
ground of it, lamenting that volumes of angry controversy should have
been written about a thing so visionary. That such a transaction, as
divines have usually designated by this name, has a real existence, the
reader will find asserted and proved in a supplementary note on
<450512>Romans 5:12. The author is not disposed to deal so summarily with
the covenant of redemption or of grace. He seems to allow that
something of the kind may possibly exist, though he inclines to believe
it has its place only in the “imagination of the devout and learned.” But
his own countryman, Dr. Dwight, though far from being subject to
such pious hallucinations, and little inclined to receive any doctrine
because it had long passed current, finds the covenant of grace
distinctly set forth in <235310>Isaiah 53:10,12, and again abundantly evinced
in the eighty-ninth Psalm! Having explained the first of those passages,
and commented on the engagements of the Son, and the promises of
the Father, he thus sums up — “All these things are exhibited to us “in
the form of a covenant.” To this covenant, as to every other, there are
two parties, GOD who promises; and his servant who was to justify
many. A condition is specified, to which is annexed a promise of
reward. The condition is, that Christ should make his soul an offering
for sin, and make intercession for the transgressors, or, in other words,
execute the whole office of a priest for mankind. The reward is, that he
should receive the many for his portion, and that they should prolong
their days, or endure forever.” — Sermon 43. Indeed no one can read
the fifty-third of Isaiah without finding in it the essentials of a covenant
transaction, unless he be predetermined not to find such transaction
there, or anywhere else. According to Lowth’s translation, the tenth
verse runs thus, “If his soul shalt make a propitiatory sacrifice, he
SHALL see a seed, which shall prolong their days, and the gracious
purpose of Yahweh shall prosper in his hands.” That the same
transaction is introduced in Psalm 89 is obvious enough. None will
doubt the application of this Psalm to Christ, concerning whom
Yahweh says, “I have made a covenant with my chosen, I have sworn
unto David my servant, thy seed will I establish for ever, and build up
thy throne to all generations.” The promise is the very same as in
Isaiah. The only difference between the passages is, that the condition
is expressed in Isaiah, and understood in the Psalm, in consequence. of
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which the covenant there appears rather in the form of a promissory
oath. The covenant itself, however, is expressly named. “I have made
(stricken) a covenant.” It is not possible, in the compass of a brief note,
to produce all the evidence which the Scripture contains on this
subject. For the present we must content ourselves with a simple
statement of the chief heads of evidence. Those theologians then who
receive the doctrine, suppose that it is necessarily implied, in the surety
and representative character of Christ, in the title of the “second
Adam” which an apostle gives him, and which is believed to be
destitute of meaning, unless, though dissimilar in other respects, he be
like the first Adam in this, that he is a covenant head, Many people
intervened between Adam and Christ, yet to Christ only is the title
applied, and unless the fact now stated be the reason of that
application, it must be difficult, if not impossible, to assign any; see
supplementary note on <450512>Romans 5:12,21. Further, Christ’s repeated
declarations that he came to do the will of the Father, imply that certain
services had been prescribed to him. “Indeed,” says an author already
quoted,

“the whole scheme of redemption involves the idea of a covenant;
while one divine person prescribes certain services to the other, the
other performs them; and the result is not only his own personal
exaltation, but the eternal happiness of millions, whose cause he had
espoused” — Dick.

The reader must have observed that the parties in this covenant are the
Father and the Son, and will naturally be anxious to have that class of
passages explained, in which the parties are God and the saints or the
people of Christ, or in which the covenant is supposed to be made
WITH THEM; <230403>Isaiah 4:3; <580810>Hebrews 8:10; <102305>2 Samuel 23:5. From
the existence of such passages, a double covenant, connected with the
salvation of sinners, has been supposed and advocated by certain
divines; the one made with Christ in eternity, and the other with his
people in time. These have been respectively distinguished as the
covenant of redemption, and the covenant of grace. By the generality
of accurate writers, however, this distinction has been abandoned as
untenable, and these two covenants declared to be but one, presented
in different aspects. The covenant made with the saints is but the
administration of that made with Christ, the fulfillment, the
performance of it. Hence, we read of the “blood of the covenant;” not
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“of the covenants.” For a full discussion of this part of the subject, see
the admirable treatise of Mr. Bell, late minister in Glasgow, frequently
quoted with admiration by Mr. Haldane, in his commentary on the
Romans.

“What some call the covenant of grace,” says he, “in distinction from
that of redemption, is nothing but the promulgation and performance of
what was transacted with Christ in behalf of the elect. Then the Father
promised, that on condition he made his soul an offering for sin, he
would quicken, justify, sanctify, and save, all those sinners whose
substitute he was. Now what is the covenant of grace, but the
promulgation and performance. of these promises? What was originally
made to the surety only, is now directed to sinners themselves. This,
however, can in no propriety of speech be called a different covenant
from that made with Christ. It is only the revelation of what before lay
hid in the cabinet council of heaven; a making good to the children
what was promised to their Father before they had a being.”

It would appear, therefore, that from the beginning there have been but
two covenants, that of works, and that of grace or redemption, the first
made with Adam and the last with Christ, both being regarded as the
covenant heads of the parties that respectively belonged to them. But in
consistency with this view, how shall we account for the mention of
that “other covenant” different from the covenant of works, and with
which the new covenant, in this Epistle, is contrasted; Hebrews 8—10.
The proper solution of this question lies in the fact already hinted, that
but one covenant, strictly so called, obtained, “alike under Moses and
Christ,” and that the old and the new of the Epistle to the Hebrews,
point only to “different modes” of its administration. It is certain, that
the Sinaitic covenant did not supersede the Abrahamic, which was
nothing but the covenant of grace, “the covenant that was confirmed
before of God in Christ;” <480315>Galatians 3:15-17. Nay, the ceremonies
and sacrifices of the Mosaic dispensation exhibited, in shadow, the
blessings of that very covenant that was ultimately to be administered
in a more clear and spiritual form.

Let it be noted, in conclusion, that most of the objections, alleged
against the doctrine of covenants, arise from misconception or
misrepresentation. When a covenant is said to be made between God
and man, it is allowed, on all hands, that it differs, in many important
particulars, from a human covenant, or covenant between man and
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man. The parties, in the first case, are not equal, and there is not
liberty, on the part of the inferior, to receive or reject the terms at
pleasure. Every thing must be set aside, in our conceptions of the
subject, that is inconsistent with the majesty and authority of God; see
Supplementary note on <450512>Romans 5:12. And this difference,
originating in the unequal character of the parties, may, perhaps,
furnish an answer to the question, which the author so frequently puts,
concerning the use of diaqhkh <1242>, in preference to sunqhkh <4936>,
and as frequently answers, by resolving into an indisposition on the part
of the inspired writers, as well as on the part of the authors of the
Septuagint, to countenance the idea of a covenant or contract between
God and man. So thought Owen.

“The word tyriB]<h1285>” says he, “could not be more properly rendered
than by diaqhkh <1242>, for it being mostly used to express the covenant
between God and man, it is of that nature as cannot properly be termed
sunqhkh <4936>, which is a covenant or compact upon equal terms of
distributive justice between distinct parties.”

The length of this note will be excused, on the ground of the very
frequent recurrence of the subject of it in the present volume, and the
expediency of treating it fully, in some place, to which simple reference
might in other places be made, for the economizing of labor.

ft17 The reader must admire the critical skill which the author has brought to
bear on this intricate and long contested question. The design of the
following note is by no means to enter into the controversy, and
adjudicate between contending parties, a task as difficult as
presumptuous, where, on both sides, are found many of the most
eminent names in the history of sacred criticism, where such men as
Pierce, Doddridge, McKnight, and Barnes stand opposed to Calvin,
Newcombe, Kinnoel, and Stuart. A very brief digest of the argument by
which the common translation is defended, is alone intended in this
place.

1. As to the word diaqhkh <1242>, it is allowed, that neither in the New
Testament, nor in the Septuagint has it, anywhere, the sense of “will”
or testamentary deed, unless this place be held an exception, to which
many, with Bloomfield, are disposed to add <480315>Galatians 3:15. Yet the
Classical use of diaqhkh <1242> as is alleged on the one hand, and
admitted on the other, is altogether in favor of “testament.” It need not
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therefore excite surprise, that the apostle, in a few instances, should
employ it in that sense.

2. As to the sense of diaqemenov <1303>, it is contended, in opposition to
McKnight, who renders it “appointed sacrifice,” that diatiqhmi <1303> is
never used in the sense of “ordain,” “appoint.” That author quotes but
one passage, <422229>Luke 22:29, in which, however, the word obviously
has the sense of “grant.” Diaqemenov <1303>, besides, being the participle
of the 2 Aor. middle voice, demands, for the most part, an active
signification, and if the word “appoint” be used at all, should be
translated here “appointer.” Accordingly, Pierce gives the active sense,
and adopts the term “pacifier.” Others render “mediating sacrifice,” but
the word cannot have such meaning, and must signify either testator or
contractor. And Scholefield himself, the author of this conjecture,
admits that it is quite unsupported by the “usus loquendi.” Indeed, the
same may be affirmed of all or most of the emendations, that have yet
been proposed. The philological argument is against them, and their
authors justify them, for the most part, on the ground that they are
necessary to the just course of the apostle’s reasoning. Those who,
with McKnight, render “victim set apart,” or “appointed sacrifice,” may
be reminded of the difficulty which that author has experienced, in
reconciling the masculine gender of oJ <3588> diaqemenov <1303> with the
various substantives he has found it necessary to supply in his
paraphrase. Had the word referred to a sacrifice or victim, we should
have expected the neuter gender to <3588> diaqemenon <1303>. “The Greek
scholar,” says Donald Fraser, in an elaborate note on this question,
appended to his translation of Witsius on the creed, and which contains
the ablest digest of argument, in favor of the old rendering of
“testament” or “will,” that the writer of this note has anywhere found
within the same limited compass — “The Greek scholar is requested to
observe, that according to McKnight qumatov <2380>, a sacrifice, or
zwou <2226>, an animal, should be supplied to agree with tou <3588>

diaqemenou <1303>, verse 16th, while he supplies a different word,
moscov <3448>, tragov <5131>, or taurov <5022>, a calf, goat, or bull, to agree
with oJ <3588> diaqemenov <1303>, verse 17. The truth is that oJ <3588>

diaqemenov <1303> is necessarily masculine, and tou <3588> diaqemenou
<1303> may be either masculine or neuter, as the structure of the sentence
requires. In this passage, both these expressions unquestionably refer to
“the very same person, or else the very same thing.” Why then, does
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the doctor entertain the unnatural supposition of a diversity of genders?
The reason is manifest. The Lexicons could not readily furnish him with
a Greek word, in the masculine gender, that signifies an animal, victim,
or sacrifice, and it might have thrown discredit on his version, had he
alleged that tou <3588> diaqemenou <1303>, verse 16th, must denote
distinctly a calf, goat, or bull. It was equally impossible, on the other
side, to compel oJ <3588> diaqemenov <1303>. verse 17th, to agree with quma
<2380> or zwon <2226>, and thus to signify in general a sacrifice, or animal;
and in consequence, he sagaciously alleges, that a calf, goat, or bull,
must be supplied, while, in order to make his version the more
plausible, he takes the liberty to repeat the general term “sacrifice.” The
result of the whole is, that the “neuter gender” is requisite to the new
rendering, but “no manuscript sanctions to <3588> diaqemenon <1303>.”

3. It is important, in connection with this controversy, to ascertain the
just sense of nekroiv <3498>. Our author has reasoned with ingenuity on
this word. The reader, however, must bear in mind, that the question is
not, whether nekroiv <3498> be not sometimes applied to designate dead
works, animals, or vegetables — not whether it be a word of equally
universal application with its corresponding English adjective, but
whether, “when occurring without a substantive,” it have, in the New
Testament, any such extensive application. In such cases, it is affirmed
that there is not a “single example of the application to dead animals, or
sacrifices.” The author has not produced an example of this kind.

4. As to the alleged fact, on the reality of which the new translation is
founded, what the author asserts carries great weight with it; and, in
the estimation of many, will be regarded as conclusive, in regard to one
part of the question, The allegation is, that covenants are ratified only
by the death of a victim, which Mr. Barnes has above explained of
covenants of a special kind, that is, such as are made between God and
human beings. On the other side, it is affirmed, that “the proposition is
too general here (oJ <3588> tou <3588> diaqhkh )<1242> to admit of limitation
merely to covenants of a special nature.”

Finally. According to the old translation of diaqhkh <1242> by
“testament” the connection of the passage is not, in the view of these
who adopt it, in the least injured. They suppose that the apostle having,
in the 15th verse, introduced the “promise of the eternal inheritance”
most naturally falls into the idea of testament or will, by which
inheritances are usually conveyed. They contend that this idea in
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connection with the death of Christ is exceedingly beautiful. Nor
should the circumstance of its frequent abuse, on the part of
interpreters more ingenious than solid, lead to its rejection.

ft18 Rather, perhaps, as in the original sentence, “once dying” was the
penalty denounced on the sinner, so the substitute in enduring it, is in
like manner, under necessity of dying but once. By this he fully answers
the requirement of the Law. Or there may be in the passage a simple
intimation that, in this respect, as in others. Christ is like us, namely, in
being but once subject to death. It would be inconsistent with the
nature which he sustains, to suppose him a second time subject to
death.

ft19 It is indeed true, that Christ did not endure the very penalty which we
had incurred, and, but for his interference, should have endured. His
sufferings must be regarded in the light of an equivalent to the Law’s
original claim, of a satisfaction to its injured honor, which the Lawgiver
has been pleased to accept. It is, however, equally true, that the
sufferings of Christ were strictly penal. They were the punishment of
sin. The true meaning of the important phrase in this verse, “to bear
sin,” establishes this point. It can have no other meaning than bearing
the punishment of sin. See Stuart’s xix. Excursus. That punishment
supposes guilt is not denied. What then? Not certainly that Christ was
personally guilty, but that our guilt has been imputed to him — that he
has taken the place of the guilty, and become answerable for their
transgressions. See Supp. note, <470521>2 Corinthians 5:21.

ft20 The perfection, in this place, is not to be understood of the perfection of
grace or of glory. It is perfection, in regard to the matter in hand, in
regard to what was the chief design of sacrifices, namely, expiation and
consequent pardon and acceptance of God. And this indeed is the
Teleiwsiv <5050> of the Epistle to the Hebrews generally, <580711>Hebrews
7:11; 9:9; 10:1. Perfect moral purity and consummate happiness will
doubtless follow as consequences of the sacrifice of Christ, but the
completeness of his expiation, and its power to bring pardon and peace
to the guilty and trembling sinner, to justify him unto eternal life, is
here, at all events, principally intended. The parties thus perfected or
completely justified, are touv <3588> aJgiazomenouv <37>, the “sanctified.”
aJgiazw <37>, however, besides the general sense of “sanctify” has in this
Epistle, like teleiwo <5048>, its sacrificial sense of cleansing from guilt.
“Whether ceremonially, as under the Levitical dispensation;
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<580913>Hebrews 9:13; comp, <031619>Leviticus 16:19; or really and truly, by the
offering of the body of Christ; <581010>Hebrews 10:10,14,29; compare
<581002>Hebrews 10:2, and <580211>Hebrews 2:11; 9:14.” — Parkhurst’s Greek
Lexicon. The meaning, then, may be, that they who are purged or
cleansed by this sacrifice, in other words, those to whom its virtue is
applied, are perfectly justified. Wherever this divine remedy is used, it
will effectually save. By one offering Christ hath forever justified such
as are purged or cleansed by it. This could not be said of those
sanctified or purged by the legal sacrifices. Mr. Scott gives the
sacrificial sense of the word, but combines with it the sense of
sanctifying morally, in the following excellent paraphrase. “By his one
oblation he hath provided effectually for the perfect justification unto
eternal life, of all those who should ever receive his atonement, by faith
springing from regeneration, and evidenced ‘by the sanctification of the
Spirit unto obedience,’ and who were thus set apart and consecrated to
the service of God.”

ft21 “This plhroforia <4136>, or full assurance of faith, is not, as many
imagine, absolute certainty of a man’s own particular salvation, for that
is termed “the full assurance of hope,” <580611>Hebrews 6:11, and arises
from faith and its fruits. But the full assurance of faith is the assurance
of that truth, which is testified and proposed in the gospel, to all the
hearers of it in common, to be believed by them, unto their salvation,
and is also termed the full assurance of understanding; <510202>Colossians
2:2. Though all that the gospel reveals, claims the full assurance of
faith, yet here it seems more particularly to respect the efficacy and all-
sufficiency of Christ’s offering for procuring pardon and acceptance.”
— McLean.

ft22 See the supplementary note on <580606>Hebrews 6:6. where certain principles
are laid down, for the interpretation of this and similar passages, in
consistency with the doctrine of the saints’ perseverance. If that
doctrine be maintained, and our author’s view of the passage at the
same be correct, then plainly it contains an impossible case. It is
descriptive of real Christians, yet they never can fall away. The utility
of the warning, in this case, may indeed successfully be vindicated, on
the ground that it is the means of preventing apostasy in the saints, the
means by which the decree of God in reference to their stability is
effected. Most, however, will incline to the view which regards this
case, as something more than imaginary, as possible, as real. The
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warning is addressed to professors generally, without any attempt of
distinguishing or separating into true or false. Doubtless there might be
some even of the latter class in the churches whose members the
apostles, presuming on their professed character, addressed as “saints,
“elect,” and “faithful,” without distinction. Of course, in consistency
with the doctrine of perseverance only the “false,” in whom the “root
of the matter” had never existed, could apostatize; yet at the same time,
when no distinction was made, when the apostle made none, but
addressed all in the language of charity, when Christians themselves
might find it difficult at all times to affirm decidedly on their own case,
universal vigilance was secured, or at all events designed. But is not the
party whose apostasy is here supposed, described by two attributes
which belong to none but genuine Christians, namely, the “reception of
the knowledge of the truth,” and “sanctification through the blood of
the covenant?” The answer which has been given to this question is
generally, that neither of these things necessarily involves more than
external dedication to God. The first is parallel to the “once
enlightened” of <580604>Hebrews 6:4. and of course admits of the same
explanation; see supplementary note there. The second thing, namely,
the sanctification of the party

“is not real or internal sanctification, and all the disputes concerning the
total and final apostasy from the faith of them who have been really and
internally sanctified from this place, are altogether vain. As at the
giving of the Law, the people being sprinkled with blood, were
sanctified or dedicated to God in a special manner, so those who, by
baptism and confession of faith in the church of Christ, were separated
from all others were especially dedicated to God thereby.” — “Owen.”

Yet, this eminent writer is rather disposed to adopt the opinion of those
who construe, en <1722> wJ <3739> hJgiasqh <37> with the immediate
antecedent, ton <3588> UJion <5207> tou <3588> Qeou <2316>, thus referring the
sanctification to Christ, and not to the apostate; see <431719>John 17:19.
Whichever of these views we receive, the great doctrine of
perseverance is, of course, unaffected. In reference to an objection
which the author has urged that “the sentiment (in the 26th and 27th
verses) would not be correct, if it referred to any but true Christians,”
let it be noticed that while many may be saved, who have long resisted
the Spirit, yet the assertion must appear hazardous in the extreme, that
any can be saved, who do ALL that the apostate in this passage is
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alleged to do. The sin described seems to be that of a determined,
insulting, final rejection of the only remedy for sin.

ft23 “By offering victims of the choice of his flock, Abel not only showed a
more decided attachment to God, but there is great reason to suppose
(as Abp. Magee on Atonement, p. 52, shows) that his faith was
especially superior, as being not only directed to God alone
(recognizing his existence, authority, and providence) but also to the
Great Redeemer, promised immediately after the fall, (<010315>Genesis 3:15)
whose expiatory death was typified by animal sacrifice, by offering
which Abel had evinced his faith in the great sacrifice of the Redeemer,
prefigured by it: and then he obtained that acceptance from God, and
witnessing of his offering, which was refused to Cain; see more in
Macknight and Scott” — Bloomfield.

ft24 If this righteousness which is by faith be the same with that in
<450117>Romans 1:17; 3:21; and of this there can be no doubt — if it be the
same with what forms the ground of the sinner’s justification in every
age, namely, the glorious righteousness which Christ has worked out in
his active and passive obedience — then clearly there is no way of
getting possession of this, but by faith in Jesus, And, without doubt, by
“this” faith, Noah was saved. It is absurd to suppose that the doctrine
of salvation by the Redeemer was unknown to him. Was not the ark
itself a type and pledge of this salvation? <600321>1 Peter 3:21. Was Noah
ignorant of the promise concerning the Messiah? Dr. Owen can scarce
speak with patience of the view that excludes Christ as the specific
object of Noah’s faith,” That in this faith of the patriarchs no respect
was had unto Christ and his righteousness, is such a putid figment, is so
destructive of the first promises, and of all true faith in the church of
old, is so inconsistent with, and contrary to the design of the apostle,
and is so utterly destructive of the whole force of his argument, that it
deserves no consideration.” The idea indeed seems to derogate from
the glory of Christ as the alone object of faith and salvation in every
age; see also Scott. Bloomfield, McLean.

ft25 It is not likely that Jephtha’s faith would have found a record here, had
it been of no higher kind than this. Peirce admits his unnatural crime,
but supposes him to have repented. “It must be owned,” says he, “that
if Jephtha had not repented of this very heinous wickedness, he could
not have been entitled to salvation. The apostle, therefore, who has
assured us of his salvation, must undoubtedly have gone upon the
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supposition that Jephtha actually repented of it before he died. That he
had time to repent is beyond dispute, because he lived near six years
after this. For it is expressly said he judged Israel six years, <071207>Judges
12:7, and it is as certain he made this vow in the beginning of his
government. What evidence the apostle had of Jephtha’s repentance I
cannot say. He might know it by the help of old Jewish histories, or by
inspiration.”
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