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Introduction

The Lord Jesus Christ has said : Search the Scriptures, for they are
they which testify of me. The Holy Scriptures of the old covenant
testify of Christ, and that not merely because particular prophe-
cies pointing to Christ are to be found here and there in them : The
entire history of the revelation of God in the old covenant is one
great preintimation of the future Messiah; and this fact-revelation
and fact-prophecy formed the condition and the basis of the par-
ticular word-prophecies which God gave in a supernatural manner
by his special instruments. It is wrong to overlook this unity of ba-
sis; but it is equally so to attempt to derive these particular word-
revelations as developments from that basis, and to overlook their
properly supernatural character. In the garden of Eden immedi-
ately after the fall, God directs the hope of the human race to a son
of the woman, who is to break the power of the serpent; Eve exults
in her first joy as a mother — she has born a man child, and with
him she has received Jehovah back again; she regards her child as
the promised one who is to win back for men the favour, nearness,
and possession of Jehovah. She is mistaken. The human race
must first go deep downwards in order to be able to rise upwards
— yes, it must pursue an ever downward course, all human great-

ness must be brought low, until humanity is so humbled as to be



capable of placing itself in a purely receptive relation towards the
salvation provided; then, and not till then, will the woman’s seed
be given to it; for it cannot produce that seed. — This is the funda-

mental law of all revelation and all prophecy in the Old Testament.

After that judicial visitation by which the degenerate race of man
was buried and baptized (immersed, sunk) in the flood, Noah, who
came forth from this baptism as the father of a new humanity, the
second Adam of the old covenant, lays on Shem’s head the blessing
that the Lord shall be his God; Canaan shall serve Shem, Japhet
shall live with Shem in peace and friendship®. And when the fam-
ilies of men, five generations after Noah, are separated from each
other, the promise is made to the Shemite Abraham on account of
his faith, that his posterity shall form the central point of a future
reunion of mankind in the blessing. But not until after three gener-
ations of affliction will God put the seed of Abraham in possession

of the inheritance promised to him (Gen. ch. 15).

Here begins the operation of that wonderful principle of delay,
according to which the last part of a promised epoch is extended
anew to a period embracing several epochs, and the last of these
is again distributed into several epochs, and so forth. The third
generation after Abraham, that of Joseph, with which the affliction
properly speaking first begins, lengthens itself out again to three
generations. On the expiration of these comes the promised re-
demption of the seed of Abraham from affliction (Gen. ch. 15), but in
such a manner as that the redemption then first begins, and this
too only typically and preliminarily. Israel is redeemed from the
Egyptian bondage; as in Noah the human race, so under Moses the
seed of Abraham passed through a baptism, and came forth from

a baptism in the Red Sea; Israel was emancipated through Moses,

aTo dwell in the tents of any one = to be hospitably received by any one.
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but came not through Moses into its rest, into the possession of
the promised land. Joshua conducted it into the land, but the land
was not yet entirely possessed, Israel continued to be harassed and
oppressed by the heathen, and the last forty years previous to the
battle at Ebenezer were truly again years of bondage. Being again
delivered by Samuel, the people obtained in Saul a king, but not af-
ter God’s heart, full of carnal timidity and carnal courage, insolent
and faint-hearted. The king after God’s heart, David, must again
himself reproduce the destinies of the whole seed of Abraham in
his own individual life, and, through much tribulation, enter into
glory. But yet his reign was one of war and conflict, not of peace,

and the triumphing prince of peace, Solomon, was after him.

Doubtless there was given in David a fulfilment of the old promi-
ses of salvation, but one that was merely human, therefore lying
under the curse of everything human, and liable to pass away.
Hence there was opened up to David by means of the prophet
Nathan (2 Sam. ch. 7) a second perspective view of the promised sal-
vation, in the fulfilment of which, however, the same law of delay
obtains as in the first. Not David, but his seed after him shall build
a house to the Lord; for him the Lord will build a house, and will be
his father, and he shall reign with God for ever. David immediately
perceives, and rightly (2 Sam. 7.19; comp. 23.1), that this wonderful
prophecy “points to the distant future”, and represents the form
of “a man who is God.” And, in like manner, Solomon, when he
consecrates the temple of stone (1 Kings 8.26-27) acknowledges that
that prophecy of Nathan'’s is not yet fulfilled by this act. There-
fore, when Solomon sought, by intercourse with the nations, by
marriage and philosophy, to break through the limits of the Mosaic
law, he wrongly anticipated a freedom which was to become possi-

ble only through the new covenant, plunged himself and his people



into idolatry, and brought about a deep national decline; and so
his proverbs and his song of songs are placed as monuments, not
merely of his wisdom, but at the same time also of his folly, among
the Chethubim of the Old Testament canon.

Solomon’s temple of stone then, was only a first, a provisional
fulfilment of Nathan’s prophecy. Under him, and after him, the
kingdom, power, and glory of Israel fell more and more into de-
cay, and as ungodliness increased, the prophets, and Elias among
the number, looked around for the judgments of God. But to him
it was revealed that the Lord is not in storm and fire, but in the
still small voice; and Joel, too, uttered the same truth. The peo-
ple deserve indeed even now judgment and destruction; but with
the judgment the Lord will grant forgiveness; He will first pour out
His Spirit, and then come to judgment. Redeeming grace is to go
before judicial severity. The eye of hope was now turned to redeem-
ing grace; the promised descendant of David was more and more
clearly revealed to the prophets. He is not to be born in palaces;
as the first, so the second David must be sought by the daughters
of Zion in times of sore travail, of heavy afflictions, by the sheep-
folds of Bethlehem (Mic. 5.5). The daughter of the house of David, so
haughty under Ahaz, must, by unheard of sufferings, be brought
to conduct herself in a purely receptive manner as a maid [ﬁD%D)
in order to bring forth the son, and she will then, no longer trust-
ing in her own strength, call him “GoD WITH US.” Israel, appointed
as the servant of God to convert the heathen, but altogether un-
fit for this work (Is. ch. 48), and himself an idolater (Is. ch. 44), is
to be again brought into bondage by a force coming from the Eu-
phrates (Assyrian, later, from Is. ch. 38 onwards, Babylonian); in the
time of his subjugation the true servant of God will come, will first

work out by his atoning sacrificial death the inward redemption,



the forgiveness of sins (ch. 53), then convert the heathen (ch. 54),
and finally convert and deliver the still hardened Israel (ch. 64-66,
comp. Rom. ch. 11) But here again comes in a delay. Not 70 years,
as Jeremiah has prophesied, is the subjugation of Israel under the
heathen to last; but as Daniel has revealed, 7 x 70 years, nay, as
is immediately added by way of correction, still longer (inasmuch
as from the building of Jerusalem under Nehemiah 7 x 62 years
were to elapse.) After 70 years indeed, Israel is to return to their
land; but the subjugation under the heathen is to continue over
five centuries. — Accordingly, the rebuilding of the temple under
Zerubbabel was again but a type of the building of the temple al-
ready promised by Nathan, which God himself was to undertake.
And so Malachi, the last of the prophets, directed the eye of the
people to the messenger of the Lord, who was soon to come to his
temple, to visit and to sift Israel, and to separate the wheat from
the empty chaff (comp. Matth. 3.12.)

This signification and course of prophecy must of itself have
appeared to any one who gave attentive heed to the Old Testa-
ment, and who in heart and mind belonged to that covenant; not,
however, to the impenitent, not to the mass of the people of Is-
rael. Now the two books of the New Testament in which is repre-
sented the insight of the spiritually-minded Israelites into the Old
Testament revelation after it was brought to full maturity by the
Holy Spirit, are, the Gospel of Matthew and the Epistle to the He-
brews, to which, however, the address of Stephen (Acts ch. 7) is to
be added as a very important passage having the same character.
Stephen adduces from the collective history of the Old Testament
(in which he points throughout with special emphasis to the prin-
ciple of delay already noticed) rather the negative proof — that the

law and the temple, although divine, are not the highest and last



form of the revelation and dwelling-place of God. Matthew adduces
rather the positive proof — that Jesus is the promised son (seed)
of Abraham and David, that in him, therefore, the first prospect
disclosed to Abraham (Gen. ch. 15), as well as the second opened up
to David through Nathan (2 Sam. ch. 7) have found their termina-
tion. Matthew, too, refers to the same law of delay, when, in ch. 1,
he shews, that in place of the three M7, Gen. ch. 15, there came
three great periods, that of typical elevation until the time of David,
that of decline until Jeremiah, and that during which the house of
David was in a condition of poverty and lowliness until Mary. In
conducting this proof, however, the Evangelist does not of course
take as the frame-work of his particular reasonings an exposition
of the Old Testament prophecy, but a record of the New Testament
fulfilment. The Old Testament prophecy is by Matthew taken for
granted as already known. The Epistle to the Hebrews, on the
contrary, goes out from the Old Testament, formally developes the
component parts of that dispensation in a treatise systematically
arranged, and shows how, in all its parts, it points to Jesus. The
history of Jesus is here taken for granted as known. This method
is more remote, more indirect, and more philosophical than the
other. — Stephen’s practical aim was to defend himself from the
charge of speaking blasphemy against the law and the temple; that
of Matthew was to furnish the Jewish Christians with a written
substitute for the oral preaching of the twelve. What practical ne-

cessity occasioned the writing of the Epistle to the Hebrews?

No book of the New Testament, and, in general, of the Holy
Scriptures, owes its origin to a mere subjective literary choice, a
mere love of writing on the part of the author. The Epistle to the
Hebrews, accordingly, however systematic and almost scientific its

contents are, was occasioned by a practical necessity. The inves-



tigations concerning its author we must refer from the introduc-
tion (to which they do not belong, and where they are not as yet
even possible) to the close of the commentary; but, for the better
understanding of the epistle itself, some preliminary observations

respecting the occasion of it must needs be made.

It is evident from Acts 2.5, and Acts ch. 15, and Gal. ch. 2, that
the Jewish Christians, though not resting their justification before
God on the Mosaic law, yet observed that law (Acts 2.38; 3.19; 4.12).
And this too was quite natural. For that law was not only given by
God, and not yet abrogated by him, nay, observed even by Christ
himself (Gal. 4.4), but besides this, being national as well as reli-
gious, it had become so entirely a part of the Israelitish customs
and manner of life, it was so wrought into the texture of the whole
conduct and life of that people, that so long as they were a people,
and so long as Jewish Christians were members of the Israelitish
state, a renunciation of those national customs was purely incon-
ceivable. It may, indeed, be doubted whether the Israelites who
had become Christians, continued to fulfil those legal observances
which bore a more optional character. It can scarcely be supposed,
for example, that every one who fell into a sin would bring the guilt
or the sin-offering into the temple. On the other hand, the manner
of preparing meats, the observance of the Sabbath, etc., remained

the same.

Indeed, until the destruction of Jerusalem, when God, by the
overthrow of the Israelitish state, put an end to Israelitish nation-
ality and customs, the hope of seeing Israel converted as a whole,
although it had been ever lessening, was not entirely given up; and
this of itself was a reason for the Jewish Christians not separat-
ing themselves from the Israelitish community. Thus the Jewish

Christians, or to speak more correctly, the Israelites who believed



on the Messiah, were in the habit of frequenting the temple for
daily prayer. But the hatred of the unbelieving Jews towards them
grew more and more intense. Towards the end of the fiftieth year
they no longer suffer the presence of the apostle Paul in the temple
(Acts ch. 21), although they dare not yet openly cast him out as a
Jewish Christian, but avail themselves of the pretext that he has
taken a Gentile Christian into the temple along with him. But that
the time came when Christians as such, Jewish Christians also,
were no longer suffered to appear in the temple, may be inferred
from the Epistle to the Hebrews. The persecution of the Chris-
tians under Nero may have emboldened the Jews; their courage
rose when they saw the Christians sacrificed also by the Romans.
This period of affliction for the church in Jerusalem may have be-
gun in the sixtieth year. There were, however, weak ones in whose
minds conscientious scruples might be awakened by this exclusion
from the Theocracy of the old covenant. They were not yet able to
walk without crutches. They were afraid lest with the privilege of
access to the temple and of fellowship with the commonwealth of
Israel, they should lose at the same time their claim to the com-
mon salvation of God. Such weak ones are not to be sought among
the older members of the church who had already grown grey in
Christianity, but rather among the neophytes and such as were on
the point of conversion. Conversion to Christianity threatened to
come to a stand. And yet it was the last hour; and whoever was to
be saved from the judgments impending over Israel must be saved
now. In these circumstances the Epistle to the Hebrews was writ-
ten, designed for a certain circle of neophytes and catechumens
then existing; useful for all in future times who should occupy an
analogous position. The aim of this epistle is to prove from the
nature and principal elements of the old covenant itself, that the

revelation and redemption through the Messiah promised in the
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old covenant, is represented even in the old covenant as an abso-
lute revelation, as sufficient in itself, by which the Old Testament

types become superfluous.



The Exordium
(1.1-3)

WHILE all the rest of the New Testament epistles begin by men-
tioning the name and office of their authors, as also the churches
for which they are intended, this form of introduction which was
usual in ancient times is wanting in the Epistle to the Hebrews.
Some have sought to account for this circumstance by saying that
the author intended to compensate for the effect of a formal super-
scription by the solemn and highly oratorical style of the introduc-
tion. This supposition, however, will not suffice fully to explain the
case. The impression that would have been made on the readers
and hearers by the name of an apostle or some other authoritative
person, might indeed be compensated by the impression which the
lofty utterance of the heart and mind of such a person could not
fail to produce; they could, so to speak, hear the man from the
force of the words, and forthwith believe that they saw him before
them. But the want of the superscription itself was not thereby
compensated. We can scarcely conceive that any one would have
addressed a letter to a church without mentioning his name at all.
It only remains therefore to be supposed, that this writing which we

hold under the name of the Epistle to the Hebrews was originally

10



accompanied by a shorter epistle properly so called, and therefore
that the epistle itself was not one in the proper sense of the term.
And this supposition is confirmed by a number of considerations
drawn from the substance of the epistle, to which our attention
will be directed at the proper time, and of which we will here spec-
ify some of the most striking. The hortatory passages are not, as in
the most of the other epistles, closely engrafted on the didactic, so
that the doctrinal parts pass naturally into the practical; but the
former are wound up in a strictly scientific manner without any
hortatory and practical side-glances, and the latter are abruptly
placed between the doctrinal sections (2.1-3; 3.1-19; 5.11-6,12 etc.)
The practical parts too, show a systematic form the result of reflex-
ion, — an intended transition to a new doctrinal section is intro-
duced in the form of a short hortatory or personal remark (3.1; 8.1).
The particular sections of the doctrinal parts are, however, marked
by a peculiar species of formal superscriptions, of which we shall
soon have to speak, and the nature of which can be seen from the
translation which we have annexed to the commentary. Moreover,
the course of the investigation and the reasoning in the doctrinal
parts is often so intricate, so many ideas are often compressed into
few words, that we can hardly suppose the object of the epistle was
fulfilled by a single reading before the assembled church (as we
must suppose was the case even with the most didactic of Paul’s
epistles, that to the Romans, which however might easily be un-
derstood on a first reading); but it rather appears, that this Epistle
to the Hebrews was designed, after having been read, to serve as
a groundwork for a formal course of instruction, very probably of
instruction for catechumens. This opinion is confirmed also by the
passages 5.11 ss.; 6.1 ss., where the writer makes some systematic
remarks on the method of instruction to be pursued in the Chris-

tian Church; with which may be compared also the passage 8.1,
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where again in a systematic form a recapitulation is given of what
has been said on to that place, as the foundation of what is farther
to be brought forward.

After all, then, we shall not be chargeable with undue boldness
if we maintain, that the Epistle to the Hebrews was, in respect of
its form, not an epistle in the proper sense, but a treatise. That
this assertion implies no denial of its having been written with a
practical aim is evident from what has been said in the introduc-
tion; all that we think and say is, that in respect of its form, it goes
beyond the nature of an epistle, of a direct effusion in which the
writer transfers himself in spirit to his readers, and speaks to them
although not without a plan (comp. the Epistle to the Romans), yet
always without the consciousness of system and from the imme-
diate impulse of the heart, and that it therefore thoroughly bears
the character of a systematic treatise. Hence also we account for
the absence of the address which is indispensable to every epistle.
A mere verbal salutation by the person who conveyed the writing
could not supply the place of this address, not even on the supposi-
tion of its being a treatise. It would be too strange to suppose, that
the author who had written so much should not write a few addi-
tional lines with his own name. These accompanying lines, how-
ever, in the case before us, would be addressed not to the church,
but rather to some individual teacher in it, and we can easily see

from this how they might come to be lost.

That the writing was intended for a certain limited circle of read-
ers, not for a circle of churches, not even for one entire church, is
very evident from 3.6; 5.12. The persons there addressed form quite
a definite circle of persons represented as undergoing a course of
instruction. This, of course, does not imply that the writing was

not used for a similar object in all analogous cases beyond this cir-
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cle, and that, in this way, at a very early period, it may not have

obtained a circulation suited to its high importance.

The three first verses, inasmuch as they develope the ground-
idea of the epistle, form a sort of introduction to the principal parts
which follow from verse 4 onwards. The structure of the period
in these verses has justly been noticed by all commentators as
remarkable for its beauty. The period is as perspicuous and clear
as it is long, rich, and complicated; a fine succession of thought
expressed in a form finished even to the minutest detail, gives it
a claim to rank among the finest periods of the Greek authors.
The first verse gives forth in a majestic style the ground-theme of
the whole treatise. The revelation of God in his Son is opposed to
the revelations of God by the prophets as the higher, as the one,
undivided, absolute revelation. To confirm this the person and

worlk of the Son are developed in verses 2 and 3.

1.1 God, having of old time spoken unto the fathers in the
prophets by divers portions and in divers manners, 2 hath at
the end of these days spoken unto us in his Son, whom he
appointed heir of all things, through whom also he made the
worlds; 3 who being the effulgence of his glory, and the very
image of his substance, and upholding all things by the word
of his power, when he had made purification of sins, sat down
on the right hand of the Majesty on high;

Verse 1. The subject with the clauses in apposition to it forms a
series of parallel antitheses to the verbal-predicate with its qualify-
ing clauses. “God who has spoken to the fathers by the prophets.”
AXAEWY is used in the sense of M27 to denote the revealing utter-
ance of God, in which sense it frequently occurs in the Epistle to
the Hebrews (2.2; 9.19, etc.) and elsewhere in the New Testament

(Acts 3.24; James 5.10; 2 Pet. 1.21). By the mot€pec here are meant,
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of course, not merely the patriarchs, but all those former genera-
tions of Israel that have preceded the nucic those at present living;
in a word : the forefathers. The idea implied in mpognTon is to be
understood in a similarly wide sense; even in the Old Testament
NR'2) does not always denote merely the prophet with reference to
his special office, but sometimes quite generally, every organ of di-
vine revelation. It is so used here. Ilpogfjtar here, according to
the context, comprehends all Old Testament organs of revelation,
in so far as they were mere organs of God, in opposition to the Son,
who, according to ver. 3, was more than a mere organ. It is doubt-
ful, however, in what sense the preposition €v is to be understood.
The interpretation given by those who take mpogftat to denote the
writings of the prophets, and refer the ¢v to these writings, is, on
account of the parallel member €v LlE altogether untenable. Much
more may be said in favour of that explanation which we find al-
ready given by Thomas Aquinas, and afterwards adopted by Beza,
Carpzov, Alberti, Bleek, and others, that €v is to be taken in the
strictest and most proper sense in which it is used in Greek. Ac-
cording to this, €v cannot be referred immediately to AaAely (for the
author surely does not intend to say that God has spoken in the
prophets — within them, — he rather says that God has spoken to
the fathers by the prophets), but (v must be supplied. God was in
the prophets and spoke to the fathers; he was in the Son and spoke
to us. But although, in itself considered, it might be proper enough
to speak of God being in the prophets (i.e. relatively through his
Spirit), and in like manner of God being in Christ (by the absolute
hypostatic presence of the Logos in him), still it is in the highest
degree improbable, that an author whose purpose it was from the
outset to mark with the strongest emphasis the difference between
the Son and the prophets, and the superiority of the former over

the latter, should have placed those two entirely different modes of
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the indwelling of God parallel to each other by means of the same
expression. I decidedly agree therefore with the interpretation of
Chrysostom, CEcumenius, Luther, Calvin, Grotius, and Tholuck,
that the €v here in both places has an instrumental signification,
and is to be understood in the sense of the Hebrew 3, “by”. Granted
that this use of the word cannot be shown in the genuine Greek
profane literature, there is nothing to prevent our regarding it as a
Hebraism. Bleek, indeed, thinks the language of the Epistle to the
Hebrews bears a so purely Greek character, that we must hesitate
to admit the supposition of a Hebraism; but how easily might such
an unconscious Hebraism slip from the pen of a native Israelite,
who naturally thought in Hebrew what he wrote in Greek, however
careful he was to construct his periods in genuine Greek! And is
not the use of ol altdvec in ver. 2 likewise a Hebraism? But are
not unconscious Hebraisms in the use of prepositions much more
easily accounted for in an author who in other respects writes good
Greek, than conscious Hebraisms in the use of nouns for which (as
for ol aidSvec) genuine Greek expressions (0 x60uo0¢, T TAVTd) were

quite at hand?

The adverbs ToAuTtepdc and ToAutpdTwe, according to Tholuck
and others, have no specific intelligible meaning, because no amAGC
or ?:cpém(xi stands opposed to them, but are used merely for the sake
of amplification. But anA&c and €pdnol, as we shall immediately
see, would not even have formed a right antithesis. That a writ-
ing of which the tot verba tot pondera holds so true, begins with
an amplification, is a supposition to which recourse will then only
be bad when every possibility of another interpretation has been
cut off. Already several among the Fathers, and then Calvin, Lim-
borch, Capellus, J. Gerhard, Calov, and Bleek, explain ToAudeptc
as pointing to the different times and periods, ToAutpOTKC to the

15



different ways and forms of the divine revelation in the Old Testa-
ment dispensation. This interpretation, however, does not precisely
bring out the idea of the writer. lloAupeptc does not contain pre-
cisely a chronological reference; the antithesis is not that God has
spoken often by the prophets but only once by his Son (according to
which less would be attributed to Christ than to them), but the op-
position is, between the distribution of the Old Testament revelation
among the prophets, and the undivided fulness of the New Testa-
ment revelation by Christ. [lohuyepdSc means not “many times,”
but “manifoldly”, “in many parts”. In like manner, the Old Testa-
ment revelation is said to be one of many forme, in opposition to
that to6mo¢ which was not one among the many, but the one which
outweighed the many, the absolute, which fully corresponded with
the oUcla. Thus we see how a dnol or anAd¢ could not follow in the
opposite member of the sentence. The real antithesis to ToAUPEPGC
and ToAUTEOTIWC lies in verses 2-3.

The time denoted by mdAot is commonly explained of the time
before Malachi, with whom the succession of the prophets ceased.
But surely the writer does not mean to say specifically, that God
has spoken in times of old, but no more since these times. [Td\ot is
rather explained simply from the antithesis €1’ €oydtou etc., with-
out supposing that a remote and heterogeneous allusion is made
to the interval between Malachi and the Baptist.

But the expression €1’ €oydtou T@V Nuep®V (that the reading
eoydtwy is false may now be considered as fully established) with
which we pass to the second member of the sentence — the pred-
icate, — stands in need of being interpreted itself. Here also, the
supposition of a Hebraism is indispensable, not one that can be
said to be either involuntary or voluntary, but one that was quite

as intended as it was necessary, inasmuch as it relates to a dog-
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matical conception specifically Jewish. Formally explained accord-
ing to the Greek grammar, the words would signify “at the end of
these days.” But what days are to be understood by these? The
aetas of the writer? But the incarnation of Christ took place at the
beginning not at the end of the period. Or are we to understand the
days of the prophets? But these did not reach down to the time of
Christ; and mdAot too would then form no antithesis. With reason,
therefore, have Bleek and others explained ¢n’ €oydtou, etc. as
equivalent to the Hebrew Q'D'1 N'™MAN2. Conformably to the Old
Testament prophecy, the Israelites distinguished the period of the
world which then was as the M BOW from the period of glorifica-
tion which was to begin with the resurrection the X217 D%W; the
advent and work of the Messiah was to form the transition from
the one to the other, and this was therefore wont to be viewed and
denoted partly as the end of this time, partly also as the beginning
of the future. That the Messianic or “last” time would again divide
itself into two periods — that of the life of Jesus in his humilia-
tion, and that of his coming again in glory — was as yet not at all
known to the Jews, and the Christians of the apostolic age had as
yet no intuition at least of the length of the intervening period, nay
could not have such an intuition, hence they included the whole
period from the birth of Christ on to his promised coming again in
the €oyotar Nuépat (Actes 2.17; 1 John 2.18). In opposition to it then,
ndA ot denotes the whole antecedent period, the time of the promise

of the Messianic prophecy which preceded the time of the fulfilment.

In the time of the fulfilment has God spoken to us by his Son.
The idea expressed in ULOC needs limitation on two sides. Firstly,
ULOC is not simply synonymous with A0Yoc¢ (John ch. 1), it is nowhere
in the Holy Scriptures used to denote the only begotten qua eter-

nally pre-existent. And therefore, formally at least, the ecclesias-
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tical terminology goes beyond the biblical usage, when it transfers
the name Son to denote also the relation which that person holds
in the Trinity; this transference, however, is indeed perfectly jus-
tifiable, because he who with respect to his incarnation is called
ULO¢ in Scripture, is the same who before his incarnation existed
from eternity with the Father. Indeed, the doctrine of Scripture
(John 1.14) is not that the eternal Logos was united to a son of Mary,
to a human nature in the concrete sense; but that the eternal hypo-
statical Logos became man, assumed human nature in the abstract
sense, concentrated itself by a free act of self-limitation prompted
by love, into an embryo human life a slumbering child-soul, as
such formed for itself unconsciously and yet with creative energy
a body in the womb of the Virgin, and hence he who in the Scrip-
ture is called LLOC qua incarnate is one and the same subject with
that which with respect to its relation of oneness with the Father
is called 6 Adyoc or 6 Yovoyevic. Nay, even qua incarnate he can
only therefore be called the Son of God because in him the eternal
uovoyevic became man. And hence, in the second place, we must
guard against explaining the idea involved in the uvi6¢ from the re-
lation of the incarnate as man to the Father, as if he were called
“Son” in the sense in which other pious men are called “children”
of God. For it is evident even from the antithesis to the mpogfjta,
chiefly, however, from the second and third verses, that ulo¢ is the

designation of the man Jesus qua the incarnate eternal Aoyoc.

This is apparent chiefly from the absence of the article. Exactly
rendered, we must translate the words thus — “God spake to us
by one who was Son,” who stood not in the relation of prophet but
in the relation of Son to him. If it were €v t¢ ULY, then Christ
would be placed as this individual in opposition to the individuals

of the prophets; but as the article is wanting it is the species that
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is placed in opposition to the species (although of course Christ is

the single individual of his species.)

Ver. 2. The description of the person of the ul6¢ begins in the
second verse, from which it evidently appears how God hath re-
vealed himself by Christ not ToAuuep®¢ xal TOALTEOTWC but abso-
lutely and perfectly. Christ was more than a human instrument, he

was himself God.

The principal question in the interpretation of this verse is whether
the clause Ov %f)nxsv, etc., denotes an act which preceded that de-
scribed in the clause 6t” 00, or one which followed it. The meaning
of the second clause is clear; from it therefore we must set out in

our investigation.

Ot alédvec (as in 11.3) is used in the sense of the 5w o%w
to denote the worlds, while in Greek it signifies only the times. By
the Son has God made the worlds; we find the same in John 1.1 ss.;
Col. 1.15-22. The eternal self-revelation of God in himself, through
the eternal utterance of his fulness in the eternal personal word
which God speaks to himself (John 1.1) and in the breath of the
eternal spirit, forms the ground and therewith the eternal (not tem-
poral) prius of the revelation of himself proceeding from the will of
the Triune in a sphere which is not eternal, but one of time and
space, which is not God but creature. And as the will which called
creation into being is the will of the one Triune God, the Son and
the Spirit were therefore partakers in the work; the world was made
by the Father through the Son.

Now, in what relation to this act does the act denoted by the
words 0v €Unxe xhnpdvouov Tdviwy stand? Were we to regard it
as an act preceding the creation of the world, we might then be

tempted to explain it of the eternal generation of the Son himself.
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But how in this case can an all things be spoken of which the Son
receives as an inheritance? How can it be said : whom (the Son)
he made heir, how can the Son be presupposed as already exist-
ing, if it be his generation that is intimated in these words? The
only sense then that can be affixed to the words on this hypothesis
is something to the effect, that God already before the creation of
the world destined the Son, who was generated from all eternity,
to be its future possessor. But what practical aim could such an
idea have in the context, — not to say that a before and after can
have no place in eternity? We are, therefore, compelled to turn
to the other view, that of Tholuck, according to which €0nxe, etc.
is to be understood of an act of God performed in time towards
the incarnate Son of God, namely, that crowning of the incarnate
one following upon his sufferings, which is afterwards more par-
ticularly described in 2.9, and of which the Apostle Paul speaks in
Phil. 2.9-11. The Son of God having, out of eternal compassionating
love, laid aside the glory which he possessed in eternity (John 17.5),
and having in his incarnation come under the category of time,
and here again having glorified his inner being under the form of
a human free will, and under the form of obedience manifested his
eternal love (Matthieu 26.39; Heb. 5.8; 10.7), forthwith received back
again that glory and honour (John 17.5), received the dominion over
heaven and earth from the Father’s hand as his crown and his just
reward, and received this as the incarnate, who still continues to be
man, not divesting himself of the nature which he once assumed
(Heb. 7.26, comp. with 9.12,24). And thus it is shown at length in
Heb. 2.5, that in him as their head and king mankind are exalted

above the angels.

We must here guard ourselves against a representation of this subject
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which sprang up in the scholastic period, and passed also into the period
of the Reformation, chiefly into the Lutheran theology — a representation
which unconsciously leads back to Nestorianism, and from which, if one
would escape its consequences without giving up itself, there is no other
outlet but Eutychianism. It is this — that the divine and the human
nature in Christ were two parts, or portions, or concreta, which were
united in the one person of Christ “as fire and iron are united so as to
make redhot iron”, and that the one part, the divine, always remained
in possession of the 86&a, while the other part, the human, was only
raised to a participation in the 66Za at the exaltation of Christ. When
Eutyches taught (Mansi, tom, VI, p. 744) : &€x d0o @Ocewv yeyevvijoOo
TOV %x0plov UGV e THE EVOoENS, PeTd 08 THY Evwoty ulay gloty (givan), the
acute Leo justly observed at the conclusion of the ep. Flav. that the
first clause (Nestorian), was quite as wrong as the second (Monophysite.)
Tam impie duarum naturarum ante incarnationem unigemtus Filius Dei
dicitur, quam nefarie, postquam verbum caro factum est, natura in eo
singularis asseritur. The two natures, the Divine and the human, the
filius Dei and the filius Mariae, were not first separately existent, so that
their union constituted the entire Christ; but the Logos, retaining his
natura divina, his Divine nature, and laying aside the pop¢t 9eot assumed
in place of this the popg7 doblov, ie, he assumed the nature of men (an
assemblage of properties, not an existens), and thus both natures, the
Divine and the human, must now be predicated of him. As, if a king’s son,
in order to free his brother imprisoned in an enemy’s country, were to go
unknown into that country, and hire himself as servant to the prison-
keeper, he would be both a real king’s son and a real servant; the nature
of a king’s son belongs to him (only not the popgy but also the 66<a and
Tiun) of such), for he would still be the son of a king; but the nature of
a servant also belongs to him, for he really performs a servant’s work
and endures a servant’s sufferings. But such a person could never have

arisen through the union of a king’'s son with a servant. Never could
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it be said of him as is said of Christ in the formula of concord (epit.
ep. 8), the unio personalia is not a mere combinatio, quia potius hic
summa communio est, quam Deus cum assumpto homine vere habet, or
affirm. 6 : Quomodo homo, Mariae filius, Deus aut filius Dei vere appellari
posset, aut esset, si ipsius humanitas (this is evidently understood as
an existens concretum) cum filio Dei non esset personaliter unita. If we
regard the two natures as two subsistences or parts, constituting together
the one person, there remains then no way of escape from the extremest
Nestorianism except that to which Eutyches has recourse, namely, that
the one part participated in the properties of the other. Nestorianism is
therefore by no means the opposite of Eutychianism, but merely what it
presupposes. He who has no part in the former needs not the latter to
help him out. In “Philippism” lies the saving of our theology from such

€ITor.

In this then lies the great difference between Christ and the
prophets. The prophets were heralds of the promised future inheri-
tance; Christ is the heir himself, the Lord and King in the Kingdom
of God. The inheritance, as it appeared to the prophets, was still
more or less limited to the people of Israel; at least the participation
of the Gentiles in it appeared as yet under the form of a reception of
the Gentiles into the community of Israel; the inheritance as it has
appeared in the fulfilment, is that kingdom of Christ which em-
braces the whole human race (Ephes. 2.19), nay heaven and earth
(Ephes. 1.20 ss.)

Upon this, then, follows that second clause by whom also, etc.,
simply by way of confirming and at the same also of explaining the
preceding. Christ was appointed heir of the universe, nay, this uni-
verse has received its being through him. How proper and natural

is it, that he through whom the universe was made, after having
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humbled himself and accomplished the gracious will of the Father,
should as his reward be also invested with the dominion over the
universe as with a permanent inheritance. — The principal idea
in xAnpovoplo is not that of a possession which any one receives
through the death of another, but a possession which he on his
part can transfer as an inheritance to his posterity, consequently,
a permanent possession over which he has full authority. (The
passage 9.16 ss. would agree with this interpretation if we were
at liberty to translate ota0rxrn there by “testament”. There too it
would be the xAnpdvopoc himself who had heired the inheritance,
not through the death of another, but who by his own death had
acquired the right to transfer the inheritance to others. Still when
we come to that passage we shall find that there is no reason for
departing from the usual biblical signification of the word dto0v)x1).)

Verse 3. The twofold idea which lies in the second verse is in
ver. 3 farther explained. These two things were said : that Christ
has been appointed in time (after the completion of the redemption-
work) to the theocratical inheritance of the Kingdom of God, and
that Christ is the eternal ground of the entire universe. The sec-
ond of these things is here repeated in the apposition which be-
longs to the subject of the third verse : v anadyooua THc 06&nC
xal yopoxthe Tiic Lrootdoenwe avtol, Qépwy Te To TAVTH T¢ PAUOTL
Tfic duvdpewe avTtol; the first in the verb éxdathoev ete., which con-
tains the predicate and the apposition belonging to the predicate-
idea Townoduevoc, etc., consequently, in the words xoogtopoy not-
NOGUEVOC TGV GUopTIBY, Exdtioey €v 0edld Tfic Yeyarwolvng €v
UdmAolc. (For that Tonocduevog is in apposition not to the subject
Oc¢ but to the predicate-idea contained in the verb, appears not only
logically, from the idea itself, but also grammatically, from the want

of a xol before xadoplouoy.)
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With regard to the reading, we may consider it as fully made out
after Bleak's searching investigation, that the words “Ol" €qutol”

before xatopiopov and NUGY after quapTIGY are to be cancelled.

We proceed now to the first member of the sentence — the sub-
ject with its appositions. Chiefly the expressions anolyooua Tfic
06&nc and yopoxthe Tfic Umootdoewe require here a thorough in-
vestigation. Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Limborch, and oth-
ers have understood &KO(OYO(Gpa of the passive light, i.e. reflection
or reflected image which a lucid or illuminated body throws on
a (smooth reflecting) surface. According to this, Christ would be
represented here as an image or reflection of the Father’s glory,
consequently, his hypostatical separate existence from the Father
is considered as presupposed, and emphasis laid on his qualitative
sameness with the Father. Others again, as Capellus, Gomarus,
Gerhard, Calov, Bleek, have understood amaOyocuo rather as de-
noting the active light or the rays which continually emanate from
a shining body. According to this, the son would be represented
rather as a perpetual life-act of the Father. But the first significa-
tion, as Bleek has shown, is, although etymologically defensible,
still against the grammatical usage; the second, on the contrary,
appears to me to be not justifiable on etymological grounds, or at
least to rest on imprecise expressions, and even the first, I would
hesitate to defend on etymological grounds. — Anoldunw, with
reference to any body, signifies to throw out a light from itself, amo-
oTpdmtw to dart forth flashes of lightning from itself, dnavydlw to
throw out a lustre from itself (not to produce a reflection on an-
other body.) The nouns ending in ya, however, denote, not the act
as continuing, but the result of the act as finished. Thus xfjpuyyo
is not the act of announcing, but the announced message; in like

manner Philo calls his Logos an anécmooua 1) anodyocyo tfic ua-
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xaploc @boewe (ed. Mang. tom I. p. 35), where anéomaouo must
denote the separated part, and anodyoopa consequently, the sec-
ondary light radiated from the original light. In the same sense do
we take the expression here. It denotes, not the brightness received
from another body and thrown back as a reflection or a mirrored
image, nor the light continually proceeding from a shining body as
a light streaming out and losing itself in space, but it denotes a
light, or a bright ray which is radiated from another light in so far

as it is viewed as now become an independent light.

The expression ray-image (Germ. Strahlbild) best answers to
the original; as a ray-image, it is a living image composed of rays
not merely one received and reflected, but it is conceived of as in-
dependent and permanent, it is more than a mere ray, more than a
mere image; a son produced from the original light. We fully agree
therefore with Bleek when following Chrysostom and Theophylact,
he finds the best interpretation of anolyooua in the expression of
the Nicene creed @&¢ £x @nToc, but we differ from him when he
thinks that this interpretation is sufficiently rendered by the Ger-

man word “Strahl” — “ray”.

The original light from which the manifested ray-image has pro-
ceeded, is denoted by the word 06&a (scil. adtou, ¥c0l). Many
commentators, as Tholuck, wrongly interpret this of the Schek-
inah, that cloud of light under the Old Testament dispensation in
which God revealed His presence and glory in a manner percepti-
ble to the outward sense to Moses, then to the High Priest in the
holy of holies, and last of all to the shepherds, Luke 2.9. This would
be impossible if for no other reason than this, that, as the original
light was then a light perceptible to the sense, much more must
the anodyoaopa proceeding from it be a brightness apparent to the

bodily eye. But, moreover, according to this explanation, the Son,
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the absolute, adequate, personal revelation of the Father would be
degraded beneath the Old Testament imperfect, typical, form of
the Divine manifestation, seeing that he would be represented as
an anadyaoyo of the latter, which was not even itself an anabyoouo
but was a mere reflection. Without doubt, therefore, those are right
who understand the expression 06 in the supersensible meaning
in which it was used by John, and explain it of the eternal essen-
tial glory of the Father, that light inaccessible of which Paul speaks
in 1 Tim. 6.16, and which God himself is (1 John 1.5). God’s own
eternal unsearchable essence is light throughout, not a Bo¢ not
a dark original basis which must needs first develope itself into
brightness, but light clear to itself and self conscious, and com-
prehending in itself the fulness of all possible things, an original
monad — which bears in itself, and calls forth from itself the pos-
sibility and reality of all monads, — full of wisdom and love. This
is the original glory of the Father’s essence, and this original glory
was manifested to itself in eternity, and to the creature in time,
inasmuch as it allows to proceed from itself the Son, a living inde-
pendent ray-image, in whom all that glory finds itself again, and
reproduces itself in an absolute form, and in whose existence and
manifestation the love, as in his nature and qualities, the wisdom

of the Father represents itself.

This interpretation of the anadyaoua tfic 06&nc is confirmed by
the expression which follows in the second member — yopoxtnp
Tfic Untootdoewc. Substantially the same thing is denoted by UtooTdoIC
as by 00&a, only regarded from another point of view. Ad6Ca signi-
fies the essence of the Father with reference to his glory in which
he represents himself before the eyes of the suppliant creature;
Unootdolc denotes this essence as essence and without regard to

its outward manifestation. Originally Unootdolc signifies solidity,
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then reality, being, existence. It is well known, that the term in
its philosophical use acquired an ambiguity of meaning which led
to mistakes in the Arian controversy. The Alexandrines taking the
word in the sense of “subsistence” described to the Son a proper
UTooTtdolc (an independent existence) along with the Father, which
gave great offence to the Western Christians, inasmuch as they
took the word in the older sense to mean “essence”, and therefore
of course could ascribe no other essence to the Son than to the
Father. In the passage before us UTocTdoLc is evidently used in the
older sense. True, Calvin, Beza, Salmeron, Gerhard, Calov, Suicer,
and others found a difficulty in the Son’s being represented as a
mere reflection of the Father’s essence, seeing that he himself par-
ticipates in this essence, and were therefore induced to understand
Unootdolc rather in the later sense, so that the person of the Son
was designated as an exact image of the person of the Father; this,
however, on the one hand, would involve the anachronism of trans-
ferring a later speculative theological terminology to the apostolical
times, to which the designation of the Father, Son, and Spirit as
three UTOOTAOLC was as yet so unknown that the author could not
possibly have used the word in the sense of “person” without being
unintelligible to his readers; on the other hand the whole difficulty
which has given rise to this false meaning rests on an unsound

interpretation of the word chpocxw']p.

Xopoxtre does not any more than anadyocuo denote a mere
reflection, a copy. Derived from yopdoow it denotes not, as Wahl
and Bretschneider assert, “an instrument for engraving”, a style
or chisel, but the mark made by a stamp, the feature carved on
the stone, or the gem, or the seal-ring. It thus comes to signify
metaphorically, the features of a countenance, the features of char-

acter, — and, thirdly and finally, in a weakened signification, it is
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also used for a “characteristic mark”, a token by which anything is
known (like TUT0¢) (thus we speak of the character of a species of
plants.) But yopaxtrjo never denotes the copy of one body left by
a seal or signet on another, it never signifies the image or the copy
of the features of a countenance; Lucien speaks rather of €lxovec
TEBY AVTIOPPWY YapaxThowy (de Amor. p. 1061). The third of the
above significations is evidently not suitable here; the Son can in
no intelligible sense be called a distinguishing mark or sign of the
nature of God; not less unsuitable is the second, viz., stamp in
the sense of expression, characteristic quality, which, besides be-
ing a figurative and abstract signification, is inadmissible partly,
because the Son cannot possibly be merely a quality of the Father,
and partly because the parallelism with analyacuo requires a con-
crete term. We must therefore take yopux 1o as meaning stamp in
the sense of a form cut out or engraven. As it belongs to the 06&a
to concentrate and reproduce itself in a form composed of rays, a
sun, so it is proper to the oUcia or DTOCTNOLKC to stamp itself out
(or according to the ancient mode of viewing it : to engrave) in a
manifest form or figure. This form or figure is not, however, to
be viewed as a copy (as if the UndéoTtooLC itself had already a form
which was now copied in a second form) but as an immediate and
substantial rendering visible and corporeal, of the Un6cTtaowc. The
idea is therefore substantially the same as that which is expressed

in the words anadyocua tfic 66<ng

If it be asked, who is the 0¢ to whom these appositions belong,
whether the Logos qua eternally pre-existent, or the Logos qua in-
carnate in time, it follows from what has been already remarked on
the relation of the third verse to the second, that in general they
belong more properly to the former. By means of the v is rep-

resented the permanent nature not the temporal acting of the Son.
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This, however, must not be so regarded, as if that eternal relation
of the Son to the Father had been altered by his coming into the
sphere of time. Even when he walked in lowliness on the earth, as
Zuingle has already remarked, he could speak of himself as “the
Son who is in heaven” (John 3.13).? Even when he had exchanged
the form of the world-governing world-embracing eternity, for the
form of life in the world, and under earthly historical relations, he
was in the kernel of his being still ever one with the Father, stall
the brightness of his glory and the stamp of his nature, only that
he now revealed this nature more in historically human relations,
so to speak, as practical love and holiness and wisdom. Thus also
the second apposition explains itself : @€owy Te Ta TEVTA TG PAULOTL
Tfic duvduewe adtol. First of all, it is evident, that by ¢rjua cannot
be meant, as the Socinians explain it, the preaching of the gospel,
but only the creative Omnipotent word which lies at the founda-
tion of the world’s existence; then, that ¢cpwyv in like manner as
amadyaopo and yopoxtne is to be rendered not abstractly, but con-
cretely (sustinere, comp. Num. 11.4; Is. 9.6); finally that a0to) applies

aThis, of course, again is not so to be viewed, as if the Son of God had re-
mained in heaven as a part or portion of Christ, and taken part in the world-
governing omniscience and omnipotence, while the human nature as another
part upon earth was without omnipotence and omniscience. This would land us
in a more than Nestorian separation of the person of Christ into two persons.
But the eternal Son of God, entering into the category of time and the creature,
emptied himself, during the period of his humiliation, of the popg1 9eob, ie.
the participation in the government of the world and the world-governing om-
nipotence, omniscience and omnipresence, and manifested his divine attributes
and powers in temporal human form, in the form of particular miracles. But his
oneness of being with the Father, although assuming another form, remained
unaltered.
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in a reflexive sense to the Son, and not to the Father.* The mean-
ing then is, that the Son sustains the universe by the omnipotent
word of his power. Here too, it is the eternal relation of the son qua
eternal to the universe that is spoken of, that relation, the ground
of which was given in the words of ver. 2 6.” ol xal €noinoe toUg
aicdvog. Only it must not be forgotten here also, that this eternal
relation of the Son to the universe was not in the least altered by
this, — that the Son becoming man was the sustainer of the world
in another sense, namely, the centre of the world’s history, and the

redeemer of humanity and reconciler of heaven and earth.

The subject of the sentence denoted by 6c¢ is therefore neither
the Logos qua eternal exclusive of his incarnation, much less is it
the incarnate as such; but the subject is Jesus Christ the incar-
nate, in so far as he is the eternal Son of God, who, as the Logos,
has an eternal being with the Father, and whose doings in time
could therefore form the centre-point and the angle of all that is

done in time.

This action in time of him who is the eternal ray-image and ex-
act stamp of the Divine nature, is now described in the predicate
of the sentence, in the words xa0aploUOY TOINCAUEVOC TGV Odp-
TSV, exdiioey €v 0eCid Tiic peyahwolvne év Lnhoic. The genitive
TGV GuoeTIesy which we cannot well translate otherwise than “pu-
rification from sins” is explained by this, that in the Greek it can

also be said ai auoption xadaplovton. Katopilew corresponds to

aAs the older manuscripts have no spiritus, a0ToU also might be written,
without thereby changing the reading as Calov thought “with godless temerity”.
But Bleek has shown, that in the hellenistic literature abto¥ only stands where
in the first person €uoutol would stand, i.e. where an emphasis lies on the “self”;
on the other hand, that a)toD stands where in the first person €uo would stand.
1@ pAuaTt Tfic duvduewe abTtou would have to be translated “with the word of
his own power”. There is no occasion for this emphasis here. And just as little
occasion is there for departing from the reflexive signification of a0to0, here the
only natural one.
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the Hebrew MY, and finds intelligible explanation in the signifi-
cance which belonged to the Levitical purification in the Old Tes-
tament cultus. Those, therefore, would greatly err, who should
understand xou%(pilew of moral improvement, and so interpret xo-
Voptopov motely as if the author meant to represent Christ here
as a teacher of virtue, who sought by word and example the im-
provement of men. And even those might be said to be in error
who explain xalopiouoc of the taking away of guilt by atonement,
but do this only on account of passages which occur further on
in the epistle, — as if the idea of the biblical xooploudc were not
already sufficient to confirm this the only true explanation. The
entire law of purification, as it was given by God to Moses, rested
on the presupposition that man, as sinful and laden with guilt,
was not capable of entering into immediate contact with the holy
God. The mediation between man and God, who was present in the
holiest of all, and in the holiest of all separated from the people,
appeared in three things; 1, in the sacrifices; 2, in the priesthood;
and 3, in the Levitical laws of purification. The sacrifices were
(typical) acts, or means of atoning for guilt; the priests were the
instruments for accomplishing these acts, but were by no means
reckoned as more pure than the rest. Hence they had to bring
an offering for their own sin before they offered for the sins of the
people. The being Levitically clean, finally, was the state which
was reached positively, by sacrifices and ordinances, negatively, by
avoiding Levitical uncleanness, the state in which the people were
rendered qualified for entering into converse with God. (through
the priests) “without death” (comp. Deut. 5.26); the result, therefore,
of observances performed, and the presupposed condition of faith
and worship. The sacrifices were what purified; the purification
was the taking away of guilt. This is most clearly set forth in the

law respecting the great festival of atonement (Lev. ch. 16). There
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we find these three principal elements in the closest reciprocal re-
lation. Firstly, the sacrifice must be prepared (ver. 1-10), then
the high priest must offer for his own sins (ver. 11-14); finally, he
must “slay the sin-offering of the people” (ver. 15), and sprinkle the
mercy-seat and the whole sanctuary with its blood, and “purify it
from the uncleanness of the children of Israel” (ver. 19), and then,
lay the sins of the people symbolically on the head of a second
beast of sacrifice and drive it laden with the curse into the wilder-
ness (ver. 20-28.) For, — ver. 30 — “on that day your atonement is
made that ye may be cleansed; from all your sins before the Lord
are ye cleansed.” The purification in the biblical sense, consists
in the atonement, the gracious covering (M92 ver. 30) of guilt. (In
like manner, were those who had become Levitically unclean, for
example the lepers Lev. ch. 14, cleansed by atoning sacrifices.) An
Israelitish or Jewish-Christian reader, therefore, would never as-
sociate with the expression xolaplouov Tolely what is wont to be
called “moral improvement”, which, so long as it grows not on the
living soil of a heart reconciled to God, is empty self-delusion and
a mere outward avoiding of glaring faults; but the which Christ
has provided, could in the mind of the author and his readers be
understood only of that gracious atonement for the whole guilt of
the whole human race, which Christ, our Lord and Saviour, has
accomplished through his sinless sufferings and death, and from
which flows all power of reciprocal love, all love to, him our heav-
enly pattern, and all hatred towards sin on account of which he
had to die. It is easy to repeat these words of the scriptural author
with the mouth; but he alone can say yea and amen to them with
the heart, who with the eye of true self-knowledge has looked down
into the darkest depths of his natural, and by numberless actual
sins aggravated, corruption, and who despairing of all help in him-

self, stretches forth his hand to receive the offer of salvation from
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heaven.

For his faithful obedience unto death on the cross the incarnate
was crowned, inasmuch as, without his having to give up the form
of existence which he then had, — the human nature, therefore
as man and continuing to be man — he was exalted to a partic-
ipation in the divine government of the world. This participation
is expressed by the words sitting at the right hand of God. Never,
and nowhere, does the Holy Scripture apply this expression to de-
note that form of world-government which the Logos exercised as
eternally pre-existent; the sitting at the right hand of God rather
denotes everywhere, only that participation in the divine majesty,
dominion, and glory, to which the Messiah was exalted after his
work was finished, therefore in time, and which is consequently ex-
ercised by him as the glorified Son of Man under the category of
time. Already in Psalm 110.1, where the expression for the first time
occurs, it applies to the future, the second David, at a future time
to be exalted.

The expression finds its explanation in the old oriental prac-
tice, according to which the king’'s son, who was himself clothed
with royal authority, had the liberty of sitting on the king’s throne,
at his right hand. This signification lies at the foundation of the
figure already in Psalm 110.1; that Jehovah is there represented as
contending in behalf of the Son, while the Son rests himself, has
nothing to do with the figure as such, and is not inherent in the
expression “to sit at the right hand of God” as such, (although of
course that feature in Psalm 110 also finds its counterpart in the
exalted Christ.)

That explanation which arose amid the tumult of confessional
controversy rests on an entire misapprehension of the figurative

expression, namely, that as God is everywhere, the right hand
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of God is also everywhere; to sit at the right hand of God means
therefore to be everywhere present. This interpretation is quite as
mistaken as if one were to understand by 0cf1d Ueol a particular
place where God sits on a throne (a mistake which Luther falsely
attributed to CEcolompadius.) In the expression €v 0eCidl THjc pe-
yYaAwoOvne there lies solely the idea of participation in the divine
dominion, and majesty (ueyahwoUvr majestas denotes here God

himself), without any local reference whatever.

On the contrary, the expression €v Ujnioic that is added, con-
tains a distinct determination of locality; whether we connect it
with the verb éxddioev or (which is better, as, otherwise, would
have to stand before €v, UJ) with the noun peyolwoivr. 'Ev Ojn-
Aoic is the Hebrew DYN3, equivalent to R'DY. But the “heaven”
never in the holy Scriptures denotes the absence of space or om-
nipresence (see on this my scientific crit. of the ev. history, 2
ed. p. 601 s.), — it always denotes either the firmament, or that
sphere of the created world in time and space where the union of
God with the personal creature is not disturbed by sin, where no
death reigns, where the glorification of the body does not need to
be looked forward to as something future. Into that sphere has the
first-fruits of risen and glorified humanity entered, as into a place,
with a visible glorified body to come again from thence in a visible

manner.

Thus is described the inheritance (v. 2) which the incarnate Son
has received, and the author, after these introductory words in
which he lays the foundation, now passes to the first principal in-
ference which follows from them; namely, that that Son, the organ
of the N. T. revelation, is superior to the angels, the organs of the
Old Testament revelation. The carrying out of this inference forms
the first part of the Epistle to the Hebrew :1.4 to 2.18.
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I. The Son and the Angels
(1.4 to 2.18)

We encounter here the first instance of a phenomenon peculiar to
the Epistle to the Hebrews, namely, that the announcement of a
new theme is closely interwoven with the end of the last period of
a foregoing part. The author passes forthwith from that which he
has brought to a conclusion, to a new idea flowing from it, with
which an entirely new perspective opens itself out. It fellows prima
facie and in general from the inheritance of the Son described in
ver. 3, that the Son must be higher than the angels. This then
opens up a new theme, which is, to show that it is and must be so,
and that this superiority of the Son to the angels will admit of being
demonstrated in particulars. But this theme at which the author
has arrived is a principal one, and one to which he has purposely
come. It possesses in his view not merely the importance of a col-
lateral idea, but of one with which, from regard to the practical aim

of his epistle, he has especially to concern himself.

It is only from a complete misapprehension of the phenomenon
to which we have referred, and which recurs in 2.5 ; 4.3-4,14, etc.,
that we can explain why Bleek should deny, in opposition to De

Wette, that a new section begins at ver. 4, and why Tholuck should
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understand ver. 4 as a “collateral idea”, which, however, the au-
thor would specially impress upon his readers. Even in relation
to ver. 3, ver. 4 is not a “collateral idea”, but rather a conclusion
to which the author has directed his course in ver. 1-3. But why
was it of so much importance to him to carry out the compari-
son of the Son with the angels? Tholuck is certainly right when
he says, that his object could not be to combat a party like that
at Colosse who occupied themselves with the worship of angels,
for the author, who usually draws his practical applications very
closely, and, in order to do so, breaks without hesitation the con-
nection of the theoretical reasoning, gives no admonition whatever
against the worship of angels. The only practical inference which
he draws is in 2.2 that the word spoken by the Son is still more
holy than the law which was given by angels. — Bleek is therefore
of opinion, that the belief of the Israelites in the co-operation of
the angels in the giving of the Sinaitic law, led the author to speak
of angels; but thus outwardly apprehended, this serves as little for
explanation as the strange remark that the thought of God’s throne

reminded the author of the angels who are around his throne.

The true motive of the author lies deeper. The entire Old Tes-
tament is related to the New as the angels are related to the Son;
this is his (first) principal idea, an idea of wondrous depth, which
throws a surprising light on the whole doctrine of angels. In the old
covenant, mankind, and as part thereof also Israel, is represented
as far separated from the holy God by sin, and the angels stand as
mediators between them. The mediation in the Old Testament is a
double one, a chain consisting of two members, of Moses, and the
angel of the Lord. There stands a man who, by his vocation, by his
position, by his commission, is raised above other men with whom

he stands on the same level as a sinner, and brought nearer to
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God, yet without being nearer to the divine nature or partaking in
it. Here stands the form of an angel, in which God reveals himself
to his people, brings himself nearer to the people’s capacity of ap-
prehension, becomes like to men yet without becoming man. God
and man certainly approach nearer to each other; a man is com-
missioned and qualified to hear the words of God; God appears
in a form in which men can see him, but there is as yet no real
union of God with man. But in the Son, God and man have become
personally one, they have not merely approached outwardly near
to each other. God has here not merely accommodated himself to
man’s capacity of apprehension in an angelophany, a theophany,
but he has personally revealed the fulness of his being in the man
Jesus, inasmuch as that anaOyaoyo of his glory was man. And in
the person of this incarnate one, not merely a member of human-
ity has come near to God, but as he who was born of a virgin is
himself eternal God, in him as first-fruits of the new humanity has

mankind been exalted to the inheritance of all things.

It was necessary that the author should show how the two me-
diators of the Old Testament, the angel of the covenant and Moses,
find their higher unity in Christ. To show this of the angel of the
covenant is the problem of the first part, to show it of Moses) that
of the second part (comp. ch. 3 and 4 chiefly 3.3 : for this man was
thought worthy of more glory than Moses.)

The question may still be asked, however, why the author speaks
of the angels in the plural, why he does not place the individual an-
gel of the Lord side by side with, the individual Moses? The answer
is very simple; because the angel of the Lord was not a particular
individual from among the angels. He was not a person distinct
from God, not one of the number of created angels whom God used
only as an instrument; but the angel of the Lord (M7 ‘='[N5D) God
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himself as he appeared in the form of an angel.? (Comp. chiefly
Jud. 13. 21 with ver. 22.) The author speaks of angels, therefore,
because it was not a certain individual angel who was to be placed
by the side of Moses as the second member in the chain of media-
tion, but because, when God would manifest himself to Moses and
to the high priests, he borrowed the form and figure of his appear-
ance from the sphere of the angels, of those angels whom he also
usually employed when it was necessary under the old dispensa-

tion to make Divine revelations manifest to the eyes of men.

The comparison of the Son with the angels, divides itself again
into two sections, which are also outwardly separated from each
other by a practical part inserted between them. In the first of
these sections the author shows, that the Son is superior to the
angels already in virtue of his eternal existence as the Son of God
(1.4-14, upon which is engrafted in 2.1-4 the practical suggestion,
that the New Testament revelation is still holier than that of the
Old Testament); in the second he shows, that in the Son man also
has been exalted above the angels (2.5-18).

aThe theocratical M’ '=1N‘7D the Jehovah who was enthroned above the taber-
nacle and the ark of the covenant, is not to be confounded with the angel Michael
(Dan. 10.13), who, after the temple and ark of the covenant had ceased to exist,
and the nation of Israel was scattered among other nations, was chosen of God
to be the guardian angel of this people. This angel was certainly distinguished
from God and his Son (according to Rev. 12.7); was a creature, one of the created
angels.
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1. The Son is in himself
superior to the Angels
(1.4-14)

1.4 having become by so much better than the angels, as he

hath inherited a more excellent name than they.

In the words xpeltTwv yevouevog T@v ayyéAwy lies, as has been
already observed, the theme of the whole part, while in the words
066 Olpop®TEQOY, etc., the special theme of the first section is
expressed. The participle xpeltTwv yevouevoc stands in apposition
with the subject of ver. 3 0¢, i.e. Llo¢. The subject of whom it is
affirmed that he is superior to the angels, is therefore not the Logos
as pre-existent but still the incarnate Son of God as the organ of the
New Testament revelation; this appears partly, from the context
and the train of thought, inasmuch as it was the business of the
author to demonstrate the pre-eminence of the new dispensation
over the old, partly, from the yevouevoc “become” (by no means =
©V), partly, from the xexAneovoOUNXeV.

The argument for the superior dignity of the organ of the New
Testament revelation is derived from this — that God already un-
der the old dispensation assigned to the future Messiah whom he
there promised, a name which plainly enough declared, that this
promised future Messiah should be at the same time the eternal
Son of the same nature with the Father. In this light, and from this
point of view, then, are to be understood also the particular proofs

adduced from the Old Testament ver. 5-14, and so understood
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they present no difficulty. They can only then appear difficult and
obscure when it is supposed that the author meant them to prove,
that a dignity superior to the angels was ascribed in the Old Tes-
tament either to the Logos as such, or to the historical individual
Jesus as such. Nothing of this, however, is said even in the re-
motest degree. The author lays down the thesis that the Son in his
quality as organ of the New Testament revelation is exalted above
the angels, and in proof of this he appeals to the fact, that the Old
Testament ascribes to the Messiah this dignity, namely his being
the Son of God in a manner which is not affirmed of the angels.
As a middle member between that thesis and this proof, nothing
farther needs to be supplied than the presupposition that the ulo¢
1.1-3 is identical with the Messiah promised in the Old Testament.
But that the readers of the Epistle did presuppose this, that by
the vlOC 1.1-3 in whom God has revealed himself “at the end of this
time” (consequently in the “Messianic time”; see above) they un-
derstood Jesus Christ, and again that they held Christ to be the

Messiah, will surely not require to be proven here.

Keelttwv — the author uses the same expression, in itself quite
relative and indefinite, also in the analogous comparisons 7.19,22;
8.6; 9.23; 10.34, etc. The Son is superior to the angels, because (in
as far as) “he has obtained as an inheritance a more distinguished
name than they.” On the idea of the inheritance see the remarks
on ver. 2. The act of the xAnpovouclyv is one performed in time;
nothing is said of the Logos as eternally pre-existent. But neither
is it anything that took place in the time of Jesus that is spoken
of; the author does not refer to those events recorded in Matth. 3.17;
17.5, in which the voice of the Father from heaven to Jesus said :
This is my beloved Son. The author could not in consistency with

his plan refer to these events; for his object was to prove his par-
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ticular theses and doctrines from the records of the Old Testament
itself, for the sake of his readers, who were afraid of doing what
might involve a separation from the writings and the ordinances of
the old holy covenant of God with the people of Israel. Accordingly,
his object here is to show, that already in the Messianic prophecies
the Messiah was represented not as a mere man, but received a
name such as was given to no angel, a name which indicates an al-
together exclusive and essential relation of oneness with God. The
perfect xexhnpovounxev points to the time of the Old Testament
prophecy.

"Oow dlapopthTEpoY Tap” ALTOUC XEXAEPOVOUNXEY OVopa. It is ev-
ident that E’)vopoc here, where the author treats (ver. 5 ss.) precisely
of the name vldc, is not (with Beza, Calov, and others) to be trans-
lated by “dignity”. — Ilapd case accusative instead of the genitive,
is no Hebraism, but a genuine Greek construction, formed to avoid
unsuitable applications of the genitive (such as would occur here.)
AwgpopdTepov not more excellent, higher, but more distinguished,
more singular. Critics in their wisdom have indeed doubted the ac-
curacy of the fact here stated, affirming that the name “sons of
God” is given not merely to men — Ps. 89.27; 2 Sam. 7.14 — but also
precisely to angels — Job 1.6; 2.1; 38.6; Dan. 3.25.* Those make short-
est work of it, who deny to the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews
a thorough acquaintance with the Bible; Bleek deals more mod-
estly, when he supposes that the author was not versed at least
in the Hebrew original, and explains his overlooking those pas-
sages by the circumstance, that the LXX, which he made use of

exclusively in his citations, and the knowledge and use of which

aThe passages Gen. 6.2, where it is the descendants of Seth that are spoken
of and alone can be spoken of (comp. my “Weltanschauung der Bibel und Natur-
wissenschaft” in the “Zukunft der Kirche”, 1847, p. 369 s.) and Ps. 29 and 89
where D'OR "3 are spoken of, have no connection at all with this subject.
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he presupposes in his readers, who were acquainted with Aramaic,
but not with Hebrew — has in those passages dyysiol Veol in
place of 215N 3. This would indeed ward off the moral charge
of carelessness and inconsiderateness from the author’s person,
but not that of falseness and groundlessness from his reasoning,
On a more thorough and impartial investigation, however, it will
appear here again, how much the foolishness of the Scriptures,
and of their writers enlightened by the holy spirit, is superior to
the pretended wisdom of the children of men. If, in these days, a
preacher were to say in a sermon, or in a book designed for edi-
fication, that Christ receives in the New Testament a name which
is applied exclusively to him, for to whom of all that are born of
woman has the Father said : This is my Son — would any one have
a right to object to such a preacher, that he must be unacquainted
with those passages of the New Testament in which Christians are
called sons of God, and besides that he must be ignorant of the
passage Heb. 2.10, where the author speaks of “many sons of God”?
Is it not then quite a different thing to apply a common name in the
plural to a class, from what it is to apply the same as an individual
name in the singular to an individual. Even where the New Testa-
ment speaks of uloic Ueol instead of téxvolc Vol as in that very
passage Heb. 2.10, even there this difference still obtains, as no one
assuredly will deny. And in like manner our author, in reference to
the Old Testament, would be quite right, even if there were no other
difference (which is not the case) than that between the plural as
applied to the class, and the singular as applied to the individual.
He himself, indeed, in ver. 5, makes the distinction between the
name of Christ and that of the angels to consist in this — that God
has said to no individual among the angels : “Thou art my Son;
I have begotten thee.” It makes already even an essential differ-

ence, whether the idea of son comes to its full manifestation in an
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individual, or in a class. — As, however, in the New Testament,
the difference between the predicates “Son of God” and “children
of God”, is not merely one of number, but as, in addition to this,
there is a qualitative difference in the kind of designation, so is it
also in the Old Testament. When JEHOVAH in Ps. 2.2,7, declares his
anointed to be his son whom he has begotten, this is something dif-
ferent from what is said, when the angels as a class are called sons
of the ELOHIM, who has created them. Nay, this difference is, in
respect of the expression, even greater and more marked than that
in the New Testament between ulO¢ and Téxvov. The angels are
called sons of God in so far as God is the Elohim, the all-governing
Creator of all things, and they have come forth from his creating
hand, and have lost by no fall this their primitive relation to God
as his children?®; the Messiah, on the other hand, is called the Son
of God, in so far as God is JEHOVAH the free, self-sufficient one,
proceeding from himself, and independent of all creatures.” In re-
ality then, the Son has received a dLPOP®TEPOY OVOUA TOEX TOUC
ayyehouc and the form of ver. 5, for to whom, etc., shows plainly
enough, that the author was clearly conscious of that difference.
Bleek’s view is correct, however, so far, that the author would feel
less concern in omitting all express reference to the passages in
Job and Daniel, as the readers in their Septuagint could not be

misled by those passages.

1.5 For unto which of the angels said he at any time, Thou
art my Son, This day have I begotten thee? and again, I will be

aIn Job 2.2 Satan is not reckoned among the “children of God”; but distin-
guished from them. That he should come B3N (locally) is something extraordi-
nary.

PSee this correct interpretation of the 1'TIR TWN 1IN Drechsler : Einheit
und Aechtheit der Genesis p. 10, with which is to be compared my treatise
ueber das Alter des Jehovahnamens in Niedner’s Zeitschr. fur hist. Theol. 1849
p- 506.
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to him a Father, And he shall be to me a Son?

At ver. 5 then, begins the proof that the Old Testament already
assigns to the future Messiah a name, such as is never given to an
angel. We shall without prejudice explain these particular passages
in their original connection, from which it will appear, whether our

author has invested them with a meaning which they do not bear.

Tivi yop einé mote 16V dyyéAwy — at €ine is to be supplied from
ver. 1 ¥eo¢ as the subject. [loté does not serve to strengthen the
TV (Kuinoel, Bretschneider, Wahl) but is independent, signifying
“at any time”, and thus forms a marked antithesis with tdAtv. This
%0l TAALY is to be extended in the following way (Bleek and others)
%ol TIVL TAY Ay YEAWY TaAY €lnte; “to which of the angels has he at
any time said : Thou art my Son! and to which has he again said
: I will be to him a Father”.? This contains clearly the two ideas :
God has used such expressions to an angel not even a single time;

but to the Son not merely once but again and again.

The words cited are to be found in Ps. 2.7. Not much that is really
of importance depends on the usual question, whether this Psalm
contains a direct prophecy of the Messiah, or an indirect one, or
none at all. Let us enquire chiefly, who was its author, when it was
written, and what occasioned it. Assuredly, this sublime lyrical ef-
fusion had a historical occasion, which affords the explanation of
it in its subjective human aspect. For, let it be ever so prophetic,
it is still essentially not a RWD, not a M BNJ, it does not begin
with MM MR NI but is a psalm an hymn, an effusion of religions
poetry, which has beneath it a M1* BNR) as the basis on which it
moves, and to which pointed reference is made in the 7th T "PA.

We are therefore justified in seeking a humano-historical occasion

2]t would be much harsher to extend the phrase thus : xol TdAY €pwTd. Tivt
WY Ay YvEAWY ElnE.
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for the psalm. It cannot then have been written before the time of
David, since the hill of Zion is spoken of as the royal seat; least
of all in the time of Solomon (as Bleek would have it), since, ac-
cording to 1 Kings ch. 5; 1 Chron. ch. 22, Solomon reigned in peace,
and in his time there is not the slightest trace of such a violent
insurrection of rebellious nations as is described Ps. 2.1 ss. After
the division of the kingdom, there was under Uzziah a subjuga-
tion of the neighbouring heathen nations, but only in a very partial
degree, and the revolt of these heathen had become something so
common, that it would scarcely have so powerfully moved the soul
of a poet, — besides, in this case, we should have expected to find
among the hoped-for blessings of the future some mention of the
re-union with the northern kingdom. There remains, therefore, no
other time in which the Psalm can well have been written, but that
of David. Against this ver. 6 has been adduced, as not properly ap-
plicable to the anointing of David, seeing that David was anointed
as a boy at Bethlehem. But supposing that ver. 6 applies to the
person of David (which would first require to be investigated), the
object of the words "WP ™M n*x-Sv would certainly not be to give
a dry, outward, prosaic determination of locality — of the place of
the anointing. The poet would rather denote the whole wondrous
series of divine acts by which the shepherd was exalted from his
anointing by Samuel onwards, guarded amid the many dangers to
which his life was exposed, until at length he came to be acknowl-
edged by all the twelve tribes, and was brought to the summit of his
dominion in the residence which he took by conquest, and which
he founded — I say the poet would comprehend this whole series
of divine acts in a poetical unity, and as we would denote the same
thing by the one symbolical expression : God has exalted him to the
throne of Zion, so the poet denotes it by the symbolical expression

entirely similar : “God has anointed him to be King in Zion”.
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It is not said that Samuel anointed him, but that God anointed
him. This interpretation would be all the more unobjectionable,
that there is nothing to hinder our translating Sy by “over”, and
taking the words ]\’K'5SJ denote the term. ad quem : God has
anointed him (to be King) over Zion. Still, as already observed, we
can by no means regard it as decided that ver. 6 speaks of the
person of David. And thus every motive for placing the psalm in

another time than that of David falls to the ground.

Precisely in David’s life-time we find a state of things which
remarkably corresponds with that described in the psalm. We
read in 2 Sam. ch. 8 that Hadadezer the King of Zobah rebelled
against David, who subdued him, and that the Syrians of Damas-
cus hastened to his assistance with a mighty host, of which David
alone took 21 700 prisoners. Shortly before this, David had also
put down rebellions on the part of the Philistines, Moabites, Am-
monites, Edomites, and Amalekites, and so there was then a time
when almost the whole heathen world known to the Israelites had
risen up in hostility against Israel and Israel’s King (and conse-
quently, according to the views of the ancient heathen, against Is-
rael’s God — for it was believed that with the people their gods were
vanquished.) After David’s victory, Thoi, King of Hamath, sent to
him presents in token of homage, so that there is not wanting an
occasion also for what is said in vers. 10-12. — But in vers. 7 and
12 we find a statement which more than anything else confirms us
in the view that the second psalm was written at that time (cer-
tainly after the victory was completed), and, moreover, that no one
but David himself sung this hymn of thanksgiving and hope. The
poet rests his firm hope upon this — that God has said to him :
“thou art my son”. A word to this effect had been spoken to David

in the charge which he received from God by Nathan the prophet,
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shortly before the Syrian war. When he wished to build God a
temple, Nathan disclosed to him that he should not build God a
temple, but his posterity (V7 as a collective); yea, God will build it
an house, and establish its throne for ever; God will be its Father,
and it will be his Son. Now we know certainly (from 1 Kings 8.17 ss),
that Solomon applied that prophecy to himself in such a way that
lie undertook the building of the temple, and we must even say that
in this he did perfectly right; for if the “posterity of David” was to
build a temple for God, there was no reason why the first member
of that posterity should not immediately put his hand to the work.
Only, it must not be forgotten, that Solomon himself by no means
thought that the prophecy of Nathan as yet found its complete ful-
filment in his erection of the temple. He says this most distinctly
in 1 Kings 8.26-27. He considers it as a benefit still to be prayed for,
that those words of Nathan to David should be verified, for his tem-
ple is as yet not a house in which God may truly dwell. Not less
clearly was David conscious of this, that Nathan’s word would first
obtain its full accomplishment “in the distant future” (P\HWDS), “in
a man who is the Lord, Jehovah himself” (2 Sam. 7.19)?, or, as it is
explained in 1 Chron. 17.17, “in a man who is exalted up to Jeho-
vah”. On this promise so well understood, David builds the hope
which he expresses in Ps. 2. We know now the time, the occa-
sion, and the author of the second psalm. And it is only now that
we have the necessary preparation for enquiring into its contents.
One might feel tempted to refer the contents of the psalm (as Bleek
does) to the earthly historical king (to David according to our view,
to Solomon according to Bleek’s). Thus David would compose the
psalm sometime during the insurrection of the Syrians, — in ver.
1-3 he describes the raging of the heathen against Jehovah, and

aIf M DTN were not in apposition to RIRTNNMN but vocative, the latter ex-
pression could have no possible meaning.
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against himself, the anointed of Jehovah, — then, in ver. 4, he
expresses the certain hope that God will laugh at his enemies and
utterly destroy them, and in ver. 6 he confirms this hope, by call-
ing to mind the covenant-faithfulness of God, who has helped him
hitherto, and has raised him to be King over Zion. But in ver. 7
there comes an obstacle by which this interpretation is entirely
overturned. David appeals in ver. 7 to this — that God has said to
him : “Thou art my son” — has said to him : he will give him the
ends of the earth for a possession. When had ever such a promise
been given to David? It is expressly said in 2 Sam. 7.12, that David
shall not build an house to the Lord, but shall sleep with his fa-
thers; not to him, but to his seed after him, will God establish the
kingdom for ever and be their Father. It is quite clear then, that
David in the second psalm speaks in the name of his seed after
him, that he adoringly looks forward to the fulfilment of that glo-
rious hope in the distant future, 2 Sam. 7.19 : it is clear that the
insurrection of the Syrians forms merely the occasion, but not the

object and import of the second psalm.

The second psalm presents to us not an historical but an ideal
picture. After the general insurrection of the southern and north-
ern nations bordering on Israel had been quelled, and David had
begun to reflect on this event, and to compare it with Nathan’s
prophecy, there opened up before him a grand prospect stretch-
ing into the future; what had befallen him appears as a type, as a
typical instance of a great ideal law which would again and again
repeat itself, until it found its perfect manifestation in the time of
the “seed after him”, his view of which seed had already in the
prayer 2 Sam. 7.19 concentrated itself into the concrete form of “a
man who is to be exalted up to Jehovah”. For, apart from the fun-

damental law of all poetical intuition, according to which what is
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general (as in the case before us “the posterity”) individualizes it-
self in the eye of the poet, it could not remain hid even from that
reflection which is divested of all poetry, that the fulness of the
prophecies given in 2 Sam. ch. 7 must find their final accomplish-
ment in a concrete descendant. If, in opposition to David, “who was
to sleep with his fathers”, the royal dominion was to be established
for ever in the house of David or the seed of David (2 Sam. 7.16), this
certainly could not be accomplished thus — that his descendants,
one after the other, for ever should also “sleep with their fathers”;
but the one part of the fulfilment must consist in this, that God
should show a fatherly forbearance towards the sins of the partic-
ular descendants (2 Sam. 7.14), the other part certainly in this, that
at length an individual would come, in whom the endlessness of
the dominion, and the absoluteness of the relation of son, should
find adequate manifestation. Now, we know, as has been already
observed, from 2 Sam. 7.19, and 1 Chron. 17.17 (the passage comes of
course from the royal annals which form the basis of both books)
that David really understood that prophecy in this and in no other
sense, and Ps. 2.7 compels us to refer the psalm to an individual

who was the seed xat’ €£oy"v promised to David.

As the heathen had assembled against him to throw off his yoke,
so, transferring himself in spirit to future times, he sees how the
nations of the earth (the representation is here purposely general,
and nothing is said of the Syrians) would also rise up against the
future perfect King, and that out of hatred to the living holy God
who has anointed him. But, in like manner, he sees also already,
how the living God will deride the folly of the children of men. God
himself speaks in majestic calmness the simple word : “I have
anointed my King upon Zion”. (It is quite evident that this is not
spoken of David, but of that seed after him.) Now David hears that
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future King himself speak words of holy confidence; he hears him
say, that he will often confess and freely proclaim that the Lord
has declared him to be his son, that the Lord has anointed him.
(His real being he derives not by his carnal descent from David,
but by the word of the promise of Nathan to David — he is begot-
ten by the word of God. In the phrase “this day”, it is evident that
the royal singer sees in ideal vision his own time when he received
the promise, blended with the future time, that of the perfect seed,
and thus the “this day” forms a direct antithesis with the times
in which David was begetting, or had begotten corporeal descen-
dants.) — Further, David hears in verse 8 the seed reminding God
of his promises (2 Sam. ch. 7), in verse 9 he hears God answering in
accordance with these promises; and finally, in verse 10-12, David
concludes in his own name with an admonition to the kings of the
nations to be in subjection to that promised “son”; soon the time

shall come when he shall execute judgment on the heathen.

In the prophecy of Nathan, the prayer of David connected with
it, and the second psalm, there lies before us the germ of the
whole Messianic prophecy. In the second psalm, it appears still
in the form of lyrical elevation, and it is more than probable, that
the meaning of that first grand presentment remained a mystery
undisclosed to the majority of David’s contemporaries, and the
generations immediately following, just as, at a later period, the
prophecies of the divinity of the Messiah (Mic. 5.1, and Is. 9.6) were
locked up from the great mass of the Jewish people.) Still, the con-
sciousness of the importance of Nathan’s prophecy never vanished
(1 Kings 15.4; 2 Kings 7.19, etc.)

But when, after the separation of the kingdoms, outward and
inward decay increased more and more, and God by his prophets

(first of all by Amos and Hosea) gave intimation of the coming exile,
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he then also again put into the mouth of the prophets the promise,
that after the exile there should come a M7 NDX estate, brought
like the first David from the sheep-folds of Bethlehem, not from
kings’ palaces (Mic. ch. 4 ch. 5), a branch springing from the roots
of the hewn stock of the house of David (Is. ch. 9), an Immanuel
born of the lowly maid of the house of David (Is. ch. 7); — and of
the substantial identity of this branch with the “son”, Ps. 2 and
the “seed”, 2 Sam. ch. 7 on the one hand, and the Messiah on the

other, there can no reasonable doubt be entertained.

Our author — who, in connecting the passage 2 Sam. 7.14 with
the second psalm, makes it sufficiently evident that he had inter-
preted and understood the psalm in connection with the prophecy
of Nathan — simply calls to mind the fact, that in the very first
commencement of the Messianic prophecy® there is ascribed to the
Messiah a relation of Sonship to God, such as is never applied,
even approximately, to any one of the angels. A relation of such
a kind, that the Messiah derives his real being not from David but
from God.

For this was, as we saw, the import of the words to-day I have
begotten thee. We shall therefore not have to inquire long in what
sense the author of our epistle understood the ofucpov. In no
other than the only natural sense. It denotes neither the eternal
present, nor the time of the incarnation of Jesus, nor that of his
resurrection, ascension, etc., but the time of that promise which
was given by Nathan, in opposition to the (later) time when David
begat Solomon (2 Sam. 12.24). It all hinges upon this — that the uloc

does not derive his real being from David.

aThe idea of the Messianic prophecy we understand here, of course, in the
narrower sense, as the prediction of a definite, royal, descendant of David. In
the wider sense, Gen. 3.15; and Deut. 18.16 are also Messianic prophecies.
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The second citation 2 Sam. 7.14 has received its explanation in

what has been said above.

1.6 And when he again bringeth in the firstborn into the
world he saith : And let all the angels of God worship him.

Ver. 6. The proofs of the assertion that the Son has received a
higher name than the angels are, in truth, closed with the two ci-
tations in ver. 5. In ver. 6 ss. there follow certain other arguments,
in which also the superiority of the Son over the angels appears,
although not precisely that which consists in the name. The sixth
verse is unquestionably one of the most difficult in the whole epis-
tle. With regard to the construction, ndAlv seems, according to
the position of the words, to belong to eicoydy; still, there is no
difficulty in deciding, and by the consent of the best interpreters
(Peschito, Erasm., Luth., Cal. Beza, Capellus, Grot, Limb., Ham-
mond, Bengel, Wolf, Carpz., Kuin., Bleek, and others), it has been
substantially determined, that according to the sense it can be-
long only to Aéyet, parallel to the td\w (cine) ver. 5; consequently,
that we have here an easily explicable hyperbaton. It cannot be
“a second bringing in of the first-born into the world” that is here
spoken of, as Olshausen rightly observes, seeing that nothing has
been said of a first. And thus, from the outset, we are spared the
fruitless trouble of deciding whether the “two bringings in” are to
be understood of the eternal generation and the incarnation, or of
the incarnation and the resurrection, or finally of the resurrection

and the second coming.

What, however, is meant generally by the elodyetv ic TNV olxouué-
vnv can only be determined by looking more particularly at the ci-

tation itself and the meaning of it.

The words Tpooxuvcate a0t TavTeC dyyelol Ueol) are to be
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found verbatim in the LXX. cod. Vat. Deut. 32.43. The cod. Alex, has
n&vtec vlol Yeol) and for this in a subsequent place dyyelol where
the cod. Vat. has ulol; but the Vatican reading is here, as it almost
always is, the older and the more genuine, and is confirmed by the

citation before us.

It has indeed been maintained (Pattr., Kuinoel, etc.) that this ci-
tation cannot be taken from Deut. ch. 32, but is derived from Ps. 97.7,
where we find the words Tpooxuvicate abTE TAVTEC ol dyyeAol Ve-
oU. But those who have adopted this view have been driven to it
by the circumstance, that in Deut. ch. 32 the words in question are
not to be found in the Masor. text of the Hebrew original. How
could the author, it was thought, appeal to a passage which was
a mere spurious addition by the Alexandrine translators? But as
it is evident, notwithstanding, that he follows, in respect of form,
the passage in the LXX. Deut. ch. 32, and deviates from Ps. 97, it was

found necessary to have recourse to the subsidiary hypotheses:

a, that the author has had both passages in his memory;

b, that he was conscious of the spuriousness of the passage in
Deut. ch. 32;

c, that he therefore intended to cite the other passage;

d, but, notwithstanding, intentionally or unintentionally borrowed
the form of the words from Deut. ch. 32.

The artificial nature of the operation here presupposed, almost
bordering upon the ludicrous, would of itself suffice for the refu-
tation of this view. In addition to this, however, it enables us to
escape from Scylla only to fall into Charybdis. For, if the words
in Deut. owe their existence to a spurious addition, the words in

Ps. 97 owe theirs to a manifestly false translation.
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The Hebrew original runs thus '158-53 5 mnw in the con-
text, it is not the angels that are spoken of, but the false gods of
the heathen, who will yet be constrained to bow before Jehovah.
Nor is anything said there of a “bringing in of the first-born into
the world”; the subject is simply and solely the sovereignty of Je-
hovah, before which the idols shall be destroyed. And, even in the
(spurious) superscription which the psalm bears in the LXX : T
Aoauld, ote 1) yij adtol xodioToton not a word is to be found either
about the olxouuévr or the bringing in of a son into it.

While it is thus impossible to find in the verse before us a ci-
tation from Ps. 97.7, all becomes right when we consider the cita-
tion as taken from Deut. 32.43. For, with respect, first of all, to the
absence of the words in the Masoretic text we must with all our
deference to this text as resting on ancient and strong tradition,
never forget that we have in the LXX., particularly in the Penta-
teuch, an equally ancient recension of the Hebrew text. That the
Seventy did not fabricate these words but found them in their orig-
inal, is also Bleek’s view. We have here, therefore, not a genuine
text opposed to a spurious addition, but a reading opposed to a
reading. And, moreover, in the 6th verse, according to the proper
sense of the words cited, all mainly depended upon this, that in ac-
cordance with the general religious consciousness and understood
phraseology, the angels should be represented as having merely
the position of Worshipping spectators, when the setting up of the
Messiah’s kingdom is spoken of. We will farther explain and justify
this assertion. The determination of the time here referred to 6tav
O¢, etc., one might be tempted to explain from the circumstance,
that when Moses sang that song, Israel who, in Hos. 11.1, is called
the first-born of God, was just about to enter as a people among

the nations of the earth. This explanation would at least be incom-
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parably better than that according to which it is the entrance of
the Logos from eternity into time that is mentioned. There is no
mention here of the x6cuoc but of the oixouuévn the sphere of the
earth as inhabited by the nations.

But as aUTt¢ must plainly be referred to the same person that
is called TpwtdTOXOC, While aUTE again refers in the passage cited,
not to the then Mosaic nor to the post Mosaico-Messianic Israel,
nor to the ideal Israel, but to Jehovah who will help his people, it
follows, that the author also, in the word Kp@TéToxog cannot have
had in his mind either the real or ideal Israel, or the Messiah as
such, and we shall therefore have to look out for another explana-

tion of the elodyey.

We must first however ascertain more particularly the meaning
of the passage Deut. 32.43. Moses in vers. 15-18 rebukes the sins
of Israel at that period, those numerous manifestations of the ob-
duracy of their hearts which the people gave, in spite of the mighty
acts of God which they had witnessed. In vers. 19-35 he threatens
them with terrible punitive judgments in the future, should they
persist in these sins, in this obduracy. The punishment threat-
ened is concentrated in this, that if the people should continue
to be ungrateful for their redemption from the Egyptian bondage,
God would at length take back from them the freedom which he
had given them, and leave them to fall anew into a still more ter-
rible bondage among a heathen people. We know that this was
fulfilled, and how. We know how, from the time of Joshua to that
of David, God conducted the people to the pinnacle of prosperity;
how, from David to Zedekiah, he let them fall into all the depths
of hapless degeneracy; how, in spite of prosperity and adversity,
the people of Israel sank deeper and deeper into corruption, until,
at length, God caused to be fulfilled the threatening first uttered
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by Moses, and afterwards repeated by Amos, Hosea, Micah, etc.,
and let the people fall into bondage to the heathen nations, the
Babylonians, Persians, Macedonians, Syrians, Egyptians, and Ro-
mans. But Amos, Hosea, Micah, Isaiah, etc., were not the first who
predicted a re-deliverance from this affliction, for Moses had al-
ready foretold, Deut. 32.36-42, that God would have compassion on
those who were humbled and converted by those chastisements;
then should it be known that it is he alone who can help and save.
Moses prophesies, then, in vers. 36-42 of the same re-deliverance
which hat been more specially described by the later prophets, as
the deliverance through the Messiah, consequently, as the Messianic
salvation. Now here, in ver. 43, it is said (according to the reading
maintained in the LXX.) : the angels shall worship the Lord, i.e.
Jehovah the Saviour. This Jehovah, the Saviour, appears indeed
in the mouth of Moses to be quite identical with Jehovah gen-
erally, with God, but the Christian readers of the Epistle to the
Hebrews knew already and acknowledged, that the Jehovah who
should arise and come forth in the Messianic time for the salva-
tion of his people is God the Son, the Incarnate. Two things must
not be forgotten if we'would rightly apprehend the meaning and the
argument of the verse before us — first, that the author simply tes-
tifies to the Godhead of Christ, ver. 2-3, as a thing already known
to his readers through the apostolic preaching, and acknowledged
by them, without deeming it necessary to adduce proofs for this
doctrine; secondly, that for this very reason (as well as on account
of the whole train of thought, ver. 4, ss.) the aim of ver. 6 is not
to prove that the Messiah is the Son of God, but that the Messiah,
who is known to be identical with the Son of God, is, even in the Old
Testament dispensation, placed higher than the angels. For, it was
on this point that the readers needed to be instructed. They had
no doubts about the Messiahship of Jesus and the divinity of the
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Messiah, but this whole Messianic revelation was still in their eyes
but an appendix to the Mosaic revelation, given only on account of
Moses and Israel, only a blossoming branch of the religion of Is-
rael. They had yet to be brought to know, that the divinity of him
who was the organ of the New Testament revelation necessarily in-
volves his infinite elevation above the organs of the Old Testament,
that the old dispensation was ended on account of the new, and
that this new dispensation was on account of all mankind, not on
account of the old. This they had yet to be taught, and this is
precisely what is designed to be proved on these verses, the proof
being drawn from the divinity of Christ, already acknowledged by

the readers.

In ver. 5 the author has shown that the Messiah even when
he is prophesied of as David’s Son, is said to be the Son of God
in a sense in which it is said of no angel. In ver. 6 he shows,
that a place above the angels is assigned to the Messiah moreover,
when he is represented as Jehovah the Saviour himself. When the
Messianic salvation is described, the angels receive only the place

of worshipping spectators; organs of this salvation they are not.

The ciodyewy TOv TpwToTOXOY, etc., will now explain itself. The
writer evidently means to express the idea, that these words are
connected with a passage which speaks of the entrance of Jehovah
the Saviour into the world, hence, of the entrance of the Son into
the world. He says, designedly, not ui6¢, which would denote the
incarnate, but ntpwtotoxoc, which, like the yovoyevic of John, de-
notes the eternal Son of the Father, the TpwtdTox0C TdONC XTlOEWC
(Col. 1.15). The Oty serves now, of course, to determine not the
time in which, but the time of which Moses spake in Deut. 32.43.
The idea with all its modifications would have to be expressed thus

: “But again he says of the time when he shall introduce the first
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born into the sphere of the earth”, etc. He calls it the sphere of the
earth, not the world, because the Redeemer appears in Deut. 32.42
specially as the finisher of the exile, as he who should offer to his
people a national restitution among the nations of the oixoupévn.
He has in reality also offered this to his people; his disciples after
him too did the same (Acts 3.20, xoupol avopliewe breathing times
from the yoke); but as Israel remained obdurate, they lost the of-
fered deliverance, and remain deprived of it until they shall turn to
the Lord after the fulness of the Gentiles is come into the church
(Rom. 11.23, ss.)

In vers. 7-9 a third argument follows. A statement concerning
the angels is here opposed to one concerning the Son. The follow-
ing is what is implied generally in the opposition. The angels, the
mediators of the old covenant, stood in a very outward relation to
the salvation that was to be wrought out; they had not to work
out that salvation, but only to bear witness of it; they stood in the
closest relation to nature, and the appearances of nature, chiefly
those of a terrible kind. These appearances of nature had only a
preparatory and pedagogical aim; the Son, on the contrary, stands
in the closest relation to the inner moral life. God employed angels
to impress with fear a rude unsusceptible people by means of mir-
acles; the Son has founded a kingdom of righteousness consisting
of those who become partakers of his nature in free and joyous
love. — The author, accordingly, devotes himself more and more to

a comparison of the inner nature of the old and the new covenant.

1.7 And of the angels he saith : Who maketh his angels
winds, and his ministers a flame of fire :

The seventh verse presents again a peculiar difficulty. So much
indeed is evident, that the Ttpég is to be rendered not “to” but “re-

specting”, in “reference to”; for the words here cited, Ps. 104.4, do
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not in themselves form an address directed to the angels. It is
doubtful whether the Sept., which is here cited word for word, has
correctly rendered the sense of the original Hebrew. In the 104th
Psalm the greatness of God in nature is described. In ver. 2 it is
said : God makes use of the light as a garment, of the heaven as a
tent, ver. 3, of the clouds as a chariot, etc. In the words which im-
mediately follow DYM7 YONRYD 1Y the subject must be MMM and
the predicate 1’DN$D, he makes the winds his messengers, flames
of fire his servants, he employs the winds and the flames as his
servants, just as he makes use of the clouds as his chariot. — But
does the Greek translation give the same sense? This is impos-
sible, even grammatically, for then the words would have to run
thus : 0 ToWY ayyéhouc avTtol T& Tvebuata, etc. But the article is
at ayyehouc and not at mveduota. In spite of the rules of the lan-
guage Calvin, Beza, Bucer, Grotius, Limborch, Michaelis, Knapp,
and others have so rendered the Greek words as to make them
correspond with the Hebrew.? But then these words themselves
would not be suitable to our context. For, in the statement that
God employs the winds as his messengers, nothing is expressed
respecting the nature and rank of the angels, but only respecting
the use of the winds. But, as we have already observed, the rules
of the language render every doubt here superfluous. The Greek
words can be rendered in no other way than this : “who maketh his

angels winds and his ministers a flame of fire”.

Here, then, is another instance in which the writer appeals to a
statement in the Sept. which owes its existence to an incorrect and
inaccurate rendering. (So also Olshausen.) The attempt of Calvin,

Beza, and others, to make the Greek words correspond with the He-

aThe strange interpretation given by Bengel and Meyer — God makes his
angels out of wind, out of a fine but still material substance, while the Son is
immaterial and uncreated — needs no refutation.
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brew original in spite of the rules of grammar, is, as we have seen,
vain and inadmissible; but equally so is, on the other hand, the
attempt of Luther, Calov, Storr, Tholuck, and others, who would
interpret the Hebrew original, in spite of the context of the psalm,
according to the rendering of the Sept. Wherefore have recourse
to such arts? Would any one in the present day take it amiss if a
preacher were to give an excellent sermon on the verse, “The heart
of man is a perverse and fearful thing”?* And yet this verse will in
vain be sought in the original text; the Hebrew words have quite
another meaning. But though the idea is not to be found in that
particular place of the original text of the Bible, it is still not the
less biblical; and the same holds good of the idea in the citation
before us. Throughout the New Testament (for example Rom. 7.38;
1 Pet. 3.22), the angels, at least a class of them, are regarded as
ouvduelc of God, i.e. as personal creatures furnished with pecu-
liar powers, through whom God works wonders in the kingdom of
nature, and whom he accordingly “makes to be storm-winds and
flames of fire”, in as far as he lets them, so to speak, incorporate
themselves with these elements and operations of nature. It is a
truth declared in the Holy Scriptures of great speculative impor-
tance, that the miracles of nature, for example the lightnings and
trumpet sounds on Sinai, are not wrought immediately and directly
by God the Governor of the world, but are called forth at his will by
exalted creatures specially qualified for this work. This position the
angels hold; they are there to work terrible wonders in the sphere
of nature before the eyes of a yet uncultivated people. The writer
found this idea expressed shortly and tersely in that passage of the
Sept., and he was quite as entitled to appeal to it in addressing his

readers who made use of the Sept. as we are, in presence of a con-

aThe above is a translation of Luther’s version of Jer. 17.9.
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gregation using Luther’s translation of the Bible, to appeal to that
expression about the perverseness and fearfulness of the heart of

marn.

1.8 but of the Son he saith : Thy throne, O God, is for ever
and ever; and the sceptre of uprightness is the sceptre of thy
kingdom.

In the eighth verse mpoc¢ is, of course, to be taken in the same
sense as in ver. 7, not as marking an address but as signifying
“in reference to”. It can therefore not be inferred at least from the
preposition tpdc, that the author regarded the passage in Ps. 45.7-8
as a direct address to the Son of God. The words are spoken in ref-
erence to the Son of God. In how far they are so will be ascertained

from a consideration of the passage in its original connection.

The 45th Psalm is a carmen epithalamium on the marriage of
a king with the daughter of a foreign king, as appears from verses
10-12, and, according to ver. 2, the song is presented to the king by
one of his subjects. There is not the slightest occasion for consid-
ering the psalm as a direct prophecy of Christ. And as the super-
scription plainly designates the psalm a song of songs, D' WY,
it is in all probability one of an ancient origin, and not belonging to
the period after the exile, when already men had begun to discover
more in the psalms than such human relations. The superscrip-
tion ascribes the psalm to Korah, the contemporary of David and
of Solomon. But, apart even from this superscription, the psalm
suits no other king so well as Solomon. That hope which we found
expressed by David (2 Sam. ch. 7 and Ps. 2) of an everlasting con-
firmation of his throne, recurs here, ver. 7; the king who is the
subject of this song, is described as very rich; he has, according to
ver. 9, ivory palaces, as Solomon had, 2 Kings ch. 7; he has gold of
Ophir (ver. 10) as Solomon (1 Kings 9.28); the daughter of Tyre, i.e.
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— according to the analogy of daughter of Zion, — the city of Tyre?®
congratulates him (ver. 13), and Solomon stood in close alliance
with Tyre (1 Kings ch. 7); the choice