Introduction to Hebrews   [All these studies were updated in ’08 & ’09.]
Who was the author of Hebrews? The apostle Paul was its author.

Here's what we know about the author from Hebrews itself. 



Like Paul, he was a Jew (first person plural used in 2:1-4, 4:14-16, etc.).



Like Paul, he was in Italy (13:24).



Like Paul, he was close to Timothy (13:23).



Like Paul, he was highly educated (a better writer than any other NT writer).



Like Paul, he was not an immediate disciple of Christ (2:3, cf. 1 Cor. 15:8).

Like Paul, he was very well acquainted with the Law of Moses, quoting from it about 30 times and alluding to it about 50 times. (I doubt any Christian writer was better acquainted with the OT than Paul: Acts 22:3, 5:34, & Php. 3:4-5.)

There are at least twelve similarities of expression and thought in Hebrews to the undisputed writings of Paul; for examples, referencing the prophetic state-ment, "the just shall live by faith," is unique to Paul (Rom. 1:17, Gal. 3:11, & Heb. 10:38), and the ending benediction, "grace be with you all," was used by Paul in every letter, but not by any other writer. One verse in particular seems to clinch Paul's authorship: Heb. 10:30. Why? Because this exact same para-phrase of Deu. 32:35-36 is also found in Rom. 12:19. (Cf. Coffman on Heb. 10:30.)

Here's what we know about the author from sources outside of Hebrews.

All early eastern Christianity attributed the book to Paul from the beginning; Clement of Rome even quoted from Hebrews in the context of another of Paul's letters (1 Cor.) in AD 95.

Peter, who wrote his letters to Jews (1 Pet. 1:1 & 2 Pet. 3:1), said in his second letter that Paul had also written to these Jews (2 Pet. 3:15); and no other known letter better qualifies for this statement than Hebrews.

Where was Hebrews written? In Italy (13:24), probably Rome where it seems the only church in Italy was located in the first generation of the church and where Paul was imprisoned for a while (perhaps even along with Timothy, 13:23a).
When was Hebrews written? Sometime in the early to mid AD 60s, just before Paul left Rome (13:23) after his first imprisonment there around AD 62 (when he wrote his prison letters), but before the acute persecution under Nero (which began in AD 64) reached them, for they had yet to experience bloodshed for Christ (Heb. 12:4).

Who was Hebrews written to? The content (as well as the title) unquestionably establishes that they were Jewish Christians (more info. in the answer to "why").

Why was Hebrews written? It was written to prevent them from returning to Judaism (2:1-4, 3:12-13, 4:1-3, 11, & 14, 6:1-3, 10:23-31, 12:1-3 & 12-16, & 13:13-15). Incidentally, this may explain why Paul didn't identify himself: such a letter would likely engender more persecution than he was already enduring; besides the recipients knew who the author was (6:9, 10:32-34, 13:18-19, & 23).
What is the content of Hebrews? It contains unanswerable proof for the superiority of Christ and His law over Moses and his law, thus fulfilling the author's purpose.

To understand the purpose (the "why") of Hebrews, let's talk about…

The Backdrop for Our Study on Hebrews

Jesus came on the scene fulfilling every Messianic prophecy.


The Jews, in general, rejected Him as their Messiah. So…


Jesus warned of the impending doom of their idolized city and temple. So…


In order to shut Him up, they crucified Him. However, that failed, because…

The church He promised to build was established within two months after He died.


The Jews, again in general, likewise rejected the church of Jesus. So…

The members of that church preached the same message of doom to their 
rejecters as Jesus did. So…


In order to shut them up, they went about trying to rid themselves of Christianity.

This persecution (which included flogging, imprisonment, and even death at the hands of the Jews) was initially led by the enthusiastic Saul of Tarsus, who we know later became the Apostle Paul.

Although the worst of Jewish persecution lasted from the establishment of the church (AD 33) until Saul was converted (AD 37, cf. Acts 9:31), there was always persecution of Christians in some form or another wherever Jews were found in the Roman Empire. So…

Growing weary of the acute pressure to turn their backs on Christianity and return to Judaism, Paul took it upon himself to write the letter of "Hebrews." Besides…

Since there would be an even greater 3.5-year wave of persecution later when Romans under Nero would ally with Jews against Christians (something I'm sure Paul, being in Rome at the time, knew was coming), I'm sure he saw the imminent future need for this letter as well. So…

No wonder there are seven paragraphs of warning within this letter, warnings which become stronger as the letter progresses—from neglect to rejection.


Warning Against Neglect (2:1-4)


Warning Against Unbelief (3:7-9)


Warning Against Carelessness (4:1-13)


Warning Against Immaturity (5:11—6:20)


Warning Against Willful Sin (10:26-31)


Warning Against Desertion (12:14-17)


Warning Against Rejection (12:18-29) However…

Hebrews is not all negative; in fact, it's more positive than negative. So…

To appreciate the general, positive content (the "what") of Hebrews, let's consult the following…
Outline of Hebrews

The Superiority of Christ's Person and Priesthood (1:1—7:28)


The Superiority of Christ's Person (1:1—4:13)



Christ Is Superior to the Prophets (1:1-3).



Christ Is Superior to the Angels (1:4—2:18).



Christ Is Superior to Moses (3:1-19).



Christ Is Superior to Joshua (4:1-13).


The Superiority of Christ's Priesthood (4:14—7:28)



Christ Is Superior to Aaron (4:14—6:12).



Christ Is Superior to Melchizedek (6:13—7:10).



Christ Is Superior to Levi's Priesthood (7:11-28).

The Superiority of Christ's Pact and Principle (8:1—13:25)


The Superiority of Christ's Pact (Agreement/Covenant) to Moses' (8:1—10:18)



Christ's Covenant Has Superior Promises (8:1-13).



Christ's Covenant Has a Superior Sanctuary (9:1-15).



Christ's Covenant Has a Superior Sacrifice (9:16-28).



Christ's Covenant Has Superior Results (10:1-18).


The Superiority of Christ's Principle (Faith) to Moses' (10:19—13:25)



Christ's Faith-Principle Is a Response to Superior Things (10:19-39).



Christ's Faith-Principle Prompts Superior Actions (11:1-40).



Christ's Faith-Principle Establishes a Superior Relationship (12:1-29).



Christ's Faith-Principle Is the Basis for a Superior Way of Life (13:1-25).

The key word of Hebrews is pretty obvious: it's the word "better," used thirteen times.

There are two other significant words: "perfect" and "eternal."


The original word for "perfect" is used fourteen times. And…


The original word for "eternal" is used nineteen times. So…

Jesus and Christianity are "better" because it gives us a "perfect" standing before God, and its blessings are "eternal."

 [Tony E. Denton, 11/05.]

{For a positively wonderful, in-depth, study outline of Hebrews, consult The Outline Bible by Harold L. Wilmington, p. 115ff; Tyndale House Publishers, 1999.}
Hebrews 1:1-3
Remember, this letter was written to Jewish Christians who were being fiercely pressured by persecu-tion into returning to Judaism. So…

Paul introduced this letter of encouragement to remain faithful to Christ and Christianity by alluding to Christ's superiority to the prophets (cf. outline of Hebrews in the introduction).
VERSES 1-2a:

God, who at various times and in various ways spoke in time past to the fathers by the prophets, has in these last days spoken to us by His Son…
Because it says that "God … has … spoken … by His Son," it's obvious that the word "God" here is a reference to the Father; besides, the original says, "the God."
The phrase "at various times" literally means "in many parts" (cf. other versions), simply meaning that God's revelations concerning salvation were given to mankind a piece at a time, not all at once.

In fact, Isaiah 28:13 reads, "The word of the Lord was to them, 'precept upon precept … line upon line … here a little, there a little.'"
The phrase "in many parts" indicates that God's revelations were progressive, given to man as He saw fit: a little in the starlight age, a little more in the moonlight age, then its fullness in the sunlight age.
The phrase "in various ways" is obvious: God's revelations were given to mankind "in many ways."

For some examples, one preacher wrote, "Amos gave God's message by oracles and direct statements from God, Hosea by typical experiences in his own life, Habakkuk by arguments and discussion, Malachi by questions and answers, Ezekiel by strange and symbolic acts, Haggai by sermons, and Zechariah by mystical signs" (cf. Allen).

Now the types and shadows of the Old Testament that Peter said the prophets and angels desired to understand (1 Pet. 1:10-12) are fulfilled and made clear in and through Jesus.

The phrase "in time past" is interesting.

There were two words in Greek for "old": archaios, meaning "old in point of time," and the one Paul used here, palaios, meaning "old in point of use, worn out, ready to be displaced by some-thing new" (cf. Wuest). So…
A major (if not the main) point for the Hebrews to get was this: God gave His revelation of salvation in two primary stages.

The purpose of the first stage (the Old Testament, which includes both the starlight and moonlight ages) was merely to prepare mankind for salvation, and it was in its very last phases of fulfillment at the time of this writing (cf. 8:13 & 12:25-28).

The purpose of the second stage (the New Testament) shows how the first stage (the Old Testament) was being fulfilled through Christ. Today…
While the Old Testament revelation is completed, the New Testament revelation is final (eternal, Heb. 13:20).

The phrase "to the fathers," I believe, has reference to the patriarchs of both the ages spoken of in the Old Testament; after all, God even called Abraham a prophet (Gen. 20:7).

The phrase "by the prophets" literally means "in the prophets"; in other words, a prophet was God's medium of revelation, as Peter wrote, "prophecy … came by … holy men of God … as they were moved by the Holy Spirit" (2 Pet. 1:20-21).

The phrase "in these last days" comes from a phrase literally meaning "in the last of these days."

In fact, the original word for "last" means "the outermost, the extreme, last in time"—it's harder to get any closer to the end than that, unless you say, "It is the last hour" (1 John 2:18).

Just as was the custom of the Jews to place the history of the world into two great periods—the time before the Messiah and the time after the Messiah, so Paul placed the history of the world into two great periods: "these days" of 1:1 and "the present time" of 9:9 referred to the time he lived in, and "the time of reformation" of 9:10, "the world to come" of 2:5, "the age to come" of 6:5, and "the city to come" of 13:14 referred to the coming kingdom in its fullness in AD 70. 

God spoke to us through His Son at "the time of the end" (cf. Daniel) of the first period; and later (in 9:26) Paul even said that Jesus sacrificed Himself at "the end of the ages" (cf. Vincent).
Earlier to the Corinthians, Paul, when coincidentally writing to them about Old Covenant people, said that they were those "upon whom the ends of the ages" had come (1 Cor. 10:11).


Notice contrast between "to us" and "to the [not our] fathers"—to all now, not just a certain few.
The phrase "by His Son" is literally "in a son." What's the significance? The contrast that Paul meant for his readers to see is much more apparent; in other words, at the end-time of that age, God fully and finally spoke in a son—His own Son—instead of in prophets.

The previous revelations were in prophecies, types, and shadows, but an impersonal revelation of a person is always an imperfect one; so God sent "a son," because only a personal revelation of a person can be a perfect revelation. After all…

It's logical that the authority of one's son should be the most respected (cf. Mark 12:1-12).

VERSE 2b

… His Son, whom He (God the Father) has appointed heir of all things…

For Jesus to be the "heir," there were two conditions.

He must be God's Son: Psalm 2:7-8 has Jesus quoting His Father as saying to Him, "'You are My Son, today I have begotten You.  ...I will give You the nations for Your inheritance, and the ends of the earth for Your possession.'" And…


There must be something to inherit.

Along the lines of Psalm 2, the parable in Luke 19:12-27 speaks of Christ as receiving a kingdom (fulfilling numerous prophecies, of course).

Another thing Jesus inherited is mentioned right here in Hebrews 1: verse 4 states, "He has by inheritance obtained a more excellent name" than the angels.

Being the primary heir, Jesus is Lord of all, or (as here) "all things" (cf. Gal. 4:1 & Acts 10:36 where Peter used this phrase to refer to Jesus being Lord of the Gentiles now as well as the Jews—all na-tions as Psalm 2 says; cf. Rev. 15:4, 21:24, 26, & 22:2).

What did Paul mean by the phrase "all things"? I believe that he not only meant all peoples, but also all things related to the promised kingdom—His being crowned prophet, priest, & king, for examples. See, Jesus inheriting the physical universe was never the point.
VERSE 2c

…through whom (Jesus) also He (God the Father) made the worlds…
Since the Greek term for "made" here can mean two things ("created" or "arranged" as in 11:3), it must be interpreted by the context; so let's discuss the original terms for "world" and "worlds."

The word for "world" in 10:5 is, primarily, the Greek term for "planet" (kosmos, cf. 11:7); the word for "world" in 1:6 is the Greek term for "people" (oikoumene); and the word for "worlds" here is the Greek term for "ages" (aion); so, depending on its contextual use, it goes from planet, to an age or the ages of the planet, to the people of an age or the ages of the planet. {Note: While kosmos is the term usually used to refer to planet Earth, it’s often used metaphorically of the inhabitants; on the other hand, oikoumene pretty much always refers to inhabitants. Although aion indirectly in-cludes people, it always refers to an age and never to literal planet Earth or the universe.} So…
The Greek term for "worlds" here isn't the word used to include our planet; it's the term for "ages"; besides "ages" being the correct translation, there are other reasons for it to be rendered "ages."

The word is plural: not only does "worlds" make this an unnatural statement, but—unless Hebrews is the only place—the Bible never speaks of God creating "the worlds" … plural; but, as we'll soon see, this book DOES concern two covenant ages … or two covenant worlds. Also…

Since Paul did use the Greek term for the physical creation in 10:5 when he wrote of Jesus coming into the world, then he obviously knew the difference. In fact…

There seems to be a clear distinction between these terms in 9:26: "He then would have had to suffer often since the foundation of the world [kosmos]; but now, once at the end of the ages [aion], He has appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself." Even here…

When Paul wanted to refer to the literal, physical creation and its beginning, he used the word kosmos not aion.

A synonym for "ages" here would be the word "times" in Ephesians 1:10, where Paul wrote of God gathering together "all things" in Christ in the fullness of the times. So…

The word "made" here would, in this context, mean "arranged" or "ordered," not "created"; i.e., God arranged and/or ordered the ages.
VERSE 3a

…who (God's Son), being the brightness of His (God the Father's) glory and the express image of His person…
This is a prime example of the utter impossibility to accurately/fully describe God in human terms; this is why God chose to inspire men to utilize such an enormous amount of symbolic language in the Bible to describe Him as well as blessings like the kingdom from Him.

The phrase "the brightness of His glory" essentially means that the Son is the light itself which radiates from its source—God; and the next phrase simply elaborates on this.

The phrase "the express image of His person" essentially means that the Son is the exact replica or facsimile of God's reality (His nature).

An interesting note is that the Greek term for "express image" here is the term charakter which, in ancient times, referred to the image that an engraving or stamping tool left behind; in other words, as we use the word "character" today, it's that by which a person can be recognized.

John 1:14 reads, "The Word became flesh … and we beheld His glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father"; and in John 14:7 & 9 Jesus said, "'If you had known Me, you would have known My Father also.... He who has seen Me has seen the Father.'"
VERSE 3b

…and upholding all things by the word of His power…
Because the word "upholding" is actually too passive to accurately communicate Paul's meaning, the Greek word would be better translated as "maintaining"; in other words, Paul was speaking of how Jesus was actively upholding "all things" by fulfilling them. Now…

What does the phrase "all things" have reference to? Well, if we keep our interpretation in strict context, it has reference to everything concerning man's redemption down through the ages. See…

In verse two it spoke of the Son's inheritance of "all things." What "all things"? The material universe? Of course not! It's "all things" concerning His becoming Prophet, Priest, and King over His own house or kingdom, according to 3:6. Also, in direct connection to that…

In verse two it spoke of His arranging or ordering the ages to bring about our redemption in the kingdom He was to establish and rule over as the rightful heir. Then…

In the previous phrase, Paul spoke of how Jesus, obviously primarily in His human form, was the exact representation of God. And why did He come? To redeem us. Lastly…

In the following phrase, Paul spoke of our sins being cleansed by Jesus who sat down at God's right hand. So…

How could the "all things" here have reference to the material universe? Here's the point…

Not only did God the Son arrange and order the ages (v. 2), but He also (especially at the time Hebrews was penned) was maintaining everything by keeping all His promises and fulfilling all the prophecies given throughout those ages, consequently allowing Him to inherit "all things."
What about the phrase "the word of His power"? Well, first of all…

The original term for "word" here is not logos but rhema (as in 11:3) which refers to a "com-mand." This means that everything in redemptive history was being sustained, upheld, or ful-filled by the authority of God's Son and according to His plan. So…
Just as through His inspired word He made His promises and provided the prophecies, He,  through the power of that same word, would (and did) make good on and fulfill them all by vindicating the church in the demise of Judaism (cf. Luke 21:22, "'These are the days of vengeance when all things which are written will be fulfilled'").

VERSE 3c

…when He had by Himself purged our sins (cf. 10:12),
sat down at the right hand of the Majesty on high…

The phrase "by Himself" might be better understood if it's rendered as "through Himself."


The phrase "purged our sins" literally means that He cleansed us of (not from) our sins.

To sit at "the right hand" of a ruler denoted a place of highest honor and authority (cf. 1 Kgs. 2:19 & Mat. 20:20-23).

The phrase "the Majesty" means the Majestic One, obviously a reference to God.

The phrase "on high" can be understood by looking at two other passages in this letter.

Hebrews 8:1 speaks of Jesus as He "who is seated at the right hand of the throne of the Majesty in the heavens"; and Hebrews 9:24 speaks of Jesus as appearing "in the presence of God" in "Heaven itself."
"On high" = Heaven, while "heavens" is a generic term which must be determined by context.
The fact that Jesus "sat down at the right hand” of God is significant for a couple reasons.


This is a reference to Jesus taking over the office of High Priest. Secondly…

Instead of never being able to sit down as the Levitical high priests in their tabernacle work, Jesus was able to sit down (cf. Acts 7:56): as Paul later wrote, "Christ has not entered the holy places made with hands … but into Heaven itself, now to appear in the presence of God for us; not that He should offer Himself often, as the high priest enters the Most Holy Place every year with blood of another—He then would have had to suffer often …; but now, once at the end of the ages, He has appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself" (9:24-26).

His sitting down at this point denoted that such is where He would be while He directed His campaign against sin, at least until the time when all His enemies would be put under His feet: in 2:8 Paul wrote about all things being subjected under Jesus' feet, and how that, at the time of this writing, such had not yet occurred. So…

In Summary…
Jesus is superior to the prophets for seven reasons:


1.
He's God's final spokesman—PROPHET.


2.
He's heir of all things related to the kingdom.


3.
He's the One through whom the ages were arranged.


4.
He's the One through whom everything was fulfilled.


5.
He's God's light and His exact representation.


6.
He's the One who cleansed our sins—PRIEST.


7.
He's the One who is at God's right hand—KING.

[Tony E. Denton, 12/05.]
Hebrews 1:4-9
Remember, in the first three verses Paul set Jesus forth as the supreme leader because…


1. 
He's God's final spokesman—the Prophet;


2.
He's heir of all things related to the kingdom;


3.
He's the One through whom the ages were arranged;


4.
He's the One through whom everything was fulfilled;


5.
He's God's light and His exact representation;


6.
He's the One who cleansed our sins—the Priest; and…


7.
He's the One who's at God's right hand—the King.

Beginning with 1:4, the more detailed development of this argument is introduced. The point is to show the superiority of the New Testament Agent between God and man (Jesus Christ) in comparison to the Old Testament agents between God and man (Moses and angels). Although he mentioned prophets in verse 1, he began with angels in verse 4, moving on to Moses later, beginning with 3:1.

As indicated in our outline, Paul's discussion of Jesus over angels extends from 1:4—2:18.

This lengthy section may be divided into three parts: An Affirmation of Jesus Superiority (1:4-14), An Admonition Based on Jesus' Superiority (2:1-4), & An Explanation of Jesus' Superiority (2:5-18).

Then 1:4-14 can, in turn, be divided up into the six following points: Jesus is superior to angels because [1] He's God's Son (1:4-5), [2] He's worshipped and served by angels (1:6-7), [3] He's sovereign over the kingdom of men (1:8-12), and [4] He's sovereign over angels (1:13-14).

Since considering 1:4—2:18 all at once would do injustice to this great letter, we'll only consider the first two points of verses 4-9 today. {Since I ended up going thru v. 9, now the above sadly doesn't fit.} So…

Jesus, according to 1:1-3, is our new and eternal Prophet, Priest, and King…

VERSE 4:

…having become better than the angels, as He has by inheritance obtained a more excellent name than they.

The phrase "having become better" implies that Jesus was, at one time, human, which, of course, corresponds with our thoughts on verse 3 the other day—that when Paul spoke of Jesus being the exact replica of God, He was referring to Him in His human state. Anyway…

Later in 2:9, Paul wrote of Jesus as being "made a little lower than the angels for the suffering of death … that He … might taste death for everyone." In other words…
He had to become human in order to die for us, thereby fulfilling God's will and being made worthy of His inheritance.

The word "better" here refers to Jesus' superiority in position of authority. Now the question is…

Why did Paul deal with this idea here? Because the Jews boasted greatly in the Law of Moses which was given by the ministry of angels (cf. Deu. 33:2, Psa. 68:17, Gal. 3:19, & Acts 7:53); in fact, right here in this very context Paul acknowledged this truth, saying that the Old Law was "spoken through angels" (2:2).

Paul went on to say here in Hebrews 1:4 that Jesus "has, by inheritance, obtained a more excellent name than" the angels, which means that, as John 1:14 says of Jesus, He's "the only begotten of the Father," or, as the NIV says, "the one and only"; in other words, regardless of the honor in-volved in being an angel of God by creation or being a son of God by adoption, only Jesus possesses the unique relationship of being the literal Son of God. So what's the "name"? It's "Son."
VERSE 5:

For to which of the angels did He ever say, "You are My Son, today I have begotten You"? And again, "I will be to Him a Father, and He shall be to Me a Son"?
Paul first referred to Psalm 2, a Psalm which (according to ancient Jewish doctors of the Law) applies solely to the Messiah; besides, Peter applied the first three verses to Jesus in Acts 4:25-26. (Paul specifically quoted Psalm 2:7 here.)

When it says "today I have begotten You," the word "today" refers to the contents of Psalm 2:6 where God said of Jesus, "'I have set My King on My holy hill of Zion,'" while the word "begot-ten" refers to Jesus' resurrection—that which qualified Him to be that King of Zion.

How do I know that "begotten" refers to Jesus' resurrection? Because this same quote was alluded to by Paul in Acts 13:33-34 where he applied it that way: "'God … raised up Jesus…. As it is written in the second Psalm, "You are My Son, today I have begotten You."'" Also…
In Romans 1:4 Paul again wrote that Jesus was "declared to be the Son of God … by the resurrection from the dead." So the point here is that…

Jesus was demonstrated to be the prophesied Son of God who would be King by the fact that God raised Him from spiritual dead and seated Him as King over His own spiritual house (1:3 & 3:6); in other words, in this context, Jesus was begotten or born into spiritual life and the office of perpetual King. In fact…

In Colossians 1:18 Paul clearly stated that Jesus was "the firstborn from the dead that in all things He may have the preeminence." (There's that "all things" idea again.)
The second Old Testament passage Paul referred to here was a prophecy in 2 Samuel 7:4-17 or
1 Chronicles 17:4-15 (two accounts of the same incident). {For more info. on the apparent dis-crepancy between Solomon and Jesus, see MacKnight & Milligan.}

This prophecy from God to David concerned the coming of One who would build and preside over the house or temple of God "forever."
Although David's son, Solomon, built God's temple in Jerusalem, neither he nor anyone else in David's lineage, except Jesus Christ, fulfilled the prophecy of this passage in its totality. Why? Because, as we know, Solomon's temple and the entire city of Jerusalem has been destroyed.

VERSE 6:

But when He again brings the firstborn into the world, He says,
"Let all the angels of God worship Him."
"The firstborn" in this context was written as an obvious reference to Jesus. But what does the word "firstborn" mean? Well…

Normally, of course, it refers to “the male child who was born first”; so although Jesus was the only physically begotten child of God (John 3:16), He was also the firstborn of God’s children spiritually. We’ll get more into this beginning at 2:10 where Jesus is said to be the Leader of our salvation.

Other places, such as in Revelation 1:5 and Colossians 1:18, where Jesus is spoken of as first-born make it clear that it refers to Jesus being the firstborn of those resurrected from among the dead. Now…

Does that mean that He was the first to ever be resurrected physically? Of course not; we know there were others. Rather…

By raising Jesus who died a sin-death for all mankind (2 Cor. 5:21), God made Him who com-mitted no sin (1 Pet. 2:21) the first to rise to eternal life from among those who, through Adam (Rom. 5:14 & 1 Cor. 15), had been separated from God due to the sin they couldn’t rid them-selves of while on Earth. So…

Being the firstborn of those to be reconciled to God, Jesus became “the” preeminent One—the Captain, the King, the Heir of “all things,” the “all things” Jesus gladly shares with those of us who’ve been adopted as His brethren and God’s children into His House (cf. Rom. 8:29). Now…

Although some believe this verse was written in reference to Jesus' birth (His first coming), I be-lieve it was written in reference to His second coming. Here are a few reasons why I believe this:

The placement of the word "again" in the text leans towards this interpretation.

The word "brings" is in the future tense, future to this AD 63-65 epistle.

Jesus would already be the "firstborn" in resurrection-life at the time of this coming. And…

In the context of Deuteronomy 32:43 from whence this is taken (cf. center column reference), Moses was speaking about God's vengeance against His enemies; in other words, the type/anti-type idea here wouldn't work with reference to Jesus' first coming which was to die for our salvation, but it would work with reference to His second coming to take vengeance on His enemies. On the other hand…

If Paul had Psalm 97:7 in mind, then the context there lends toward the same conclusion, viz. that the reference is to the Messiah and His reign as King in His kingdom. (Cf. Milligan, p. 70 for notes on context of Psalm 97 and p. 71 for notes on "gods" being "angels"; also center column reference on Deu. 32:43.)
Besides, the only place in the Bible where I can find angels worshipping Jesus is at His second coming in vengeance (Rev. 5:11-12, cf. Php. 2:9-11), not at His birth. However…

Regardless of when this has reference to, the point here is that God would cause the angels to worship Jesus at that point. Why? Because Jesus is greater than the angels.

One more thing: as with 1:2, let's discuss the words "world" and "worlds" again for a moment.

The word "world" in 10:5 is the Greek term for "planet" (kosmos); the word "worlds" in 1:2 is the Greek term for "ages" (aion, where we get our word “eon”); and the word "world" here is the Greek term for a system of "people" (oikoumene, where we get our word “economy”). {Note: All of these Greek terms are used interchangeably at one time or another; but the meanings supplied here are what should always be considered first in interpretation.} So…

The idea here is that Jesus would come into possession of and rule an economy, a people, a kingdom of subjects (e.g., Luke 23:42).

VERSE 7:

And of the angels He says, "Who makes His angels spirits and His ministers a flame of fire."
The words "angels" and "ministers" are simply two words which refer to the same beings; the word for "angels" means messengers, while the word for "ministers" means servants and is the word from which we get "liturgy," the word used of the religious ministry of the Old Testament priests.

Since the Greek word for "spirits" can be translated as breaths, winds, or spirits, then (if the con-text helps) it must be translated according to context. So here's what I've determined…

I believe it should be translated as "winds." And here are a few reasons why I believe this.


Every other major translation translates it as winds.

The verb "makes" is present tense, meaning either that God is still in the business of creating these spirit-beings (something I can't find Scripture for), or that He uses them to create or to become winds or flames of fire (cf. Jud. 13:20, et. al.) or whatever He wishes.

The context of Psalm 104:4 (the verse Paul quoted here) speaks of natural phenomena, such as waters, clouds, and fire. So why not, then, translate "pneuma" as winds? But…

Whether its translated as "spirits" or "winds," the main point is still unmistakable: Jesus, the One who is the only begotten and the express image of God, the One who was crowned as King and is worshipped by angels (who are NOT allowed to be worshipped) is, therefore, superior to them.

VERSES 8-9:

But to the Son He says, "Your throne, O God, is forever and ever; a scepter of righteousness is the scepter of Your kingdom. You have loved righteousness and hated lawlessness; there-fore God, Your God, has anointed You with the oil of gladness more than Your companions."
Let's first note the status of Jesus here: He is "God": He's called "God" by God, God the Father, in both verses 8 and 9. Consider these syllogisms…



Major Premise: Only God is to be worshipped (Deu. 6:13 & Mat. 4:10). 

Minor Premise: Angels are commanded by God to worship Jesus (Heb. 1:6).

Conclusion: Jesus is God (i.e., He is deity or divine in His nature). Furthermore…

Major Premise: Only God is to be worshipped.

Minor Premise: Angels can NOT receive worship (Rev. 19:10 & 22:9).

Conclusion: Angels are not divine like Jesus.

The "throne" spoken of here is the one Jesus inherited from his forefather, King David.

God had promised David that his throne would last forever (Psa. 89:35-37); then later Gabriel told Mary that her Son would reign over His father David's throne forever, and to His kingdom there would be no end (Luke 1:32-33, cf. 2 Pet. 1:11). Besides…

David's throne (kingship) over physical Israel was merely a type of God's throne, the anti-type (cf. Acts 2:30 w/ Acts 2:33).

As is perfectly illustrated in Esther 4:11, the "scepter" was a sign of kingly authority; since Jesus obviously doesn't carry a literal scepter as earthly kings did, the point here is that His kingdom is governed with, by, or in perfect righteousness (Isa. 9:7).

The Greek word for "anoint" is the base term from which the word "Christ" is derived.


The word "Christ" (which, when translated, is "Messiah") means "the anointed One."

An anointing was usually an official, public ceremony when a prophet (1 Kgs. 19:16), a priest (Num. 3:3), or a king (1 Kgs. 1:34 & 39) was appointed to his particular office with a perfumed oil. (Ironically, a prophet and a priest anointed Solomon as David's successor in 1 Kings 1.)

Instead of being anointed with literal oil, Jesus was anointed with the Holy Spirit (Mat. 3:16), and not just to be king (Rev. 17:14), but also prophet (Deu. 18:15-18) and priest (Heb. 4:14).

The phrase "oil of gladness" brings to mind the festivities of joy that accompanied the coronation of a king; in Hebrews we see this joy in both the Son (who was crowned King) and in His Father (who crowned Him).

In Hebrews 12:2 we see the happiness of King Jesus when Paul wrote that Christ, "for the joy that was set before Him, endured the cross … and … sat down at the right hand of the throne of God.". And…

Here in 1:9 we read about the joy of the Father and how that He crowned His Son as King with more joy than He had ever crowned the previous kings of Israel (Christ's "companions"). And…

Surely we can't forget the words of Father-God when the Spirit descended upon Jesus: "'This is My beloved Son in whom I am well pleased'" (Mat. 3:17). Perhaps one reason for this is that Jesus was anointed, not only as King, but also as Prophet and Priest. Furthermore, speaking of joy…

This quote of Paul here in Hebrews is from Psalm 45 which depicts another occasion of joy; Psalm 45 is a wedding sonnet addressed to an Israelite king. So…

IN SUMMARY…

Jesus is superior to the angels because…
1.
He is God's Son, an angel is not;

2.
He is to be worshipped, an angel is not;

3.
He is served by angels, being neither below nor even equal to them;

4.
He is God, an angel is not; and…

5.
He was given an eternal kingdom to rule as its King, an angel was not.

[Tony E. Denton, 12/05.]
Hebrews 1:10-14
Hebrews 1:1-3 set forth that Jesus is our new, better, and eternal Prophet, Priest, and King.

Hebrews 1:4—2:18 discuss Jesus' superiority over angels, including those who had part in the revealing of God's Word in the Old Testament times; however, since I didn't want to do injustice to this lengthy passage by running through it quickly, we only examined 1:4-9 in our last study in which Paul began teaching that Jesus is superior to the angels. Now let's continue on with Paul's argumentation on this same topic by considering his quotation of Psalm 102:25-27.

VERSES 10-12:

"You, Lord, in the beginning laid the foundation of the earth, and the heavens are the work of Your hands. They will perish, but You remain; and they will all grow old like a garment; like a cloak You will fold them up, and they will be changed. But You are the same, and Your years will not fail."
As we’re prone to do when we aren’t very careful to place ourselves in the shoes of the recipients of the New Testament letters, people today generally interpret this passage literally; however, I want to share with you why this is actually alluding … not to the extinction of our literal world, but … to the removal of the Jewish world. In other words, Paul wrote about the removal of the Old Covenant world and its replacement by the New Covenant world. So…

Let's consider the three contexts: the remote context (the Bible), the adjacent context (the Hebrew letter and the paragraph surrounding the text), and the immediate context (the passage itself).

The Remote Context reveals that "the heaven(s) and the earth" are used together numerous times to refer to the government or the "world" of the Old Covenant people; after all, like various other Bible covenants, it was a covenant between God in Heaven and men on Earth.

God once reminded the Israelites of His covenant with them by saying, "'I am the Lord your God, who divided the [Red] sea [when they were baptized unto Moses [1 Cor. 10]…. I have put My words in your mouth; I have covered you with the shadow of My hand that I may plant the heavens, lay the foundations of the earth, and say to Zion, "You are My people"'" (Isa. 51:15-16).

In the same context when prophesying about His New Law to come, God said that "'law will proceed from Me, and I will make My justice rest as a light of the peoples. My righteousness is near, My salvation has gone forth, and My arms will judge the peoples; the coastlands will wait upon Me, and on My arm they will trust. Lift up your eyes to the heavens, and look on the earth beneath. For the heavens will vanish away like smoke, the earth will grow old like a garment, and those who dwell in it will die in like manner; but My salvation will be forever, and My righteousness will not be abolished [like the Law]'" (Isa. 51:4-6). Again…

When promising the establishment of a New Covenant with a new people, God said, "'I [will] create new heavens and a new earth,'" and "'the new heavens and the new earth which I will make shall [unlike the old H. & E.] remain before Me'" (65:17 & 66:22). Incidentally…

In Isaiah 65 God had predicted that the new creation (the new covenant and new Jerusalem) would come when Israel had filled the measure of her sin and was destroyed (v. 7). And when did that occur? AD 70, of course.

Jesus said to the Jews, "'You are sons of those who murdered the prophets. Fill up then the measure of your fathers' guilt'" (Mat. 23:31b-32); then, after referring to their im-pending demise, He said, "'Assuredly I say to you, all these things will come upon this generation…. See! Your house is left to you desolate'" (vv. 36 & 38).

A few verses later Jesus spoke more at length of this approaching doom by predicting the fall of Israel's world—their heaven and earth—when He said that "'the powers of the heavens will be shaken'" (24:29) and "'this generation will by no means pass away till all these things are fulfilled. Heaven and earth will pass away, but My words will by no means pass away'" (24:34-35). Parenthetically speaking…

(I find it interesting that in Genesis 2:4, immediately after God created Adam [he who would head-up God’s people on Earth], the inspired writer wrote that “These are the generations of the heavens and earth when they were created, in the day that the Lord God made the earth and the heavens,” KJV. Is this just coincidental? Or is there perhaps some connection? Anyway…)

In Luke's account of this warning, he recorded Jesus as saying that "'These are the days of vengeance that all things which are written may be fulfilled'" (21:22); and what's even more interesting is that, when one puts all this together, Matthew 5:17-18 makes perfect sense: "'Do not think that I came to destroy the Law or the Prophets. I did not come to destroy but to fulfill. For assuredly I say to you, till heaven and earth pass away, one jot or one tittle will by no means pass from the Law till all is fulfilled.'" (Cf. NCV.) I.e…

Jesus wasn’t talking about the physical world, but about the covenant world of the Jews; see, since Jesus said that heaven and Earth couldn’t pass away until the law was fulfilled, then … since the material world still exists … He wasn’t talking about it—He was talking about the Jewish system. 
It's also important to note that Psalm 102 itself (the passage Paul quoted) implies that he was referring to something that would occur ON Earth not TO Earth; i.e., he wasn't referring to the extinction of the world: the verse following Paul's quote, says, "The children of Your servants will continue; their descendents will be established before You" (v. 28; cf. v. 18).

Moving on to The Adjacent Context, notice how all this information from the remote context corresponds to the book of Hebrews in general.

Hebrews, if you remember, was written to … yes, Hebrews, Jews—God's Old Covenant people who had become His New Covenant people, a people who were being relentlessly pressured to turn back to Judaism by Judaizers. And…

To these Hebrews, Paul spoke of the fulfillment of numerous prophecies concerning the change of covenants.

In 12:18 & 22 he wrote, "You have not come to the mountain that may be touched and that burned with fire [Mt. Sinai]…. But you have come to Mount Zion and to the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem." Then…

In verses 26-28 he wrote, "Now He has promised, saying, 'Yet once more I shake not only earth, but also heaven.' Now this, 'Yet once more,' indicates the removal of those things that are being shaken, as of things that are made, that the things which cannot be shaken may remain. Therefore, since we are receiving a kingdom that cannot be shaken, let us have grace by which we may serve God acceptably" (fulfilling Joel 3:16-17). So…

The book of Hebrews itself verifies that Paul not only knew about how "the heavens and Earth" phrase became a Hebraism denoting a government or covenant world, but he also used it in this manner. So, continuing to move-in on our text…




Notice some things about the nearby context of 1:10-12.



Let's compare 2:2-3 with 12:25.

"If the word spoken through angels proved steadfast and every transgression and disobedience received a just reward, how shall we escape if we neglect so great a salvation?"

"See that you do not refuse Him who speaks. For if they did not escape who refused Him who spoke on Earth, much more shall we not escape if we turn away from Him who speaks from Heaven."

Not only is there an unmistakable correlation, but the contexts of both passages are similar in subject-matter as well: both of these statements are made in the contexts of the heavens and Earth ideology.

Consider the statement of 1:14 about how the angels worked for those who would inherit salvation; surely that was meant to apply to people on Earth. Right?

One more thing here: this interpretation also perfectly fits with our comments on 1:2 and 1:6 concerning the different ways the word "world" is used in Hebrews as well as else-where: 1:2 speaks of how God orchestrated the ages for His redemptive purpose, while 1:6 speaks of the citizens of King Jesus' kingdom age; then, in 2:5 Paul stated that "the world [kingdom, 1:6] to come" of which he spoke (in his time before AD 70), would, unlike the old covenant kingdom, NOT be managed by angels (cf. 2:5, etc.). Lastly…

Let's move on to The Immediate Context of Hebrews 1:10-12, taken from Psalm 102:25-27.

In this passage itself there are also hints that Paul had the covenant world, not the literal world in mind.

The phrase "in the beginning" (v. 10) is not as definite as the same phrase found in Genesis 1:1 (in Hebrew or Greek); it actually merely means "of old" (which, by the way, is the way it's rendered in Psalm 102:25); i.e., the phrase could take one all the way back to creation, or it could simply take him back to the formation of something a few generations before, e.g. the covenant with Abraham and/or to Moses. Besides…

The part of Psalm 102 that Paul quoted is a verse of hope being sung just before Israel's restoration to Zion after being held captive in Babylon, a type which perfectly fits the anti-type of how mankind was enslaved in sin before Jesus brought complete redemp-tion, not only by ratifying a new covenant, but also by removing the old one AD 70.

The ideas in verses 11-12 of the heavens and Earth perishing, growing old, being rolled up, and changed are found later in 8:13 where no one I know disagrees Paul was speaking about the passing away of the Old Law and the coming in of the New Law: "In that He says, 'A new covenant' [quoting Jeremiah], He has made the first obsolete. Now what is becoming obsolete and growing old is ready to vanish away." (Incidentally, the only other place the term for “rolled up” is used in the NT is in Rev. 6:12-17 which perfectly parallels Mat. 24 & Luke 21.)

In Second Corinthians 3:7-13, Paul, again in the context of the New Law supplanting the Old Law, spoke of how that the Old Law was (at the time he wrote) "passing away" while the New Law (which was in existence simultaneously with the Old Law for that generation) would remain. Likewise…

Jesus said that the heavens and Earth (the Old Law) would pass away, but His words (the New Law) would remain (Mat. 24:35); i.e., it would endure the shaking which that generation would experience (Mat. 24:34). {MacKnight: "change" also means "exchange."}

VERSE 13:

But to which of the angels has He ever said, "Sit at My right hand till I make Your enemies Your footstool."
In the Greek, the word for "sit" here is in the present tense, meaning that it would be better understood as to "be sitting" or "remain seated," expressing permanency.

Jesus sat down (past tense) in verse 3, and He was meant to continue sitting; in fact, in the same Psalm we find another quote that Paul referred to in 5:6 which speaks of Jesus as being the High Priest "forever."

Verse 13 is the crowing argument of Paul as to why Jesus is superior to angels: the fact that on Jesus was conferred the highest of all honors possible—to sit, and remain seated, at the right hand of God—proves beyond dispute that Jesus is superior to every being in existence, except God Himself, and then the only difference seems to be in position of authority (cf. 1 Cor. 15:28).
Listen to Daniel 7:13-14, noting how it fits into the context of our study; Daniel described his prophetic vision like this: "Behold, One like the Son of Man, coming with the clouds of heaven! He came to the Ancient of Days, and they brought Him near before Him. Then to Him was given dominion and glory and a kingdom that all peoples, nations, and languages should serve Him. His dominion was an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away, and His kingdom the one which shall not be destroyed."

Peter wrote that "Jesus Christ … has gone into Heaven and is at the right hand of God, angels and authorities and powers having been made subject to Him" (1 Pet. 3:22).


A question about verse 13 is, "Who exactly are the enemies?" [Notice "enemies" is plural.]

According to Jesus Himself, His enemies at least included the Jews who rejected Him.

Speaking in a prophetic parable about them, He said, "'Bring here those enemies of mine who did not want me to reign over them, and slay them before Me'" (Luke 19:27); then in Luke 20:17-19 when speaking to the chief priests and scribes, Jesus spoke of how He, as the chief cornerstone, would grind His rejecters to powder.

In Philippians 3:18 Paul wrote of the unbelieving Jews as "enemies of the cross of Christ" (cf. Rom. 11:28 & Rev. 3:9 where Jesus called Judaism the synagogue of Satan—the enemy).

The only other item I know of that might be included as an enemy would be found in First Corinthians 15:26 which literally reads, “The last enemy being rendered powerless is [spiritual] death.” I added “spiritual” due to the context of this verse, such as Paul’s statement that the sting of death is sin, and the strength of sin is the Law (v. 56).
 As far as the "footstool" idea here goes, it's an allusion to the ancient custom of putting the foot on the neck of a defeated enemy (cf. Jsh. 10:22-25); some of the more haughty victors used their defeated enemies as footstools from which to mount their horses.

In 10:12-13 Paul wrote of Jesus that "this Man, after He had offered one sacrifice for sins forever, sat down at the right hand of God, from that time waiting till His enemies are made His footstool."

VERSE 14:

Are they not all ministering spirits sent forth to minister for those who will inherit salvation?
The word "they" here refers back to "angels" in verse 13.

The word "all" was probably used in order to emphasize that even the highest ranking angel is still subject to Christ (1 Pet. 3:22), and, in a sense, even to those in His kingdom (cf. 2:5); after all, it does say here that angels ministered for those who were about to inherit salvation.

As mentioned in our study of verse 7, the original word for "minister" comes from a word which referred to the work of the Old Testament priests for the people of God.

Notice it says that the angels were "sent forth," which, first of all, means sent repeatedly, not just once, and, second of all, implies that Jesus was the One with the authority to send, while they, as servants, were merely the ones who were sent.

The word "for" means "for the sake of"; i.e., angels weren't sent to minister TO Christians, but FOR Christians; so this verse doesn't support the idea that each Christian has a personal angel.

The word "will" literally means "about to"; i.e., perhaps with all the work the angels did for the first century Christians in Revelation) the angels spoken of here were being sent repeatedly during this period of transition for those who were on the verge of inheriting the full salvation of God's redemp-tive plan AD 70 (cf. Eph. 1:10-14). So…

By returning to the Old Law, they would, in essence, be going back to a law which came through the agency of mere angels, angels who were under the authority of Christ, the One those Christians were being pressed to leave; interesting, in the context of Paul's discussion to the Colossians about the Judaizers, Paul warned them to not be carried away into the worship of angels (Col. 2:18). They needed to cling to the substance, not the shadow (cf. Col. 2:17). So…

Jesus is superior to angels because He is unchanging from everlasting to everlasting, He corresponds to "Jehovah" in Psalm 102:25, and upon Him, and Him only, was conferred the highest of all honors—to sit, and remain seated, at the right hand of God!                                              

 [T. E. Denton; 12/06.]

Hebrews 2:1-4
Although Paul was not finished with his contrast of Jesus with angels (something he continued through the end of chapter 2), he paused at the beginning of this chapter long enough to provide his first of seven warnings in this letter. (These warnings were listed in our introductory lesson.)

The word "therefore" in 2:1 tells us that this warning to these Jewish Christians was based on what he had already said in chapter 1, namely that since God had appointed Jesus as their Prophet, Priest, and King, it was necessary that they reverse the backsliding course they were on!

VERSE 1:

We must give the more earnest heed to the things we have heard lest we drift away.
The word "must" is from a word which means "it's a necessity"; the word wasn't used in the sense of being required by command, but what's required by eternal self-preservation.

The word for "heed" is from a word which means "to hold the mind to" or "to mind" something. (They needed to give closer attention than they were, cf. Heb. 5:11b-12.)

This word was commonly used for bringing a boat to land, as if one had a rope attached to a boat and was pulling it in to safety. Interestingly…

This word is translated as "beware" in Matthew 7:15, indicating that there's danger in the path of the one who isn't minding his course.

"The things we have heard," of course, refer to the Good News of salvation through Jesus; that for which they had hoped and prayed for generations had finally arrived!

Although correctly rendered, due to the context I don't believe the clause, "lest we drift away," reveals to us today the true intensityof meaning that Paul's original audience saw in it; in other words, I don't believe he was referring to a mere absent-mindedness, such as drifting along like tumbleweed that has no mind of its own, but to a purposeful releasing of themselves from their ties to Jesus, resulting in the danger of being swept away into the same destruction that the Jews who had never accepted Christ in the first place were headed for. In fact…

The original term for “drift” was used to describe a river that flowed away from and escaped its natural channel, usually due to flooding; and that fits the picture in Revelation 12:15 where persecution is pictured as coming against the church like a flood. Anyway…

The clause, "lest we drift away," tells us that these Jewish brethren had recognized and accepted that God's redemptive plan was being fulfilled in their lifetime through Jesus, but (due to pres-sure from the Judaizers) they had begun to let it slip from their grasp.

The original term for “drift” was also used in reference to someone who let something slip his mind, which, incidentally, connects this word with the word for "heed"; it seems to me that, because of the flood of persecution in their time, they were like the man of James 1:23-24 who saw himself in the mirror of God's Word, but then purposely turned away in order to forget what he saw.

Notice in this verse that not only did Paul clearly imply that one can lose his salvation, but that he must also do something to keep it.

These brethren were admonished to not be like dead wood that's swept away to its destruction, but like powerful ships, fighting the current of their generation. In fact…

Jesus Himself warned them to "'strive [as if swimming upstream] to enter through the narrow gate'" (Luke 13:24), and Peter warned them to be saved from their generation (Acts 2:40).

VERSE 2-3a:

For if the word spoken through angels proved steadfast, and every transgression and dis-obedience received a just reward, how shall we escape if we neglect so great a salvation…
The word "if" here means "since."

"The word spoken through angels," as mentioned in our study of verse 4, refers primarily to the Law being given from God to Moses through angels (cf. Acts 7:30, 38, & 52-53).

It says "the word" was "proven." But how? Through all the miracles that attended it (cf. Acts 7:30, 35-36, & Heb. 12:18-21 & 25-26).

The word for "steadfast" is from a word which means "valid"—from God—and therefore "reliable."

The word for "transgression" refers to a stepping over the line, which is done when one, as Romans 2:23 translates it, breaks the law; this is the sin of commission, where one, in a rebellious spirit, refuses to be bound by one or more laws.

The word for "disobedience" refers to a refusal to listen, to discover what is expected of him (as if "ignorance is bliss"); this is the sin of omission, where one, in a spirit of rebellion, purposely allows information to "drift" by him. The Bible often uses "hearing" and "obeying" interchangeably.

Exodus 15:26 has God saying to the Jews to "'diligently heed the voice of the Lord your God and do what is right in His sight, give ear to His commandments and keep all His statutes.'"
Jeremiah 35:16-17 has God saying of the Jews that "'this people has not obeyed Me…. I have spoken to them but they have not heard.'"

Matthew 18:17 has Jesus saying about a rebellious Christian that "'if he refuses to hear the church, let him be to you [as] a heathen and a tax collector.'"

In Acts 7:57-58 we have a perfect example of people who refuse to hear: concerning those who murdered Stephen it reads, "They cried out with a loud voice, stopped their ears, and ran at him with one accord; and they cast him out of the city and stoned him."

Jeremiah 32:23 is an example of both sins listed here in Hebrews 2:2: the weeping prophet, Jeremiah, when praying to God for his people said, "'They have not hearkened to Your voice or walked in Your law.'" (It’s interesting that most versions replace “hear-kened” with “obey.”)
The words for "just reward" refer to the payment of right wages, giving one what he's earned or what's coming to him, whether good or bad (cf. Rom. 6:23).

Obviously in this context it's referring to punishment that fits the crime (cf. Rom. 3:8), some-thing that only God (who created man and the law man should live by) would have correct knowledge of. (The Old Testament is a treatise to just punishments and rewards, and our country should take note.) So…

What was just punishment for Jews who hardened their hearts against God? (See 1 Cor. 10:5-11 & Heb. 3:8-9 & 15-17.)

How about those who reject the New Law of Christ? (See Heb. 9:28-29.)

The question "How shall we escape?" was obviously a rhetorical one to those Jewish Christians, a question that demanded a negative answer: "We cannot escape." This was something they had learned over the centuries (or should’ve), or at least this was Paul’s point anyway.

The word for "neglect" takes us back to the idea of allowing something to just drift by or away; in other words, by losing their faith and gradually releasing themselves from their ties to Jesus, they would end up with no recourse, no way to secure their salvation before it was too late, especially since the time was very close. Let me explain what I mean…

The "salvation" Paul spoke of here didn't just refer to the purging of their sin as referred to in 1:3 which was to be fulfilled in its totality at Jerusalem's imminent destruction, but it also referred to their salvation from that destruction of the Jews. Why do I think this? Because…

Firstly, he had just referred to the physical punishments of the Jews under the Old Testament, most of which, of course, resulted in eternal punishment since death was involved. But…

Secondly, in Hebrews 10, where he essentially expanded upon Hebrews 2:2-3, Paul warned of the coming Jewish destruction which was prophesied of in the Old Testament and which, again of course, would include their eternal destruction.

After talking about how God would forget the sins of those who had accepted and stuck it out with Christ in verse 17, he went on to apply a prophecy of Moses about the Jews' de-struction to their time, saying, "…" (10:26b-30); incidentally, this fits right in there with Peter's words already alluded to in Acts 2:40: "'Save yourselves from this generation'" (cf. Mat. 24:34).
Another reason we can know this was specifically or primarily referring to Judaism's end is that Paul also applied to his generation a prophecy about that end from Habakkuk 2:3-4, saying, "'Yet a little while, and He who is coming will come and will not tarry.'" (Incidentally, the phrase "a little while" comes from an original phrase which literally means, "in a very, very short time"; some versions, such as the New English Bible, recognize this: "'For soon, very soon, He who is to come will come, and He will not delay.'")

(It's just very important that we remember, as we study this and other New Testament let-ters, that these brethren lived during the very crossroads of God's redemptive plan.) Now…

Exactly how was this salvation "great"? Well, this could be answered in a lot of ways from other Scriptures, but since Paul went on to describe what he was thinking about in this particular context, let's read on.

VERSE 3b:

…which at first began to be spoken by the Lord and was confirmed to us by those who heard Him...
The word "which" is, obviously, a reference to the great salvation of the previous clause. E.g…

This great salvation "first began to be spoken by the Lord" Jesus when He roamed the Earth.

This doesn't mean that salvation had never even been spoken of before, for it had through numerous prophecies as far back as Adam and Eve (Gen. 3:15); it's just that it was a mystery, something not real clear, until, as Paul put, Jesus "brought life and immortality to light through the Gospel" (2 Tim. 1:10). But…

Since their salvation at this time would include their deliverance from Jerusalem’s destruction, it could also be considered great from that standpoint. So…

Another positive contrast of Jesus to the angels is that the message of angels was given in a shroud of mystery, while the message of Christ was given in the clarity of crystal. Besides that…

It was "confirmed," a word which means the same thing as the phrase "proven steadfast" (v. 2).

The phrase "those who heard Him" is an obvious reference to the apostles who followed Jesus from the time of His baptism to the time of His crucifixion (cf. 1 John 1:1-3 & 2 Pet. 1:16-18). Now…

Since Paul had brought up how the Old and unclear Law provided by angels was confirmed as truly from God to their satisfaction by miracles, so he went on to write of how the New and clear Law provided by Christ and His apostles was likewise confirmed through various miracles.

VERSE 4:

…God also bearing witness both with signs and wonders, with various miracles, and gifts of the Holy Spirit, according to His own will?
The phrase "God also bearing witness" doesn't mean that God was bearing witness separate and apart from Jesus and the apostles, but along with, through, or by means of them. So…

When Jesus or a lone apostle needed a second witness as the law required (Deu. 19:15, et. al.), God was there to be that substantiating Witness. Incidentally…

Referring to the witness of miracles by God for the apostles, Jesus told the apostles that He (who is also God) would be their Witness to the end of the age (Mat. 28:20). (How do I know this was in reference to miracles? Because of Mark's parallel account in 16:17-18; I have some good charts in the PowerPoint form of this lesson.)

The word "both" here was confusing for me until I got to really looking at the original language.

I couldn't figure out how the word "both" (which concerns two things) fit in this verse with at least three things, namely signs, wonders, and miracles. But…

Once I scrutinized the Greek, I discovered that the word actually modifies Jesus and the apostles in the previous clause; in other words, God bore witness to BOTH Jesus and His apostles by means of signs, wonders, and various miracles.
The clause "with signs and wonders, with various miracles" actually simply means "with signs and wonders and various miracles"; incidentally, this same list, though in reverse order, can also be found in Acts 2:22.

From my studies, it doesn't seem to be the case that signs, wonders, and miracles were differ-ent feats that were performed, but words picturing different things accomplished by supernatur-al feats in the eyes of the audience. For example…

To one person the healing of a lame man would be a "sign"—a miraculous proof of the authority of the miracle-worker. 

To another person the healing of a lame man would be a "wonder"—something that got his attention in order to hear what the miracle-worker had to say. And still…

To another person the healing of a lame man would be a "miracle"—a work from God, the only One who has the power to perform such super-natural feats.

Another way to put this is that supernatural occurrences can be described as "signs" in their purpose (affecting the intellect), "wonders" in their nature (affecting the emotions), and "miracles" in their origin (producing faith). Speaking of "origin"…

The term for "miracles" (being the word from which we get “dynamite”) actually refers to "powers," powers of God; Jesus and the apostles always gave glory to God for the power that worked in and through them.

The word "gifts" here has reference to the idea of distribution; in other words, the Holy Spirit had and used the authority to distribute the various miraculous gifts, something that was written about at length in First Corinthians 12:4-11.

Not that it matters, but since the word "gifts" here refers to the distribution of the various miracu-lous powers by the Holy Spirit, and since First Corinthians 12:11 says that the Spirit did the distri-buting as He willed, then I'm going to take the phrase, "according to His own will" here, as referring to the Holy Spirit, not God.

Concerning the Holy Spirit, something someone wrote that I found interesting is that Moses, with all the miracles he performed (e.g., Deu. 34:11), never heard of the Holy Spirit, at least not as far as we know; the Holy Spirit seems to be peculiar to the New Testament age. So…

Due to all the wondrous ways in which Jesus transcends the prophets and the angels (including, as discussed in chapter 1, His being the perfect Savior), they were expected to not only be more grateful to God than ever before, but also to demonstrate their gratefulness more than ever before by not neglecting that which God had given them at such great sacrifice! As Jesus Himself once said, "'To whom much is given, from him much will be required [or expected]'" (Luke 12:48).

Because they had begun to lose their determination under the pressure of Judaizers to return to the Law of Moses, Paul essentially told them that if there was ever a time in their Jewish history that they needed to pay attention to their relationship to God, that time was now!

[Tony Denton, 1/06]
Hebrews 2:5-11

As we approach Hebrews 2:5-18, let's recall, in brief, mankind's history.

God created man on the last day of creation (Gen. 1:27 & 31).


He gave him dominion over the earth (Gen. 1:26 & 28). And…


God had a physical relationship with man (Gen. 3:8). Then…

Satan came on the scene, tempted man, and man sinned (Gen. 3:1-19).


Man lost his dominion to Satan (Luke 4:5-7). And…

He lost his relationship to God because of sin (cf. Isa. 59:2). So, as we'll see in the remainder of Hebrews chapter two, because no man could be perfect enough to be a suitable sacrifice…

God, through Jesus, became a man, lived a perfect human life, and died the perfect human sacri-fice, thereby regaining man's dominion and relationship to God; the difference, however, is that the physical dominion and relationship Adam and Eve possessed was transformed into something solely spiritual in nature.

So far in Hebrews, Paul has referred to Jesus as being God (1:1-6), as being King of a new kingdom (1:7-9), and as exchanging the old world with a new one which brought a great salvation not to be neglected (1:10—2:4). Now, speaking of that new world (heavens and earth), he wrote in chapter 2…

VERSE 5:

For He has not put the world to come, of which we speak, in subjection to angels.
The word "for" here makes the warning of 2:1-4 a connector between chapter 1:1-14 and 2:5-18; in other words, 2:5-18 is presenting even more reason why they should not forsake Christ—that reason being that only through Christ would man's dominion and relationship be restored—after all, the fullness of the kingdom was called "'the times of restoration'" by Peter (Acts 3:19-21).

As mentioned back in our study of 1:6, the Greek term for "world" here is not the word for "planet" or the word for "age," but oikoumene (from whence we get “economy”), a term that refers to "a certain people" a certain age of our planet, a kingdom of citizens (cf. Luke 23:42).

According to Greek Lexicons, the original root term for the phrase "to come" (mello) means "about to come" or "at the point of coming"; yes, it is a relative term, but if it ever does refer to a time outside of one’s own generation, then it’s the exception to the rule. So…


Let's notice how this word is translated in a few places in the NKJV.

Speaking of seconds, John wrote, "I was about to write" (Rev. 10:4).


Speaking of minutes, Luke wrote, "As the day was about to dawn" (Acts 27:33).


Speaking of hours, Luke wrote that "the seven days were almost ended" (Acts 21:27).

Speaking of anywhere from a few days to several months, Jesus warned the church at Ephesus to "'strengthen the things that … are ready to die'" (Rev. 3:2).



In Hebrews alone this word is used at least ten times; for examples…




1:14: "those who will [are about to] inherit salvation."




6:5: "the powers of the age [about] to come."




9:11: "Christ came as High Priest of the good things [about] to come."




10:1: "the law, having a shadow of the good things [about] to come."




10:27: "fiery indignation which will [is about to] devour the adversaries.




13:14: "here we have no continuing city, but we seek the one [about] to come."

Interestingly, every time the phrase "about to" is found in the NKJV in reference to time (23 times), it's translated from the Greek word mello. Romans 15:19 is the only other time "about to" is found, and there it has reference to a preaching circuit.
So the whole phrase "the world to come" referred to the new heavens and earth, the new world or kingdom of Christ in which could be found the great salvation.

There were two “worlds” during this transition period: the Jewish and the Christian—the one that was going to win out (cf. Gal. 4:21-31).

Here are some of the differing phrases by which this kingdom is called in the New Testament: the Jerusalem from above (Gal. 4:26), the kingdom of Christ (Eph. 5:5), the world to come (Heb. 2:5), a heavenly country (Heb. 11:16), the heavenly Jerusalem (Heb. 12:22), Mt. Zion (Heb. 12:22), city of the living God (Heb. 12:22), the new heavens and earth (Rev. 21:1), the new Jerusalem coming down out of heaven (Rev. 21:2), and many others.

The original word for the phrase "in subjection" refers to an economy, a system of administration, which, of course, corresponds perfectly to the original term (oikoumene) for "world" here—a kingdom of subjects; after all, subjects are those who are “in subjection.” So…

Already working our way into the thoughts of our introduction, the kingdom that Jesus died to establish for man's salvation would not be under the dominion of angels like the kingdom of the Old Testament; it, as originally intended, would under man's dominion, i.e. not administered (or preached) by angels, but by man.

VERSES 6-8b:

But one testified in a certain place [Psa. 8:4-6], saying, "What is man that You are mindful of him or the son of man that You take care of him? You made him a little lower than the angels; You crowned him with glory and honor and set him over the works of Your hands. You have put all things in subjection under his feet." For in that He put all in subjection under him, He left nothing that is not put under him.

First of all, though I have thought otherwise at times, this passage refers to humanity, not to Jesus. Why? For at least four reasons…

1.
The original word for "man" here is not the Greek word (aner) for an individual "man" (like Jesus), but the Greek word (anthropos) for "mankind."

2.
Psalm 8:4-6 is about mankind in general, because it goes on to refer to his creation.
3.
The question "What is man that You (God) are mindful of and care about him?" clearly implies that a class of beings less than God is under consideration. And…

4.
The contrasting word "but" between verses 8 and 9 indicates that Jesus became part of mankind in order for man to regain his dominion/relationship to God lost in Adam. So…

The phrase "the son of man" here is not a reference to Jesus, but a reference to the earthly nature of the children of Adam—human, of the dust of the earth; in fact, this phrase is used numerous times to refer to humanity and not the Christ: one such place is in a parallel Psalm (144:3): “Lord, what is man that You take knowledge of him? Or the son of man that You are mindful of him? Man is like a breath; his days are like a passing shadow.”

The phrase "take care" is from the Greek word episcopos, the word from which the Episcopal church gets its name and which is translated as "overseer" (Acts 20:28) and "bishop" (1 Pet. 2:25); this care-taking is the result of God's mindfulness of man.
The clause "You made him a little lower than the angels" is defined by verse 9 to mean (at least in part) that man is capable of dying, while angels are not: "Jesus … was made a little lower than the angels for the suffering of death."

The sentence "You have put all things in subjection under his feet" means, more literally, "You put (not ‘have put’) all things in subjection under his feet." This is important because…

Unlike the way it reads in English, taking it this way doesn't necessitate that those things are still under man's feet. Besides…

Verse 8 goes on to say that things are not under man, at least not at the time of Paul's writing.

To say that "He left nothing that is not put under him" means that mankind was, in the beginning, meant to be the very highest of all beings on the planet, the only one with a special relationship to his Creator; but since he fouled that up big time, this relationship would have to be restored through Christ. So notice the rest of verse 8 and as well as verse 9 in this respect.

VERSES 8c-9:

But now we do not yet see all things put under him. But we see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the angels, for the suffering of death crowned with glory and honor, that He, by the grace of God, might taste death for everyone.
Based on the original Greek, the Diaglott renders verse 8c as, "but, at present, we do not see that all things have actually been placed under Him." In other words…

 Paul was implying that this Psalm was actually an indirect prediction of what would be restored 
—the very thing these brethren were ‘about to’ witness: the time when mankind, thru Jesus, could regain sinlessness (not as animals that were sacrificed for him, but) by choice. See…

As one studies and compares Psalm 8 with this text, he discovers wherein at least part of man’s dominion had lain: unlike animals, Adam was (to be) holy (in the sense of sinless) by choice, an idea that Paul later brought up again in 8:10-11. So, being helplessly lost…
Paul wrote, "we see Jesus!" Jesus, as a man, was the answer to man's dilemma—He would restore what man lost (cf. Acts 3:19-21); incidentally, since this is the first time the name of the person Paul has been describing for 20+ verses is mentioned in this letter, it seems that Paul was building up to this very statement—"we see Jesus!"

"Jesus … was made a little lower than the angels, for the suffering of death."

Verse 14 puts it like this: "As the children have partaken of flesh and blood, He [Jesus] Himself likewise shared in the same, that through death He might destroy him who had the power of death, that is, the devil." And…

Verse 17 puts it like this: "He had to be made like His brethren … to make propitiation for the sins of the people." So…

Not only was/is Jesus God and the Son of God and King and Savior, but He was also … at one time and in order to bring about the great salvation … a man.

In this context, being "crowned with glory and honor" likely corresponds to the idea just discussed, namely the idea of being holy &/or sinless; i.e., by His own will and as a man, Jesus died sinless. (Besides, in the original it’s “having been crowned”; and in Psalm 8 man’s crown of honor and his dominion are interlaced.) 

The phrase "taste death" simply means to "experience death," but it’s apparent origin is from one of the various forms of execution: Socrates, for example, was forced to drink from a cup of poison.

In the context of some of the very same ideas (1 Cor. 15:24-28), First Corinthians 15:21-22 and
45 & 47-49 read, "So you see, just as death came into the world through a man, Adam, now the resurrection of the dead has begun through another man, Christ. Everyone dies because all of us are related to Adam, the first man. But all who are related to Christ, the other man, will be given new life (NLT). … So it is written, “The first man Adam became a living being”; the last Adam a life-giving spirit…. The first man was of the dust of the earth, the second man from Heaven. As was the earthly man, so are those who are of the earth; and as is the man from Heaven, so also are those who are of Heaven. And just as we have borne the likeness of the earthly man, so shall we bear the likeness of the man from Heaven (NIV).
The last Adam, Jesus, gained the victory through the blood of His cross over the serpent under whose attack the first Adam had gone down in defeat, dragging down with him the entire human race of which he was the head. But…

The last Adam, being sinless and raising Himself out from under that awful thing called “death” made it possible for the saints of all ages to share in His glory. (Cf. Rom. 5:12-19.)

VERSE 10:

For it was fitting for Him, for whom are all things and by whom are all things, in bringing many sons to glory, to make the Author of their salvation perfect through sufferings.
As a defense against Judaizers who said such things as, "'We have heard from the law that the Christ remains forever. So how can You say, "The Son of Man must be lifted up?"'" (John 12:34), Paul simply said because "it was fitting."

This phrase probably means that because of the justice and mercy within God's nature, this is the way He chose to save us, regardless of whether we understand it or not. Besides…

Paul argued that their own law prophesied of it as occurring in this manner: in Hebrews 10:5-7 he wrote, "Christ, when He came into the world, said [to His Father], 'You did not want animal sacrifices and grain offerings, but You have given Me a body so that I may obey You. No, You were not pleased with animals burned on the altar or with other offerings for sin. … Look, I have come to do Your will, O God—just as it is written about Me in the Scriptures.'" (NLT). So since this is true that their own Scriptures spoke of this…

Why did the Jews say that they were taught from the law that their Messiah would live forever? Well, all we have to do is remember that they thought of the Messiah's kingdom as a physical kingdom, and since His kingdom was to never be destroyed, they also believed this Messiah from God would live forever, certainly not die on a cross!
The pronoun "Him" here is a undoubtedly a reference to God the Father (cf. v. 11a & "the One").

The "all things" here probably have reference to the next phrase—the "bringing many sons to glory,” reminiscent of Romans 8:29 where Paul said that Jesus would be “the firstborn of many brethren.”

The word "glory" is equal to the word "salvation" in the next clause, which means that through Christ man can be restored to his original glory—a relationship with his Creator apart from sin that separates them.

The word "bringing" may be better understood as "leading" in this context; after all, sort of like the pied piper, one does "bring" those he "leads." Incidentally…

The word "Author" comes from a word which literally means "leader" and was used to refer to "the commander of an army" who went ahead of his men, blazing the trail for them; this is why the old KJV translated it as "Captain." (Cf. Heb. 5:8-9, 6:20, & 12:2.)

By means of His suffering and death, Jesus was made "perfect" ("completely qualified"). So…

The Son of God preceded the saved on the road to Heaven; in fact, Jesus Himself said that He is the road (or way, John 14:6), and here in Hebrews (10:20) Paul spoke of Jesus as the new and living road (or way) into the presence of God, the road sprinkled with the blood of Jesus; in other words, Jesus is both the leader on the road and the road itself (cf. Isa. 35:8).

VERSE 11:

For both He who sanctifies and those who are sanctified are all of One, for which reason He is not ashamed to call them brethren.
The phrase "of One" literally means "out of one" source or "from one" origin—God the Father; in other words, since both Jesus and the saints (the "sons" of God in verse 10) can call God "Father" (Gal. 4:6), Jesus is not ashamed to call us His brethren. Ironically…

The word "brethren" here is from an original word that means "from the same womb," which, in this context, reminds me of Peter's words about the saints partaking of "the divine nature" (2 Pet. 1:4)—the same nature as Jesus, namely holiness (cf. “partakers of His holiness” in Heb. 12:10).

The point is that Jesus was not so divine that (as the Judaizers implied) He would NOT allow Himself to become a human and suffer the humiliation of dying on a cross—for that's exactly what He did do, and He isn't ashamed to call human saints His brethren. So God, the greatest being imaginable, is also the most humble imaginable—one of the many ironies about Yahweh that most Jews couldn’t seem to wrap their minds around.

Let's conclude with some of Paul's words to the Philippian Christians: Speaking of Jesus, he wrote, "Though He was God, He did not demand and cling to His rights as God. He made Himself nothing; He took the humble position of a slave and appeared in human form. And in human form He obediently humbled Himself even further by dying a criminal's death on a cross. Because of this God raised Him up to the heights of heaven and gave Him a name that is above every other name" (Php. 2:6-9, NLT).

[Tony Denton, 1/06; Updated 8/08.]
Hebrews 2:12-18

In the beginning, God created man in His own image and with dominion, a dominion that included a relationship with his Creator that none else on Earth possessed; however, God, in order to be loved by man without an innate compulsion (like animals) to do so, provided him with a free will, a free will, we recall, that he used to choose self over God. So…

Since man destroyed his relationship with his Creator by choosing to commit sin, and since through the thousands of years within the starlight and moonlight ages it was demonstrated that no mere human could restore that relationship, Jesus, God's Son, then came on the scene to repair it for him. So…

In our study of 2:5-11 we learned that Jesus is superior to angels because…

1.
He, as God and not an angel, became human in order to mend man's relationship to his Creator, thereby reestablishing his dominion.

2.
He was crowned as King over the kingdom which consists of those who desire that mended relationship with God through His Son (which, by the way, is the only way to have it).

Remember also, as we continue in our study of Hebrews chapter two, that most Jews had a really big problem, not only with God becoming a man, but also with Jesus being the fulfillment of the prophecies for their Messiah and King, especially since He died a criminal's death by crucifixion.

Hebrews 2:12-18 continue the same subject as we studied in 2:5-11, but conclude Paul's arguments for the superiority of Jesus over angels. So let's begin with…

VERSE 12:

"I will declare Your name to My brethren, in the midst of the congregation I will sing praise to You."
Since Paul just stated in verse 11 that Jesus isn't ashamed to call us His brethren, he went on to support his statement by the use of three Old Testament quotations, the first of which is from a well-known messianic verse (v. 22) from Psalm 22.

The Messiah was prophesied as saying to God, “I will declare Your name”; to proclaim one’s name simply means to speak to people about the character of the person behind the name.

The phrase “to My brethren” is obviously the phrase that Paul meant to emphasize here; just as David had written hundreds of years before, the coming Messiah would unashamedly worshipping a mutual Father (cf. “of One” in v. 11) with a set of siblings in the New Covenant age. (Incidentally, there’s no definite article before the word “congregation” in the original, making it actually read, “a congregation.”) And speaking of Jesus as worshipping with us…

Jesus Himself alluded to this idea a couple of times.
In Matthew 18:20 He said, "'Where two or three are gathered together in My name, I am there in the midst of them.'" And…

In Matthew 26:29 He said, "'I will not drink of this fruit of the vine from now on until that day when I drink it new with you in My Father's kingdom.'"



{Note to self: For arguments proving that this singing occurred in the church after Jesus' ascension, cf. Bales.}
The original term for the phrase “sing praise” is actually the term from which we get our word “hymn” (hymneso). It doesn’t necessarily have to mean “to sing”; it could merely mean “to praise,” as the same term is translated in Psalm 22:22 and even here in some versions such as the RSV.
VERSE 13:

And again: "I will put My trust in Him." And again: "Here am I and the children whom God has given Me."
Lest we lose sight of it, the main point here is that Jesus, because He became one of us, had to depend on God just as other human beings, not for salvation, of course, but in order to be made completely qualified to lead us all to salvation (v. 10).

These two separate quotes are from Isaiah 8:17-18: the first one indicates that Jesus, as God's Son, placed His trust in God the Father, while the second indicates His close link to God's other children, children who are placed under His guardianship as the elder brother. {Cf. Boatman.}

VERSE 14:

Inasmuch then as the children have partaken of flesh and blood, He Himself likewise shared in the same, that through death He might destroy him who had the power of death, that is, the devil.
The word "inasmuch" simply means "since."

The phrase "flesh and blood" was used by ancients to describe humanity in contrast to deity.

The original word for "shared" refers to "the voluntary acceptance of humanity." (There's another word which refers to being born human without the choice of being so.)

The original word for "destroy" literally means "to render inoperative or ineffective as if no longer existing"; this word is rendered as "without effect" in Romans 3:3.

The original word for "power" is not the term which means "authority—it’s actually an antonym for “destroy”; i.e., while “destroy” means “to render powerless,” “power” is the word for “strength.” Let's look at it this way:

In Genesis 3:15, God prophesied that the Messiah's heel would be wounded by Satan, while Satan's head would be crushed by the Messiah. In other words, as God said…

The Messiah would be born of a woman, meaning He'd become a man, and, as a human, Satan would be able to wound Jesus' heel through His death on the cross; however, by virtue of that wound—that human death, Jesus, by the power of God, was able to crush Satan's head by His resurrection to spiritual and eternal life for us. So…

Because Jesus, as a man, died, was separated from God for a time for man’s sins, and then rose again to show Himself to witnesses, He conquered the very thing that provided Satan with an advantage over mankind—spiritual death and eternal separation from God; the point is that since Satan's strength or power—death—has been crushed, then Satan himself has also been crushed. As First John 3:8 says, “the Son of God was manifested that He might destroy the works of the devil.” Incidentally…

Jesus' death, resurrection, ascension, destruction of the Old Covenant, Jerusalem, & its temple all conspired during this time to bring about the total crushing of Satan: to the Christians in Rome who were suffering persecution, Paul encouraged them by saying that "the God of peace will crush Satan under your feet shortly" (Rom. 16:20). Also notable is that…

Since the word for "power" here also means "dominion," it brings to mind the idea that man's dominion at one time included dominion over death in the sense that he possessed a wondrous relationship with his Creator. But Satan, through sin, essentially swindled it from him, only to have Jesus return it to him; there’s just a condition of humbly accepting it from Jesus since he couldn’t regain it himself.
VERSE 15:

[Jesus became a man, that through death He might] release those who, through fear of death, were all their lifetime subject to bondage.

The word "release" means "to set free from something."

The word "fear" is a translation of the Greek word from which we get "phobia," and, as John wrote, "fear involves torment" (1 John 4:18).

The phrase "subject to bondage" means "held in slavery"; in other words, humans without Christ are bond-slaves to fear—the fear of separation from  God for eternity, which, of course, would be sealed by physical death if reconciliation isn’t achieved beforehand.

While today it seems most people have an indifferent attitude towards death, along with a rejection of God and a denial of future life, the ancients were smart enough to fear death: Job called death "the king of terrors" (18:14).

In Hebrews 9:27 Paul seems to make it clear that there’s judgment after death, so our need of Christ to break the power of sin and Satan in death was necessary if we’re to be saved.

Let's put some thoughts together here.

Man was created in a garden with a tree of life. But due to man's free-will, God had to give a negative law—the law to not eat of the tree of knowledge which would result in death.

Eve, not being a snake charmer, allowed the snake to charm her instead, causing her to sin against her Creator, thereby bringing spiritual death, separation from God, upon mankind.

Death being the result of sin was then made even more clear and potent by means of the Law (Rom. 7), because it didn't offer salvation, only condemnation (Gal. 3:19); this was the main flaw of the Law (Heb. 8:6-7), not that the Law itself was faulty, but (because man couldn't fulfill righteousness through the Law, Rom. 7:4), it was inadequate to reconcile us to God In fact…

Notice how Christ’s overcoming death was associated with the destruction of the Law in First Corinthians 15:56-56: “The sting of death is sin, and the strength of sin is the Law. But thanks be to God who gives us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ.” So…
Jesus came on the scene as a human who lived the Law perfectly, thereby fulfilling all righteous-ness (cf. Mat. 3:15) as well as the prophecies concerning the One who would bring in a new law of grace and life, through which He  abolished the Law of sin & death (Rom. 8:2) which provided Satan his great advantage over mankind. Now through Christ there’s a blessing found in the idea of death (Rev. 14:13).
VERSE 16:

For indeed He does not give aid to angels, but He does give aid to the seed of Abraham.
The word "indeed" here is not the usual one which means "truly"; this one carries with it a sense of praise, as if Paul were saying, "Isn't it amazing?!"

Since Paul was writing to Jewish Christians and since he had just stated in verse 9 that Jesus died for all races, we know he used the phrase "seed of Abraham" rhetorically; the truth is, as Paul said in Romans and Galatians, anyone—Jew or not—who chooses to place his faith in Christ is a child of Abraham (Gal. 3:9 & 29).

According to Kenneth Wuest (who authored Word Studies in the Greek New Testament), the idea here seems to be that "Jesus, in His work on the cross, did not provide for the salvation of fallen angels, but for the salvation of fallen human beings. In perfect righteousness, He passed by fallen angels, and in infinite mercy and condescension, He stooped to provide salvation for man. He passed by the superior being to save the inferior being." {Note to self: why didn't Jesus save fallen angels?}
VERSE 17:

Therefore in all things He had to be made like His brethren that He might be a merciful and faithful High Priest in things pertaining to God to make propitiation for the sins of the people.
The phrase "He had to be made" must not be interpreted to mean that Jesus was obligated to save man who willingly broke bonds with Him, for justice would have prevailed if He had not done so. So what does it mean? This verse itself explains it to mean that … due to Jesus' mercy—His desire to save us anyway … He had to be made human in order to fulfill the requirements of that salvation, viz. keeping the Law of God perfectly.
The phrase "like His brethren" refers, not to simulation, but to assimilation; in other words, Jesus, who is 100% God, was also, at one time, 100% man—"in all things" or in every way.

The phrase "that He might be a merciful and faithful High Priest" means that He might be compas-sionate, rendering Him a faithful High Priest; in other words, by becoming/being human Himself, He could truly sympathize with us (4:15).

The high-priesthood of Christ is the keynote of the book of Hebrews; it was alluded to in 1:3, but this is the first time it is mentioned directly, setting the tone for the rest of the book.

Having shown that Christ delivered man from the fear of death, Paul here showed that this was accomplished in His role as High Priest, something that's very fitting since in the Old Testament the fear of death was especially connected with the approach to God of an impure worshipper (Num. 18:3).

This fear was relieved or removed by the intervention of the Levitical priest, because it was his duty to discharge the service of the tabernacle that there might be no outbreak of divine wrath on the children of Israel (Num. 18:5); in other words, the work of the priesthood was not with-out its stress! Furthermore…

Compassion as an attribute of priests is not found in the Old Testament. On the contrary…


The fault of the priests was their frequent lack of sympathy for the people (cf. Hos. 4:4-9).

In the latter part of Jewish history—in the New Testament times, priests (especially the Sad-ducees) were notoriously unfeeling and cruel, so the idea of a compassionate and faithful high priest was powerfully appealing to Jewish readers.

The phrase "things pertaining to God" (as defined by the next phrase) simply refers to Jesus, our faithful High Priest, as fulfilling, once-and-for-all-time, the requirements of God concerning the reconciliation of mankind; Jesus, who is merciful to man and faithful to God, is our sacrifice on Earth and our High Priest in Heaven.

The phrase "to make propitiation" means to make atonement.

The word "atonement" (at-one-ment) was created specifically to translate a word which meant to mend a relationship, the relationship between God and man (heaven and earth) that was marred by sin; as John wrote of Jesus, "He … is the propitiation for our sins, and not for ours only, but also for the whole world" (1 John 2:2). So…

Jesus became like us (Heb. 2:17) that we might become like Him (1 John 3:2).

(The ideas in this verse are expanded upon in chapter five.)

VERSE 18:

For in that He Himself has suffered, being tempted, He is able to aid those who are tempted.
Recalling that Paul was writing to suffering Christians, it only makes sense that he would essentially ask them, "Why would Jesus become human, suffer, and die for you only to forsake you?" which, incidentally, is exactly the idea he ended the book with in 13:5-6.

The point was that just because Jesus was gone from them in the flesh, didn't mean that He was unconcerned and uninvolved. Rather…

As demonstrated in the stoning of Stephen when he saw Jesus "standing" (instead of sitting) at the right hand of God, Paul wrote later in Hebrews 4:15 that Jesus is a High Priest who sympa-thizes with us.

The phrase "He has suffered" reminds me of Luke 22:28 where Jesus seemed to imply to His apostles that His entire life, especially the 3.5 years of His ministry, was continually plagued with the suffering of trials: He said, "'You are those who have continued with Me in My trials.'"

The phrase "He is able" strikes the heart of the whole matter, meaning that Jesus doesn't sympa-thize with us just because, as Deity, He knows everything, but also because, as having been human, He experienced what they were experiencing—suffering. In fact, He warned His disciples, saying, "'Since they persecuted Me, they will also persecute you'" (John 15:20); and "'In the world you will have tribulation; but be of good cheer, I have  overcome the world'" (John 16:33; by the way, this is some of that "already-but-not-yet" language).

The word "aid" here comes from a word which means to run toward a cry or call for help; these brethren needed to realize that, as Peter wrote, "The Lord knows how to deliver the godly out of temptations" (2 Pet. 2:9) and that, as Paul wrote, "God is faithful, who will not allow you to be tempted beyond what you are able, but with the temptation will also make a way of escape that you may be able to bear it" (1 Cor. 10:13).

The word "tempted" carries more the idea of being tried than tempted; these two concepts can't be completely separated, but the idea of being tried by persecution fits the whole point of this letter.

Thus ends the first main part of Hebrews, viz., 1:1—2:18, wherein Paul demonstrated the superiority of Christ as a person in relation to prophets and especially angels. Now…

Since he brought up the High Priesthood of Christ, 3:1—7:28 deals with that subject.

[Tony Denton, 2/06.]
Hebrews 3:1-6

Our last six studies in Hebrews have concerned The Superiority of Christ's Person in relation to the prophets and especially the angels; now, beginning in 3:1, Hebrews concerns itself with The Superiority of Christ's Priesthood.

Hebrews chapter three initiates this study with Christ's Superiority to Moses (who, incidentally, was a priest according to Psalm 99:6), and it could be outlined as follows:


Christ is greater than Moses in His office (3:1-2).


Christ is greater than Moses in His ministry (3:3-6).


Christ is greater than Moses in His reward (3:7-19). See…

If Paul could prove that Jesus was/is superior to Moses, then how could they go back to Judaism when what Christ offered was so much greater than what Moses offered?

VERSE 1:

Therefore, holy brethren, partakers of the heavenly calling, consider the Apostle and High Priest of our confession, Christ Jesus…
The word "holy" describes something or someone who has been set apart by, for, and to God—a saint, someone who has been sanctified as mentioned in 2:11; an interesting point here is that New Testament people become brethren voluntarily through their decision to be holy, while Old Testa-ment people were brethren because they were born as such, which leads to our next word. (We’ll get more into this at 8:10-11.)

The word "partakers" was discussed in 2:14 (where the verb form is translated as "shared"), but let's bring it back to mind: this is the particular Greek word which refers to someone voluntarily taking something upon himself; in other words, these brethren weren't saved against their will—they chose to accept the calling of God. (This is the same word used in Luke 5:7 to refer to partners in the fishing business, as well as the same word used in 3:14 to refer to partners of Christ [cf. 2:10-11 & Eph. 5:30].)

The phrase "heavenly calling" has reference to the idea found in Second Thessalonians 2:13-14 where Paul wrote, "We … give thanks always for you, brethren … because God … for salvation through sanctification … called you by the Gospel." And God, through this Gospel, called them to what? His "heavenly country" (as opposed to the earthly one of Canaan, 11:16) or "heavenly Jerusalem"—the church (as opposed to the earthly one, 12:22), thereby making them citizens of Heaven (Php 3:20).

The word "consider" means "to fix one's eyes upon" (cf. NIV).


They were gradually moving their eyes away from Jesus and back to Moses (cf. 2:1). Later…

In 12:2 Paul told them to look to Jesus, the author and finisher of their faith (cf. 2:10).

The word "apostle" refers to someone who was sent on a commission, especially by God.

Just as Moses was sent by God to lead the people to the promised land of Canaan (Exo. 3:10 where, in the Greek OT, the word for "apostle" is used), Jesus was sent by God (1 John 4:14)
to lead the people to the promised land of salvation (Heb. 2:10). So…

As Paul indirectly contrasted the first Adam and the second Adam in chapter 2, he contrasted the first apostle, Moses, with the second apostle, Christ.

Jesus is said here to be "the Apostle and High Priest of our confession," which simply means that Jesus was the One they named in their confession when they were saved: in Romans 10:9-10 Paul wrote that "if you confess with your mouth the Lord Jesus … you will be saved. For … with the mouth confession is made to salvation."

The word "confess" means "to agree with another," such as how in our confession for salvation we agree with God that Jesus is His Son: God called Jesus His Son at His baptism and transfigu-ration, and we "agree" to that by confessing, "I believe Jesus is God's Son" (cf. 1 John 4:15).

A passage that corresponds very well with this verse is First Timothy 6:12 where Paul told Timothy to "lay hold on eternal life to which you were called and have confessed the good confession in the presence of many witnesses."

Paul made it a point to refer to their previous confession of Jesus as the Christ—the Messiah, so now they were being urged to stick with it.

VERSE 2:

…who was faithful to Him who appointed Him, as Moses also was faithful in all His house.
The first "was" in this verse should be translated as "is"—Jesus is faithful. (I don't know why it's translated as "was" as if Christ's work was finished at the time of this writing when it wasn't.)

The word for "appointed" here literally means "to make"; in other words, just as God made Moses the apostle to the Jews and Aaron the High Priest for the Jews (cf. 1 Sam. 12:6, esp. in the Sept.), so He made Jesus both our Apostle and High Priest.

Moses was referred to here, not only because he was the most revered character of the Old Testa-ment, but also because he was the very representation of the Old Testament just as Christ is the very representation of the New Testament.

The word "His" in the phrase "His house" refers to God; in other words, Moses was faithful in fulfil-ling his apostolic duties in God's Old Testament house (or church, Acts 7:38) which was the house or family of Israel; we can be certain of this because verse 2b is based on Numbers 12:7 where God said of Moses that "'He is faithful in all My house.'"

Because this verse and verse 5 refer to God's Old Testament house that Moses was a part of, and because verse 6 refers to the New Testament house that Jesus is over, then I believe that 2a is referring to the faithfulness of Jesus who was set in position not in but over God's house. So…

They needed to fix their eyes upon the faithfulness of Jesus, who, because He never sinned, was even more faithful than their beloved Moses. Why? To encourage them to remain faithful, of course!

VERSE 3:

For this One has been counted worthy of more glory than Moses, inasmuch as he who built the house has more honor than the house.
The "One" here is, of course, Jesus; in other words, putting it closer together, Paul was saying, "consider Jesus … because He has been counted worthy of more glory than Moses."

As the verse itself indicates, the words "glory" and "honor" (though different Greek words) are synonyms; the only difference here seems to be that honor is possessed because praise is received.

The word "inasmuch" could simply be replaced by the word "just." More literally, 3b could read as, "just as the builder has more honor than the house itself"; the NLT has it saying, "just as a person who builds a fine house deserves more praise than the house itself."

VERSE 4:

For every house is built by someone, but He who built all things is God.
After wrestling quite a while with verses 3-4, I've concluded that verses 3b-4 is merely a parenthe-tical analogy brought to Paul's mind by his reference to a house in verse 2. My point is this…

I don't believe Paul was trying to teach anything doctrinal, such as the notion that Jesus built the Old Testament house of Israel; rather I believe he was merely illustrating how (not why, but how) Jesus was worthy of more honor than Moses. Besides…

Verses 5 & 6 are what actually follow 3a in the flow of thought which is that Christ is a son over God's house, while Moses was a mere servant in God's house. Furthermore…

Although he always came right back to it, Paul often digressed from his main point, which is what I believe verse 4 is here: it's a short and slight digression of his flow of thought which brought glory for everything (old and new) ultimately to God. So it might read like this:

"Consider Jesus who is worthy of more respect than Moses (just as the builder is more worthy of honor than his building; after all, every house is built by someone, even though, in the end, all things are of God)."

VERSE 5:

And Moses indeed was faithful in all His house as a servant, for a testimony of those things which would be spoken of afterward…
In verse 2 Paul pointed his readers to Numbers 12:7 where God said that Moses was faithful in God's house, but just doesn't tell us in what capacity he was faithful; so now in verse 5 Paul went on to bring Numbers 12:8 to mind, because God went on in this verse to describe the position Moses faithfully fulfilled in God's house—he was His "servant."

The original word for "servant" here in Hebrews is not the usual one which means "slave"; rather, this word carries with it the idea that Moses was what he was and did what he did voluntarily and  conscientiously.

Since the word "testimony" will come up various times in Hebrews, let's be sure we understand what it means at this initial point; and to do that, we need to go back 4,000 years to Abraham, the first man ever to be circumcised. (Incidentally, to circumcise means "to cut around"). So why did God come up with the idea of circumcision? Because, to be brief for time's sake…

God made a promise to or a covenant with Abraham that, through his seed, the Messiah would eventually arise (Gen. 15); so the circumcision of some unnecessary skin on the genital (which, by the way, is where we get the word "generation") was a logical sign (Gen. 17). 

Because that organ possessed the sign of a promise of God Himself, there seemed to be nothing better at the time upon which someone could make an oath; this is why we have the incident in Genesis 24:2-3 which, by the way, concerned Abraham's lineage: Abraham "said to the oldest servant of his house, … 'Please put your hand under my thigh, and I will make you swear by the Lord, the God of Heaven and the Earth, that you will not take a wife for my son from the daugh-ters of the Canaanites.'" So…

You're probably asking yourself how this connects to the word "testimony." Well the answer is actually quite logical.

Words like testify and testimony are rooted in the word "testes," the word for those repro-ductive glands that produce seed. In fact, this was all so important at the time that…

In Deuteronomy 25:11-12 there's a law given concerning the chopping off of one's hand if that hand attempts to chop off a man's genitals. The whole point here is that…

Testimony or to testify is considered something of vital importance, connected to an oath made on a sign of God's covenant, much like the hand on the Bible in court today. Now, moving on…

Although much of Hebrews deals with it, verse 5b is the first time the typology found within the Law of Moses is directly alluded to.

Hebrews 8:5 speaks of the Old Testament priests who served "the copy and shadow of the heavenly things, as Moses was divinely instructed when he was about to make the tabernacle. For God said, 'See that you make all things according to the pattern shown to you,'" and he did … conscientiously. Speaking again of that tabernacle…

Hebrews 9:9 says that it was "symbolic for the present time." And…

Hebrews 10:1 says that "the Law" was "a shadow of the good things to come." And even…

Colossians 2:17 speaks of various things in the Law as "a shadow of good things to come, but the substance [that which casts the shadow] is of Christ." This is reminiscent of John 5:46.

In John 5:46 Jesus said, "'If you believed Moses, you would believe Me, for he wrote about Me.'"

In Deuteronomy 18:15 Moses said, "'The Lord your God will raise up for you a Prophet like me from your midst, from your brethren.'" So…

Jesus shined the light (2 Tim. 1:10), while Moses worked in its shadows (Heb. 8:5); we could even say that Jesus was the light (John 9:5), while Moses was His shadow. Well…

The question Paul seemed to be implying to his readers is this: "If Moses created things that typi-fied Jesus and His church, and if Moses prophesied of Jesus and His new way, and if Moses himself was a type of the very Jesus who you confessed as the Christ, why are you even considering the notion of going back to Judaism? Wouldn't that be a slap in Moses' face?" Anyway…

The main point here is that, although Moses was faithful to God, he was a mere servant.

VERSE 6:

…but Christ as a Son over His own house, whose house we are if we hold fast the confidence and the rejoicing of the hope firm to the end.

While Moses was a servant "in" God's house, Jesus is a Son "over" His God's house.

The word "own" is not in the original, and the parallelism in this context indicates that this house belongs to God; in other words, Christ is a Son who God placed in authority over His house. Now…

I'm not saying that the church doesn't belong to Christ (cf. 2:13); I'm merely saying that such is not the analogy that Paul was making in this specific context. In fact…

The New Testament never calls the church the house of Christ, but always the house of God (cf. Eph. 2:19, 1 Tim. 3:15, Heb. 10:21, & 1 Pet. 4:17).

The tense of the phrase "whose house we are" carries with it the idea of "whose house we are and will continue to be … if we hold fast to the end"; incidentally, by saying that Christians are now the house of God, Paul was implying that the Jews (except for the remnant) were no longer God's house.

The phrase "hold fast" is from a nautical term which meant to "hold one's course"; it's translated "made for shore" in Acts 27:40. By the way…

Note the big little word "if," indicating again that they could lose their status—their relationship 
with God and therefore their salvation. Also notice that…

Holding fast or being faithful consisted in maintaining confidence or trust in Jesus, which caused them to rejoice in the hope of their salvation (cf. 1:14), something that was in contrast to the  crying and complaining of Israel (cf. 1 Cor. 10). One more thing…

What did the phrase "the end" refer to? The word "end" is translated from a word which means more than just a termination of something—it refers to a "consummation," ultimate goal, or fulfillment of something that has been in the works; in other words, it isn't merely a reference to their deaths, but how that everything in their history, including what they were going through at this time, had a purpose, a purpose which found its fulfillment in AD 70.

[Tony Denton, 2/06.]
Hebrews 3:7-19

In our last study of Hebrews 3:1-6, we examined Christ’s superiority to the Old Testament priesthood beginning with Moses (the initial priest), noting that Jesus is greater in His office (3:1-2) and greater in His ministry (3:3-6); now we'll see in 3:7-19 that Paul wrote concerning Jesus being greater in His reward. Incidentally...
This passage includes the second of the seven warnings in Hebrews: 2:1-4 warned against neglect, while 3:7-19 warns against unbelief.

VERSES 7-9:

Therefore, as the Holy Spirit says, "Today, if you will hear His voice, do not harden your hearts as in the rebellion, in the day of trial in the wilderness where your fathers tested Me, proved Me, and saw My works for forty years…."

As mentioned in our last study, Paul often used parenthetical thoughts in his discussions, so we must be sure to interpret his writings with that in mind; for example, the word "therefore" here connects directly to verse 12, making it say, "Therefore [i.e., because Jesus is greater than the prophets, angels, and even Moses, and if you want to remain the house of God], beware, brethren, lest you become hardened through sin and depart from God."

Notice that although verses 7-11 are taken from a Psalm of David (Psalm 95, ironically also verses 7-11), Paul here attributed these words to the Holy Spirit, then later to David (4:7).

Although the word "His" in Psalm 95 referred back to God, the pronoun "His" here refers back to Jesus who, of course, is also God; so we have God, Jesus, and the Spirit all found in this passage.

For the phrase "if you will hear His voice" the Hebrew has, "O that you would hear His voice," emphasizing the eternal significance of listening to God; Paul put it as a conditional statement, meaning that they wouldn't be able to hear God if their hearts were hardened.

The idea of hardening one's heart is very well illustrated by the custom of branding animals: things such as needles will pierce a cow's hide, until it's branded; after that, it's nearly impossible to do so. Likewise, since God created man with a free will, God can't penetrate the heart of a person who has chosen to harden it against God's will for him. To Timothy Paul wrote of people who’d have their conscience seared with a hot iron (1 Tim. 4:2).

The word "rebellion" comes from a word which means "to irritate, exasperate, or aggravate"; i.e., by their hardened hearts, those Jews stirred up God's wrath against them.

The word "trial" actually has the definite article "the" before it in the Greek (literally, “the day of the trial”), meaning that Paul had a specific account in mind; that account was obviously when the Jews complained to Moses concerning their lack of water in Exodus 17:1-7.

The Greek words for "tested" and "proved" are interesting in that, when put together, they mean that those Jews had put God to the test to see what evil or good there was in Him when they put Him to the test for the purpose of approving Him if He should meet their tests. Talk about insult and unbelief! They were like children who test their parents to see just how far they'll be pushed!

According to Vincent, the word original word for "and" should probably be translated as "and yet" as in even though they continually put God to the test, He still worked with them for 40 years.

VERSES 10-11

"Therefore I was angry with that generation, and said, 'They always go astray in their heart, and they have not known My ways.' So I swore in My wrath, 'They shall not enter My rest.'"

The word "angry" means "to reject due to being disgusted with."


Notice that the Bible here defines a generation as forty years.

The words "go astray" mean "to wander"; so just as they wandered in the wilderness, their hearts wandered away from God. Do you think that’s perhaps God had them experience what they did?

The original word for "heart" is where we get our word "cardiac"; this word, however, is obviously not speaking of the literal, physical blood-pump, but of what it represented to the Jews—the mind, the seat of the affections, the will, and the understanding, such as when we refer to someone's understanding heart.

They had not known God's ways because they had practically forsaken Him while in captivity; then, to top it off, “they turned back to Egypt in their hearts,” Stephen said to their descendents in Acts 7:39 before they stone him to death.

The word "rest" here refers to a termination of nervous activity or struggle; for them it was the end of their physical struggle from oppression and wanderings in the wilderness, while for us it's the end of the spiritual struggle from attempts to be free of sin apart from Jesus.

The "rest" of physical Canaan was their inheritance (Deu. 12:9), while the "rest" of spiritual Canaan is our inheritance, fitting perfectly into the subject discussed later in the book of Hebrews (6:12, 9:15, 11:8, & 12:17). See, during that time…

Christ, as a second Moses, was leading His people on a forty-year exodus out from under the law of sin and death into the promised rest from sin and death; Abraham even looked beyond the physical land to a better, heavenly one (11:8-16).

The church was on an exodus to the promised land; Christ was liberating and redeeming God's new covenant people, transferring them into a new city—the new spiritual, heavenly Jerusalem —which would soon come (Heb. 13:14) and be the permanent home of God's newly redeemed.

Before moving on to verse 12, I want to point out that Paul gave three exhortations based on verses 7-11: in verses 12-19 he warned them to take heed; in 4:1-10 he warned them to fear, and in 4:11-13 he warned them to labor.

VERSE 12:

Beware, brethren, lest there be in any of you an evil heart of unbelief in departing from the living God.
The word "beware," of course, implies danger, and the idea of behind its present tense is to "be constant in keeping a watchful eye open."

The word "lest" refers to a fear that an event may occur, but it also carries with it here the suspicion that it will occur, especially since they were turning back one by one.
The phrase "in any of you" appealed to them as individuals; i.e., "Out of those of you who are left, take heed, beware!"

By connecting "an evil heart" with departing from God, Paul accused those who had already left as being evil to their core—the heart being our core.

The phrase "of unbelief" means that disbelief is what causes an evil heart, a heart which has left God then takes the body with it; I said "disbelief" because the original word actually carries with it the idea of a refusal to continue to believe or trust. Incidentally…

There are two Greek words for "evil": one (kakos) which is evil in the abstract, and another, stronger one (poneros) which is evil in active opposition to good; the one Paul used here is the stronger one, meaning he suspected that there were some among his audience who were about to act on their evil hearts and follow previous ones who had already left Christianity.

The word for "departing" is the Greek word from which we get our word "apostasy," a word which means "to stand off from or step away from."

The phrase "departing from God" is the result of a heart of unbelief, and it's reminiscent of the Jews who said, "'Let us select a leader and return to Egypt'" (Num. 14:4).

Paul likely used the adjective "living" before God in order to indicate that life is only in God, so if they leave His house (v. 6), they’d be rejecting the promised life—the inheritance of that house.

VERSE 13:

But exhort one another daily while it is called "today," lest any of you be hardened through the deceitfulness of sin.
The word "exhort" means "to entreat, beseech, beg"; i.e., they were to beg one another not to go backward but onward. Notice how Christian fellowship is associated with keeping people from apostatizing.

Since they would very likely be killed by the Romans or at the very least be taken captive into foreign lands if they went back to Judaism, they had the choice of being saved from all that along with all Christians then and only then; that's the primary application of the word "today" here, but there's the obvious principle that God has always expected people to obey Him immediately, not when they feel like getting around to it, especially since no one knows when his time is up. I like what Milligan wrote about this: "God never says to anyone, Hearken to my voice and obey my precepts tomorrow. His command is, Do it now; at the very moment that you hear his voice and know his will. And hence the order of the primitive Church was (1) to preach the Gospel to sinners; (2) to receive the confession of such as became penitent believers; and (3) to baptize them on the same day, or even at the same hour of the night…. But now [100+ years ago when Milligan wrote], how very different is the practice of the Church. It is amazing how both saints and sinners now procrastinate and trifle with the word and the ordinances of God" (Hebrews, pp. 145-6).

Because the definite article "the" is before the word "sin" in the original, then the phrase "through the deceitfulness of [the] sin" refers to the deceit found in the thinking of how the right thing would be to apostatize from Christ and return to Moses.

It's interesting how unbelief and hardness of heart seem to go hand-in-hand in the Bible (cf. Mark 16:14, Acts 19:9, et. al.).

VERSES 14-15:

For we have become partakers of Christ if we hold the beginning of our confidence steadfast to the end, while it is said, "Today, you will hear His voice, do not harden your hearts."
Verse 14 is parallel to verse 6; the primary difference is that in verse 6 they were spoken of as belonging to Christ, whereas here Christ is spoken of as belonging to them.

The word "partakers" here is the same as in 1:9, 2:14, and 3:1 where we noted that it refers to a voluntary sharing in something with one or more people; the idea here is that they chose, of their own free will, to be fellow-owners of Christ (cf. Col. 1:27).

As mentioned relative to verse 6, the word "end" here is translated from a word which means more than just a termination of something—it refers to a "consummation," ultimate goal, or fulfillment of something that has been in the works. In other words…

It isn't merely a reference to one's death, but how that everything in his history, including what he was experiencing at this time, had a purpose, a purpose which found its fulfillment in AD 70; this is what Paul alluded to in 6:11-12: "Show … diligence to the full assurance of hope until the end, … imitate those who, through faith and patience, inherit the promises." What promises? The promises made to Abraham (6:13-20, cf. 10:35-38).

Peter, also writing to suffering Jewish Christians, encouraged them in much the same way in First Peter 1:9, telling them to hold fast because soon they would receive "the end" of their faith—"the salvation of their souls"—the fulfillment of the promise to Abraham through the New Covenant (Gal. 3:15-29 & 4:21-31). So, again, what was "the end" in mind here?

It was the same "end" as spoken of in Matthew 24:3, 13, and 34 when Jesus told His disciples that the old "heaven and earth," the Old Covenant, would be destroyed. Why? Because that would bring an end to that which could not fulfill the promise to Abraham of a salvation/rest, that which Paul goes on to discuss in chapter 4. So…

They needed to hold steadfastly to "the beginning of our confidence," a phrase referring to "that believing confidence with which we began our Christian life"; since the original word for "confi-dence" is found in Hebrews 11:1, and since the idea of that verse fits here, let's note it here: "Faith is the substance (confidence) of things hoped for, the evidence of things not seen." So…


There were urged by Paul to make the determination to hold fast while they had the opportunity.

VERSE 16:

For who, having heard, rebelled? Indeed was it not all who came out of Egypt, led by Moses?
In this verse Paul was pointing out that those who rebelled way back then were, like the Hebrews, just beginning their journey; so if their forefathers could do it, so could they. Furthermore…

There were so many of them who provoked God that it constituted nearly an entire generation of people; so if an entire generation could apostatize, so could the few of them.

VERSE 17:

Now with whom was He angry forty years? Was it not with those who sinned, whose corpses fell in the wilderness?

This verse explains that the fate spoken of pertained only to those who sinned. And how did they sin? They rebelled against God by rebelling against what they had heard from God.

Jude 5 tells us that "the Lord, having saved the people out of the land of Egypt, afterward destroyed those who did not believe."

VERSES 18-19:

And to whom did He swear that they would not enter His rest, but to those who did not obey? So we see that they could not enter in because of unbelief.
Disobedience leads to unbelief and unbelief leads to disobedience; it's a vicious cycle that they were not to allow themselves to get caught in.


With the "once saved, always saved" people in mind, notice that believers can become unbelievers!

Let's conclude by reading First Corinthians 10:1-12. [Incidentally, if this isn't extremely strong evidence that Paul wrote Hebrews, I don't know what is.]

[Tony Denton, 3/06.]
Hebrews 4:1-13 [check out all NT references to a “rest.”]
In our study of Hebrews chapter 3, we examined Paul's points concerning Jesus being a superior priest to Moses, not only in His office (3:1-2) and His ministry (3:3-6), but also in His reward or rest; today we're going to investigate Christ's reward (His rest) a little further: in this section Paul taught Jesus' superiority to Joshua, the one who brought the Israelites directly into the land of promised rest.

Paul's main purpose here was to warn his readers against forfeiting the soon coming spiritual—and eternal—reward as their forefathers forfeited their physical—and ultimately their eternal—reward.

VERSE 1:

Therefore, since a promise remains of entering His (God's) rest, let us fear lest any of you seem to have come short of it.

The statement that "a promise remains of entering His rest" implies the idea of fulfillment; i.e., Paul was saying that, although the promise to Moses for a physical rest in Canaan is past, the promise of "our entrance into God's rest is yet to be fulfilled" … in AD 63, that is. {Cf. MacKnight's "View," p. 522.}
If we simply replace the word "seem" with "appear," the next clause isn't too difficult to interpret: Paul would've been simply saying, in a tactful way, that they needed to get busy so that they would "appear" outside of the kingdom of rest or peace which was just a few short years away.

The word "fear" means the same thing as "beware" in 3:12; speaking to Christians about Jews, Paul wrote, "Because of unbelief they were broken off…. [So] do not be haughty but fear" (Rom. 11:20).

Although the phrase "come short" makes us think of the many Israelites who "came short" of the promised land, Paul may have had the Grecian games in mind, because the judges applied this phrase to the loser, no matter how close he came to being the winner.

VERSE 2:

For indeed the gospel was preached to us as well as to them; but the word which they heard did not profit them, not being mixed with faith in those who heard it.
In order to get a good grasp on this, let's note first of all that, in the original text, the definite article "the" is not found before the word "gospel" and second of all that the word "gospel" simply means "good news," meaning that "good news was preached to us as well as to them."

Since the context defines this good news, then we know Paul was writing about the physical rest for the generation which came out of Egyptian bondage and wilderness hardship as well as the spiritual rest for that generation (AD 63) that was coming out of sin's bondage and persecution hardship.

The word for "mixed" means "to unite one thing to another," simply meaning here that the good news of rest in Canaan promised to those of Moses' generation didn't do them any good because, due to unbelief and distrust in God, they rebelled against Him and thus failed to make it into that rest; this teaches us that the coin is two-sided: God's Word + Our Faith = Reward (cf. Mat. 7:26f).

VERSE 3:

For we who have believed do enter that rest, as He has said, 'So I swore in My wrath, they shall not enter My rest,' although the works were finished from the foundation of the world.
When the last part of verse 2 is read along with the first part of verse 3, the contrast and meaning are clear: because of unbelief, those of Moses' day did NOT enter into rest, while, because of belief, those of Paul's day WERE entering into rest. (The term eisepchometha for “do enter” isn’t only pre-sent tense, it’s also passive or at least middle, meaning that they were being carried into this rest; i.e., at this point, Paul implied that they had not entered it yet.)
By using the promise that "'I swore … they shall not enter My rest,'" Paul was saying to them that "If God's promise against unbelievers was fulfilled, then surely His promise for believers will be fulfilled."

The last clause here is difficult to connect, but it appears Paul was saying that even though God had worked all things out for the forefathers to enter their rest, He still forbade entrance to those who distrusted and disobeyed; and it seems his implication is that He'd do the same to them: no matter how much He put into providing them this rest, if they failed to trust and obey, they would likewise not be allowed to enter.

VERSES 4-5:

For He has spoken in a certain place of the seventh day in this way: 'And God rested on the seventh day from all His works'; and again in this place: 'They shall not enter My rest.'"
Since Paul brings into his writing another "type" from Genesis 2:2 here (as v. 4 goes on to say), the picture becomes a little more complex: not only do we have the Canaan-rest typifying the Christian-rest, but now we have the Sabbath-rest also typifying the Christian-rest. 

Paul said "in this place," I believe, because he was referring to the statement of David that he had just quoted … “in this context” … twice before (3:11 & 4:3).

What exactly is My rest? I believe Hebrews in general (e.g. chap. 9) indicates that God’s rest is the peace that’s to be found only in His presence. Those Jews who rebelled and didn’t make it through the wilderness into Canaan, also wouldn’t make it into God’s eternal presence (with exceptions such as Moses); likewise, those Jews who didn’t make it through the great tribulation of Paul’s generation also didn’t make it into God’s eternal kingdom of rest and peace. So… 

Here's the picture: God worked 6 days creating. God and man had a perfect relationship. God saw that all was good, so He rested in that (Gen. 2:2, approx. 4,000 BC). Then man sinned, so God be-gan working to bring about man’s reconciliation (John 5:17). During that work, He (approx. 2,500 yrs. later) established the observance of the 7th day (Exo. 16) as a reminder of that previous state of rest. At this same time, Israel was on her way to a place of rest where she could freely worship God and keep His sabbaths (Exo. 21), all of which pictured the time when that reconciliation would be finally and eternally accomplished in and through Jesus—the very One they were in danger of abandoning.

VERSE 6:

Since therefore it remains that some must enter it, and those to whom it was first preached did not enter because of unbelief.
First of all, I think it's important to note for clarity's sake that the thought of this verse concludes in verse 9; i.e., "Since there are even now [AD 63] those who must enter God's rest, the promise of it still remains for the people of God." See, the thing is…

This "rest" that Genesis 2:2 and Exodus 16 pictured was never fulfilled in the moonlight or starlight ages; but it would be fulfilled in the sunlight age of Christ's kingdom on Earth—the colony, if you will, of Heaven on Earth (cf. Php. 3:20), thus "the kingdom of Heaven." (Consequently, the word "remains" refers to that which has been held over from past times.)

The word for "unbelief" should actually be rendered as "disobedience"; but since the two are insep-arable in this context, the point is still well taken.

VERSES 7-8:

Again He designates a certain day, saying in David, 'Today,' after such a long time, as it has been said, 'Today, if you will hear His voice, do not harden your hearts.'" For if Joshua had given them rest, then He would not afterward have spoken of another day.
The word "again" here just means that Paul was adding another parenthetical detail, which, in this case, refutes the objection someone may make that the second generation during Joshua's time DID enter the rest, fulfilling the promise.

The clause “He designates a certain day” means that God, through David, 500 years after Joshua
(“a long time”), still had a specific rest in mind that obviously wasn’t fulfilled by Joshua. I.e., even though David conquered what Joshua didn’t, his land still wasn’t the ultimate promised land. So… 

The phrase "as it has been said" refers to Paul's prior two quotes (3:7-8 & 15) of Psalm 95:7-8.

The obvious point here, then, is that if the promised rest was fulfilled by the second generation of those who left Egypt, then why did God promise it again 500 years later? I.e., the rest wasn't limited to the day of Moses and/or Joshua—that rest was merely a type. So…

Jesus isn’t only greater than Moses who led the people to the Canaan-rest, but He’s also greater than Joshua who took them into it, for the rest that Jesus (the NT Yeshua, by the way) provides is the real thing, a far greater rest than that of Joshua, a rest that isn’t just found in Heaven itself, but also in Heaven’s colony—the church on Earth, for Jesus Himself said, Come to Me all you who labor and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest. Take My yoke upon you, and learn from Me … and you will find rest for your souls (Mat. 11:28-29). 
{Notice a parallel: Heb. 4:1-9 w. 11:9, 10, 13, 16. Also note Matt. 8:11-12 & Luke 13:28-30.}

VERSE 9:

There remains therefore a rest for the people of God.
It's interesting to note that Paul picked a different Greek word for "rest" here; in this verse (and in this verse only) Paul chose to use the word for "sabbath-rest," a term signifying the ideal rest once possessed in the beginning and would be possessed again through Jesus Christ. Besides that…

The word for "rest" here literally means "a keeping sabbath," indicating the true, spiritual, eternal, and heavenly rest made possible by the restoration of all things (cf. Acts 3:19-21 & Heb. 9:6-15, esp. vv. 9-10).

(Incidentally, the word "sabbatical" that people use sometimes for "vacation" is also from this word; oh, and although Saturday was the sabbath day, the word "sabbath" doesn't mean Saturday or the seventh day—it means "rest.")

VERSE 10:

For he who has entered His rest has himself also ceased from his works as God did from His.

This sentence would probably make more sense to us if it read, "For he who has entered God's rest has ceased from his works just as God did from His."

This verse is just an illustration/proverb; i.e., I don’t believe it was meant to imply that anyone had by AD 63 entered into this rest—just that once someone did, he would at that time experience the rest of salvation from works, sin (9:39), & death (2:14-15). (Besides, verses 3 & 11 indicate that no one had yet entered the rest under consideration here.)

Revelation 14:13 comes to mind: "'Blessed are the dead who die in the Lord from now on.' 'Yes,' says the Spirit, 'that they may rest from their labors, and their works follow them.'"

VERSE 11:

Let us therefore be diligent to enter that rest, lest anyone fall after the same example of dis-obedience.
The word "diligence" means "to do your best, to give it your all" (the opposite of drifting [2:1]); it speaks of intensity of purpose followed by intensity of effort toward the attainment of that purpose, for rest belongs only to those who have been busy. So…

Paul was telling them that "Since there’s a rest that's worth all your effort, since so many have failed in reaching God's rest by their unbelief, and since there's so much danger that you may fail also (especially in this time of great tribulation), make every effort to reach this goal!"

VERSE 12:

For the Word of God is living and powerful, and sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the division of soul and spirit, and of joints and marrow, and is a discerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart.

The term for "living" might be better translated as "alive" (cf. Acts 7:38 & 1 Pet. 1:23), and the term for "powerful" (our word for "energetic") means "active" (cf. Isa. 55:10-11); so, like God Himself, His Word is always alive and active.

Although it doesn't describe God's Word here to be like a two-edged sword as it does in other places (e.g., Rev. 1:6, 2:12, 19:15, & Eph. 6:17), I think it is implied by the words "pierce" and "discern."

Since God's Word as a sword denotes the power of judgment (cf. Rom. 13:4), Paul was calling attention to the power of God's Word to judge (cf. v. 13 dealing with the accountability of man).

In 4:2 Paul told them that the people of Moses' day didn't profit from the Word they heard because they disobeyed it, but they still had to suffer His consequences. But…

The people Paul was writing to here still had time to profit from that which the Word offered in the promise of rest; but, if they refused to continue in the faith they had previously confessed (3:1, cf. 3:14), they would also suffer the consequences found in the Word, reminiscent of Revelation 1:3 versus 22:18-19—they could choose to either be blessed or cursed by God’s words of exhortation. 

The clause "division of soul and spirit and of joints and marrow" would likely be better understood to us today if it read like this: "God's Word is even able to divide the soul and spirit, right down to the joints and marrow" (one can see this in an in-depth study that we don’t have time for here.) So…
The phrase "joints and marrow" appears to be a way of picturing for humans the idea that God’s Word is so powerful and sharp that it can cut into the deepest nooks and crannies of our beings.
In order to make humans understand spiritual things to the best of their ability, God must use physical language. How else would it be possible to make us understand anything spiritual?

Since the word "piercing" is what Greek scholars call "a genitive of description," and since Paul didn't use the word "from" in this clause, then, if you're like I was, you'll need to make a slight change in your interpretation of this verse. In other words…

Paul wasn't saying that God's Word divides soul from spirit or joints from marrow; in fact, this clause isn't to be taken literally at all—it was merely a poetic way of saying that no one can es-cape (a thought that was begun in 2:1-3 and here carried through the next verse). {Cf. Milligan.}

The word for "discerner" comes from a Greek word which carries with it the idea of "sifting"; so the point is that the Word is able to separate the good from the bad in both individuals and groups.

The words "thoughts and intents" refer to the "desires and plans" that are in our hearts.

The third and last reason Paul gave here for being sure they were diligent to enter God's rest is in…

VERSE 13:

And there is no creature hidden from His sight, but all things are naked and open to the eyes of Him to whom we must give account. {Note to self: in one sense, judgment (the weeding out of the bad fish, etc., Mat. 13:37-50 & Mat. 25:31ff) was an ongoing process during Paul's time; note the similar ideology of 1 Cor. 14:24-25.}
Since Jesus is the One to whom was given the power of judgment (John 5:22), and since He's the One who doesn't need anyone to tell Him what's in man because He already knows (John 2:25), and since He's the One that the next verse transitions into, then I believe the pronoun "His" here refers to Jesus, not to His Father.

Keeping in mind that this was a Jew writing to Jews, it makes perfect sense that the original phrase Paul used for "naked and open" brought animal sacrifices to mind.

The word for "naked" reminded them of how the animal for sacrifice was stripped of its skin, and the word for "open" reminded them of how its breast was then ripped open, its insides removed, and its backbones sliced lengthwise down the center (all of which corresponds to the "piercing" in verse 12). After that…

They were divided into quarters, so that outwardly and inwardly they were fully exposed to the priest for a comprehensive examination (Lev. 1:5-6). The point here seems to have been that…

If there were brethren among them who were fence-riding, they needed to pick a side and quickly—get in or get out—be hot or be cold, for if they didn't weed themselves out, they would be weeded out by the Lord and His Word once and for all! Incidentally…

In verse 14 the High Priest, the one who did the sacrificing, is brought up in the person of Jesus Christ—our last and once-for-all High Priest who allowed Himself to be thrust through by a Roman sword (John 19:32-34); He, therefore, was worthy of all authority (Mat. 28:18).

The word for "account" refers to a "reckoning"; there was a day of reckoning in the near future for the Jews, so Paul warned them that, if they didn't want to be part of the Jews Christ would reject and destroy, then they had better stop drifting and (as the next verse says) hold fast to their faith.

[Tony E. Denton, 3/06.]
Hebrews 4:14—5:3

The last two sections we studied (3:7-19 & 4:1-13) concern the reward of spiritual and eternal rest that God has provided for those who are faithful to Him regardless of the circumstances; now, beginning with 4:14 (which should probably be 5:1), Paul resumed the topic of Christ's priesthood that he began in 2:17, because the High Priesthood of Jesus is the main subject of the book.

In 8:1-2 Paul wrote, "This is the main point of the things we are saying: We have such a High Priest who is seated at the right hand of the throne of the Majesty in the heavens, a Minister of the sanctuary and of the true tabernacle which the Lord erected and not man." So…


Let's read 2:17—3:2 now since that's what Paul was essentially getting back to here in 4:14.

After warning them to remain faithful, Paul now, in 4:14-16, indicates that Jesus was willing and anxi-ous to aid them in all their troubles.

CHAPTER 4, VERSE 14:

Seeing then that we have a great High Priest who has passed through the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, let us hold fast our confession.
So far Paul has demonstrated that Jesus is superior to the prophets, the angels, Moses, and Joshua; now he proceeded to prove that Jesus is superior to Aaron, the very first high priest and the father of the Levitical priesthood (Lev. 21).

Notice the ascending scale of importance: the prophets gave the Word to Israel, the Word was given to the prophets through angels, Moses led Israel out of Egypt, and Joshua led the nation into Canaan. But…

All this would be worthless if Israel didn't have a high priest to mediate salvation, so Aaron occupied the high point of importance among the servants of God in Israel.

Jesus being referred to as "great" here not only means that Jesus is greater than the angels, the prophets, Moses, and Joshua, but also that He's a greater priest than Aaron, which, by the way, included his descendants, the Levites; see, while the Levites, who comprised the Levitical priest-hood, were merely the sons of Aaron, Jesus was the Son of God!

By saying that Jesus "passed through the heavens" (the first and second heavens, 2 Cor. 12:1-4 & Acts 1:9-11), Paul was saying that Jesus was "in" the third Heaven, at the throne of God which gave Him the power to fulfill the divinely promised rest.

Unlike Aaron who could only go to the typical mercy seat in the holy of holies and offer the blood of animals, Jesus went straight to the real mercy seat in Heaven to offer His own blood.

Later Paul wrote of Jesus that "with His own blood He entered the Most Holy place once for all, having obtained eternal redemption" (Heb. 9:12).

Paul began Hebrews referring to God's Son as having purged our sins and sat down at God's right hand (1:1-3); then, for the first time in 2:9, he used the name "Jesus" in order to bring His humani-ty to their minds; then in 2:17 he brought the high priesthood of this Son of God and of this Jesus into the picture; now, so that there's no mistaking what all he's been getting at, Paul here brought it altogether in one verse: he wrote of Jesus (i.e. humanity), the Son of God (i.e. deity), making Him the perfect High Priest or Mediator between God and man!

The phrase "hold fast" means "to cling to tenaciously"; so, as mentioned when we studied 3:1,
they were cautioned to cling ever so tightly to the confession they made about Jesus when they were saved. 

CHAPTER 4, VERSE 15:

For we do not have a High Priest who cannot sympathize with our weaknesses, but was in all points tempted as we are, yet without sin.
The word for "sympathy" literally means "to suffer with," not just due to knowledge, but due also to His common experience with us in being human, the point Paul made in 2:17-18.

The word for "weaknesses" refers to everything concerning our human susceptibility of being tempted to sin. So…

Paul was saying that, although Jesus didn't have the same susceptibility to "do the deed" (commit sin) that we do (else He would've sinned), He was still tempted in the same ways we are.  I.e…

He, too, was tempted with the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life (1 John 2:16); and, because of who He was, He was very likely tempted in ways that we can’t even imagine! (Incidentally, some believe that the three temptations by Satan himself to Jesus in the wilderness of Matthew 4:1-11 correlate with the three categories of sin listed in 1 John 2:16.)

Later in 7:6 Paul wrote, "Such a High Priest was fitting for us, [a High Priest] who is holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners, and has become higher than the heavens"; the sinlessness of Christ is illustrated at great length by Paul throughout chapters 7—9.
For those who might say something like, "Well, if He never sinned, then He doesn't really under-stand and sympathize," think about this: One who has never been beaten in a fight knows more about the strength of his opponent than one who has experienced defeat. Why? Think about it…

This is true because he had to withstand the most the opponent could dish out. So…

Christ, having never fallen to temptation, knows more about Satan's strength than the vilest sinner, especially being tempted by Satan personally and perhaps with more vigor than we ourselves have ever experienced since we aren't deity like He was/is.  Therefore…

Jesus is better qualified to understand our temptations than anyone else, as Westcott wrote, "Sympathy with the sinner in his trial does not depend on the experience of sin [itself], but on the experience of the strength of the temptation to sin which only the sinless can know in its full intensity…. [Besides] Sin … dulls sympathy by obscuring the idea of evil."

(By the way, there are myriads of scholars who believe in what's called, "The Impeccability of Christ"—the belief that, because He was 100% God as well as 100% man, He could not sin.)

CHAPTER 4, VERSE 16:

Let us therefore come boldly to the throne of grace that we may obtain mercy and find grace to help in time of need.
The original word for "let us come" literally means to "let us keep on coming" and is a reference to the idea of approaching God through a sin-sacrifice; under the first covenant the sin-sacrifice was an animal, while now under the last covenant it's Jesus Christ (Heb. 9:26).

The word "boldly" doesn't mean "arrogantly," it means "with confidence," more confidence than they could ever approach God through the Old Testament High Priests who were mere humans.

The "throne of grace" here is the real thing in Heaven typified by the ark of the mercy seat (cf. Jer. 3:16-17) in the most holy place of the tabernacle (1 Kings 8:6), that which only the High Priest could approach (Heb. 9:25). As a reminder…

In the Old Testament economy, there was the High Priest, regular priests (Levites), and the people; in the New Testament economy we no longer have a separation of regular priests and the people, for we are all priests (1 Pet. 2:5 & 9), with Jesus as our High Priest.

This means that we're not restricted access to God's throne through any human being; rather, we have free or direct access to the (divine) High Priest Himself who intercedes and mediates our case before God's throne of grace. (Combining the thoughts of Ephesians 2:18 & 3:12 we find that Paul taught there that we have access with confidence to the Father.)

The word "mercy" is aid related to past offenses, while the word "grace" is aid related to future toil, trial, and temptation. And lastly…

The original phrase for "help in time of need" refers to "help before it's too late," in this context it refers to help for them to avoid apostasy while there's still time to enter God's rest.

As we approach 5:1-4, the two points Paul made are that any High Priest is to be sympathetic (5:1-3) and appointed by God (5:4).

CHAPTER 5, VERSE 1:

For every high priest taken from among men is appointed for men in things pertaining to God that he may offer both gifts and sacrifices for sins.
The word "for," of course, means "because"; Paul was here explaining why they could come to the throne for mercy and grace. So why could they? Because…

Though Jesus was UNlike the Levites in that He is the Son of God (4:14), He is like them in that He was also the Son of Man (2:14-17), someone who experienced temptation (4:15, cf. James 1:13); the High Priest, by God's design, was always "from among men … for men," not "for God. "

The phrase "things pertaining to God" is defined in this very sentence as the offering of "gifts and sacrifices for sins"; i.e., those priests ministered in regards to man's relationship with God.

The word "gifts" here refers to bloodless offerings; further, since this word doesn't seem to be con-nected to the phrase "for sins," then the gifts under consideration likely refer to voluntary offerings. 

The word "sacrifices," however, does refer to bloody offerings that were "for sins."

CHAPTER 5, VERSE 2:

He can have compassion on those who are ignorant and going astray, since he himself is also beset by weaknesses.
While the word for "sympathy" in 4:15 merely means "to suffer with someone," the word for "com-passion" here means "to suffer with someone to a limit."  I.e…

The emphasis in this verse is obviously on how a morally weak high priest could have feelings for those like himself; however, because he was high priest with a job to do, he had to restrain his emotions to be effective. I.e…

Not only was he not to allow himself to be too tolerant, but he was also not to allow himself to be severe toward the ignorant and erring.

Before talking about the ignorant and erring, it seems that there were primarily three types of sin in the Old Testament times (and such is probably the case today as well).

There were sins committed in ignorance (Lev. 5:17-19), sins committed in passion (Lev. 6:1-7), and sins committed in rebellion (Num. 15:30-31). It also seems that…

According to those passages, sins committed in ignorance or passion could be atoned for, but those committed in an attitude of rebellion could not (cf. 1 Sam. 15:22-23 & Psa. 19:13). So…

If that's the case, then Paul obviously had the sins of ignorance and passion in mind here in 5:2.

Since the word "ignorant" is generally used in our day as an insult, it needs to be noted that Paul simply used it in reference to someone who lacked knowledge; later in Hebrews 9:7 he wrote con-cerning sacrifices that were offered "for the people's sins committed in ignorance."

Whereas the phrase "those … going astray" seems to imply that they had not sinned yet, it actually comes from a word which refers to "erring ones" or "those committing error."

The word "beset" here comes from the same word as translated "surrounded" in 12:1; however, there it's used positively, while here it's used negatively.  So…

The last part of 5:2 would be better understood today if "beset" were translated as "plagued"; i.e., the high priests, being human, were likewise plagued by the moral weaknesses of the flesh.

This also brings to mind the idea that, while the prophet would cry out for the people to repent or be destroyed, the priests were to be sympathetic and help those who desired forgiveness.

Speaking of these priests as being plagued by sins, and speaking in the general context of Jesus as being superior to the first high priest, Aaron, it seems to be a good illustration to remember that Aaron was the one who took the lead in making the golden calf to worship at Mt. Sinai!

CHAPTER 5, VERSE 3:

Because of this he is required as for the people, so also for himself, to offer for sins.
Leviticus 16:6 has God telling Moses to tell Aaron to "'offer the bull as a sin-offering, which is for himself, and make atonement for himself and for his house.'" And…

Leviticus 9:7 has Moses saying to his brother, Aaron, the High Priest, "'Go to the altar, offer your sin-offering and your burnt offering, and make atonement for yourself.'"

Obviously this didn't apply to Jesus, because not only was He a High Priest, but He was also the Lamb, and the lamb had to be "without blemish" (i.e. without sin, Lev. 22:19, cf. Heb. 4:15). So…

In the passage we studied today…

Paul, in 4:14-16, taught that since we have such a Great High Priest in Jesus who is God's Son, who was tempted as a man just as we are, and who can therefore sympathize with us, we should have total confidence in coming to Father-God through His Son at any time and for any reason!

After that Paul, in 5:1-3, provided more reasons why Jesus is a High Priest by comparing Him with Aaron: (1) both were selected by God from among men; (2) both were appointed to represent man before God; (3) both experienced temptation; (4) both offered up sacrifices; and (5) both were to demonstrate compassion, which Jesus surely did and (unlike those dead priests) still does, as Paul went right on to discuss beginning in verse 6.

Later, in 5:5-10, Paul, demonstrating Jesus' superiority, went on to contrast Jesus and Aaron: (1) only Jesus is called God's Son; (2) only Jesus was given an everlasting priesthood; (2) only Jesus was made a priest after the order of Melchizedek; and (4) only Jesus cried out to God in Gethsemane as He faced His demise as the Lamb as well as the High Priest.

(Tony E. Denton, 3/06.)

Hebrews 5:4-10

In our last study of 4:14—5:3, we concluded that 5:1-3 provide reasons why Jesus qualifies as a High Priest by comparing Him with Aaron, the first high priest: (1) both were selected by God from among men; (2) both were appointed to represent man before God; (3) both experienced temptation; (4)  both offered up sacrifices; and (5) both were to demonstrate compassion.

Now in 5:4-10 Paul demonstrated that Jesus is a superior High Priest by contrasting Him with Aaron: (1) only Jesus is called God's Son; (2) only Jesus was given an everlasting priesthood; (3) only Jesus was made a priest after the order of Melchizedek; and (4) only Jesus cried out to God as He faced His demise as the Lamb as well as the High Priest.

VERSE 4:

And no man takes this honor to himself, but he who is called by God, just as Aaron was.

This verse repeats 5:1: "Every high priest … is appointed by God"; so Paul was bringing that thought back to mind in order to add some more contrasts between Jesus and Aaron, the head of the Old Testament Levitical priesthood.

What's interesting in this verse is that although the high priest was for man (5:1), man wasn’t allowed to choose his own high priest—only God had that privilege, so when anyone tried to usurp that position, there were severe consequences.

First Samuel 13 tells how king Saul lost the kingdom due in part to presuming the work of priest. (Incidentally, there are many who believe that Paul was speaking sarcastically about the high priest Ananias in Acts 23:5 because he was not authorized to be a high priest; and, according to history, he was one of, if not "the," worst high priest ever to occupy the office. Anyway…)

First Kings 12 tells of Jeroboam's institution of an unlawful priesthood, and the kingdom of Israel came to ruin.

Second Chronicles 26 tells of a man named Uzziah who interfered with the priestly office and became a leper. And…

Numbers 16 tells of a man named Korah who tried such, and the earth swallowed up him and all his followers; Jude referred to this incident as the "rebellion of Korah" (v. 11). (By the way, Paul also referred to this Old Testament story in reference to the Hymenaeus heresy that the resur-rection had already occurred, by AD 65, that is [2 Tim. 2:17-19]; in this place, Paul was proving to Timothy that this teaching would be clearly proven erroneous once Jesus came in just a few years to condemn those who attempted to usurp Paul’s authority as an inspired man of God.)

VERSE 5:

So also Christ did not glorify Himself to become High Priest, but it was He who said to Him, "You are My Son, today I have begotten You."
The word "glorify" here would be better understood as "exalt"; i.e., Jesus didn't exalt Himself to the role of High Priest—the One who claimed Jesus as His Son exalted Him to that position.

In this verse Paul again, as in 1:5, quoted from Psalm 2:7. The question becomes, "Why go through the trouble of saying, 'It was He who said to Him, "You are My Son, today I have begotten You,"'" instead of just saying that "It was God who appointed Him?" I think there's a good reason for this.

Remember from our study of 1:5 that Jesus being begotten and called God's Son in Psalm 2:7 has reference not to His birth from Mary, but to His resurrection from spiritual death. So…

Paul was implying that Jesus' resurrection and ascension to God's right hand (1:1-5) is directly connected to His being worthy of the once-for-all High Priesthood. Why?

Because He lives evermore to intercede for the saints, and because He, being the Lamb as well as the High Priest, endured the lowest depths of human suffering and death in order to be the perfected, as 5:7-8 incidentally goes on to talk about.

VERSE 6:

As He also says in another place, "You are a priest forever according to the order of Melchi-zedek" (Psa. 110:4).
Although Paul brought up the priesthood of Christ being like that of Melchizedek, he strayed from this subject in verse 12, getting back to it in chapter 7; however, the point here for now is plain: unlike the Aaronic priesthood, the priesthood of Jesus is "forever," just as that of Melchizedek who had no beginning and no ending as far as any record is concerned (7:3). Incidentally…

The word "forever" here refers to the idea of "throughout the age"; in Exodus 40:15 God told Moses that the Levitical priesthood would be "an everlasting priesthood," defined by God in the next phrase as "throughout their generations"; and we know that their generations ended at the destruction of Jerusalem. So, because Jesus will never cease to exist, His priesthood will be throughout the entirety of the Christian age. Furthermore…

Unlike high priests such as Ananias in Acts 23 (who many believe usurped the office), Jesus, even though He was not of the lineage of Aaron, did NOT usurp the office of High Priest because it was appointed by God that He would be High Priest hundreds of years before He was even born; besides that His priesthood would be like that of Melchizedek who lived long before the Aaronic or Levitical priesthood came into existence.

Another interesting thought that this verse brings up which will be discussed much more in chapter 7 is that Melchizedek wasn’t just a priest like Aaron, but, unlike Aaron, he was also a king (7:2).

Jesus, therefore, is Priest and King, as Zechariah 6:13 says of Him, "'He … shall … rule [from and] be a priest on His throne.'"

Remember what happened to king Uzziah when he tried to be both king and priest? He was judged by God and became a leper.

VERSE 7:

Who (Jesus, not Melchizedek, cf. v. 8), in the days of His flesh, when He had offered up prayers and supplications, with vehement cries and tears to Him who was able to save Him from death, was heard because of His godly fear.
It seems obvious to me and to most commentators and scholars that this verse refers to Jesus' prayers to the Father in the Garden of Gethsemane before He was betrayed by Judas; and it's also obvious that Paul brought this up to enforce his argument that, although Jesus didn't commit sin as the regular high priests did, He did suffer as a human as the regular high priests did. (Let's read Matthew 26:36-44, remembering that Luke recorded the help of an angel, things being so bad.)

The word for "offered" was used of the priest who brought a sacrifice to the altar of God; thus, prayer is a sort of sacrifice—a sacrifice of the lips (cf. Heb. 13:15), which is why the prayers of the saints are referred to as a type of offering in Revelation 8:3-4.

When used separately, the words "prayers" and "supplications" are used interchangeably, but when used together they refer to a prayer prompted by a deep sense of helplessness.

The word "vehement" means "passionate."

Instead of meaning (as I once thought) that God could save Jesus from dying, it actually means that God could bring Him out from the state of spiritual separation/death; after all, surely it wasn’t physical death the Son of God dreaded, but being cut off from His Father. 
The word for "fear" here isn’t the word which refers to being afraid of something; this word high-lights the idea of "respect," which is why the adjective "godly" is suitably added in the NKJV.

Here's the idea: Jesus' prayer to His Father was heard because of His respect for Him, not just in His prayer wherein He clearly placed the Father's will above His own, but also throughout His entire life.  (Cf. the only place where this word for "fear" is used, Heb. 12:28.)  And what was the result?

Jesus was raised from the dead, taking us right back to the thought of Psalm 2:7 in 5:5 above.

VERSE 8:

Though He was a Son, yet He learned obedience by the things which He suffered.
The word "Son" here doesn't refer to Jesus as being the Son of Man here, but the Son of God.

The word "learned" here refers to an understanding that came by experience, not merely by instinct or instruction; we can know this because it specifically says here that He learned from the sufferings He experienced. (In fact, in the Greek there's a figure of speech called paronomasia which is used here to indicate this: "He suffered – He learned," cf. Bullinger, p. 307.)

The idea is that even though Jesus as God knew what obedience was, as far as "head-knowledge" goes, He didn't know what it was from experience; i.e., Jesus as deity minus humanity was never tempted to disobey, which is why He learned obedience.

One thing this verse clearly teaches is that suffering is NOT always the consequence of one's personal sins; rather, adversity is meant to edify us.  Also…

Let's ask ourselves this: "If God's Son had to learn obedience, shouldn't His followers learn it as well? And if God's Son had to obey, should we expect special favors, such as the right to disobey?"

VERSE 9:

And having been perfected, He became the author of eternal salvation to all who obey Him.
The basic idea behind the word for "perfected" refers to a person's attainment of God's goal for him; so this initial phrase points to how Jesus reached God's goal for Him concerning His eternal priest-hood, a goal that was ultimately accomplished in His death.

In Philippians 2:8, Paul wrote, "being found in appearance as a man, Jesus humbled Himself and became obedient to the point of death, even the death of the cross." Likewise…

Just as Jesus was setting His face toward Jerusalem and His death, He told some Pharisees that He was headed there because that's where He would "'"be perfected"'" (Luke 13:32).

The word "perfected" here could also refer to "consecration"; i.e., just as Aaron and his sons were consecrated to the priestly office through sacrifices (Exo. 29), so Jesus was consecrated to the priestly office by the sacrifice of Himself.

Before talking about the phrase "the author of eternal salvation," let's recall Hebrews 2:10 where, speaking of Jesus, of course, Paul said that "It was fitting … to make the author of [our] salvation perfect through sufferings."

Although 2:10 is parallel in its primary thought to 5:7-9 and therefore should definitely be consulted when studying chapter 5, yet there is a slightly unnoticeable difference in the NKJV.

As I mentioned when we studied 2:10, the NKJV would've been better off in this case retaining the translation of the old KJV where it was translated as "captain"; i.e., 2:10 refers to the idea of Jesus being the "leader" of our salvation—the One who paved the way for us. But…

The original word for "author" here in 5:9 is a word which, although similar in meaning to the word in 2:10, actually refers to the idea of Jesus being the "cause" or "source" of our salvation.

The salvation of Christ here is described as "eternal"; neither the Law of Moses nor the Aaronic or Levitical priesthood provided for eternal salvation—the sins of the people were merely rolled forward until the "perfected" Jesus could "author" and "captain" (if you will) that perfect salvation. In fact…

Hebrews 7:19a & 11 says, "The Law made nothing perfect," and "If perfection were through the Levitical priesthood, … what further need was there that another priest should rise according to the order of Melchizedek and not be called according to the order of Aaron?" Then…

Hebrews 7:28 says, "The Law appoints as high priests men who have weakness, but the word of the oath which came after the Law appoints the Son who has been perfected forever." Also…

Hebrews 9:12 & 15 say that "with His own blood Jesus entered the Most Holy Place once for all, having obtained eternal redemption…. For this reason He is the Mediator of the new covenant … for the redemption of the transgressions under the first covenant that those who are called may receive the promise of the eternal inheritance."

When it speaks of "salvation to all who obey Him," the thought behind verses 7-8 come to mind; i.e., just as Jesus became Savior by obedience, we become saved by obedience. So since Jesus had to obey to become Savior, why would anyone assume he could be saved without obedience?

VERSE 10:

Jesus was called by God as High Priest "according to the order of Melchizedek."
There's not word in the original for "as," and the word for "called" means "to dub or give a name to" such as when parents to be ask each other, "What shall we call him or her," meaning, "What name should we choose to call him or her by?" So…

This verse is simply saying that, because Jesus reached God's goal for Him, He was perfectly qualified to be the once-for-all-time High Priest between God and men, God dubbed Him "High Priest after the likeness of Melchizedek." Actually…

As the word "dubbed" suggests, the word for "called" carries with it the idea of performing this dub-bing publicly, meaning that just as God was pleased to call Jesus His Son at His baptism, so He was pleased to call Him High Priest. How was this done publicly? By His resurrection, then His appear-ances and ascension. So…

As Paul began talking about in 2:17, there can be no doubt that, unlike Aaron, Jesus is perfectly quali-fied to be a merciful and faithful High Priest in things pertaining to God because He learned obedience as a human through the experience of enduring toils, trials, and temptations that were even far greater than those endured by mere men … and without succumbing to the pressure to sin. This is why…


1. He was appointed High Priest directly by God Himself.

2. His appointment was after that of Melchizedek not Aaron, therefore everlasting.

3. He is the Source of eternal salvation to all those who, like Him, obey. And…

4. He is the Helper of the faithful while on this trying planet.

[Tony E. Denton, 3/06.]
Hebrews 5:11—6:3

At this point in Hebrews, Paul, seemingly frustrated with his audience, broke off from his course of discussion concerning Jesus and the priesthood order of Melchizedek to warn them a fourth time.

As mentioned before, there are seven warnings in Hebrews; the first three dealt primarily with their lack of faith leading to neglect, while this one deals with their lack of growth in spiritual matters.

CHAPTER 5, VERSE 11:

Of whom we have much to say and hard to explain, since you have become dull of hearing.

Since the word for "whom" can be masculine or neuter, it falls to the interpreter to translate it as either "whom" or "which"; in this case the term "which" would be better, because the subject isn't Jesus or Melchizedek—it's actually the relation of Jesus to the priestly order of Melchizedek.

The term "we" could refer to Paul and his personal scribe (cf. Rom. 16:22, 1 Cor. 16:21, Gal. 6:11, Col. 4:18, & 2 The. 3:17), or it could've simply been a tactful way of saying, "we have lots to discuss."

Interestingly, the phrase "hard to explain" is from one Greek word, the prefix of which means “diffi-cult,” while the root word means “interpretation,” resulting in “explanation”; in fact, this is the term from which we get our word "hermeneutics"—the rules of interpretation.

By employing the phrase "since you," Paul blamed them for this being a difficult subject to explain; incidentally, this helps us to see that the audience is what determines which parts of God's Word are milk and which parts are meat.

The phrase "have become" tells us that at one time they weren't like this, but because they were pulling away from the truths they had once confessed, they had become (not were becoming) dull of hearing. (Cf. notes to 2:1-3 & 4:14.)

The word for "dull" is only found one other time in the New Testament, and it's in 6:12 where it's translated as "sluggish"; the word for "hearing" referred to their "understanding," an understanding, incidentally, that was drifting backward instead of pushing forward (5:12b & 6:1a). So, due to this…

Due to their apparent desire to go backward into Judaism instead of forward into Christianity (cf. 6:4-6), Paul had a hard time figuring out how to get this important subject across to them.

Notice their journey to immaturity: they Drifted from the Word (2:1-4); then they Doubted the Word (3:7—4:13); and now they were Dull in hearing the Word. So something we can learn from this is that a symptom of spiritual problems is the attitude which says that Bible study, worship, and preaching are "dull."

CHAPTER 5, VERSE 12:

For though by this time you ought to be teachers, you need someone to teach you again the first principles of the oracles of God; and you have come to need milk and not solid food.
If this letter was written to Jewish Christians in Jerusalem, as seems to be the case, then that makes this first clause a very strong one; i.e., in saying, "by this time you ought to be teachers," Paul was referring to the idea that the church had been established there for over 30 years!

Since the "first principles" here are "of the oracles of God," let's talk about the "oracles" first.

The word for "oracles" (lŏgiōn) is related to the term lŏgias, the word translated "collection" in First Corinthians 16:1, but it's derived from the very familiar term lŏgŏs, which is variously translated as "sayings" or "words" or even "teachings." However…
Whereas lŏgŏs could be used for something anyone thought or said, lŏgiōn was only associated with divine thoughts and teachings. So, putting this together we discover that…

"The oracles of God" refer to the collection of sayings or teachings of God. So what was the only collection of God's sayings that they had at that time? The Old Testament. What else would people like Paul use to convince Jews that Jesus was the promised Messiah? By the way…

The term lŏgiōn was used of the Mosaic Law by Stephen (Acts 7:38) and by Paul (Rom. 3:2), and since Hebrews deals so much with priesthood, it's also interesting to note that divine oracles were engraved on the high priest's breastplate during Old Testament times; in fact, the Greek Old Testament employs the term lŏgiōn in Exodus 28:15 to describe that breastplate. Now…


Let's briefly define "the first principles."

What's a principle? Some synonyms for "principles" are thoughts, truths, ingredients, and ele-ments; applying it to this context, the phrase "first principles" simply refers to the first truths or first elements—about Christ (6:1)—found in "the oracles of God" (the OT, cf. John 5:39).

Speaking more about the term for "principles," this term is (coincidentally) translated as "ele-ments" in Galatians 4:3 & 9 and Colossians 2: 8 & 20 where the idea of that which is elementary or foundational is meant to describe, ironically, the Old Testament—their present oracles of God.

Notice, for example, Galatians 3:24-25: "The law was our tutor to bring us to Christ…. [Now] we are no longer under a tutor." And…

Notice Galatians 4:1-3 & 9: "A child … is under guardians and stewards until the time appointed by the father. Even so we, when we were children, were in bondage under the elements of the world [the Jewish system]…. But now … how is it that you turn again to the weak and beg-garly elements of the world [the Jewish system, the law of sin and death], to which you desire again to be in bondage?" So…


If the oracles of God here are a reference to the Law of Moses, then what was Paul saying? 

If the Old Testament prophesied of Jesus of Nazareth, and if they were headed back to that world (remember, this was before it was destroyed), then they obviously needed to be taught again concerning the very fundamentals of the Old Testament. So…

For them to head back to the world that foreshadowed Christ would be to totally miss the very basics of the Old Testament (cf. Col. 2:16-17 & Heb. 10:1); Jesus being their High Priest is something that should've been fundamental to, of all people, Jews who had become Christians! 

The "milk" of God's Word is obviously equivalent to "the first principles of the oracles of God" (or, as 6:1 puts it, "the elementary principles of Christ" found in God's oracles), including that which he had already discussed—Jesus' fulfillment of the type and shadow of the Aaronic priesthood. So…

Meat or "solid food" likely refers to the next step in the discussion of Jesus' priesthood that Paul was trying to take, for it was at the point of bringing up the priesthood of Jesus after the order of Mel-chizedek that he paused to scold them for making this more difficult on him than it should've been.

Notice three side-points: [1] This verse implies that a person does not need to know everything or even a great deal about the Bible to be saved. [2] This verse implies that every Christian is expect-ed to be a teacher of God's Word in one form or another. And [3] isn't it sad that many of those who complain about hearing the basics too often from the pulpit don't even know where to go in the Bible to share the Gospel plan of salvation with others?

CHAPTER 5, VERSE 13: [Why did Paul think they needed to be taught the first principles again?]
Because everyone who partakes only of milk is unskilled in the word of righteousness, for he is a babe.
The word for "unskilled" means "inexperienced"; i.e., they needed to be taught so they could teach. And what were they expected to teach or share with the world? "The word of righteousness."

This phrase brings Romans 1:17 to mind where Paul taught that through the Gospel (the New Testament) we learn how to gain God's righteousness by faith. So…

Because they were so caught up in and headed back to the Old Covenant, they were unskilled or inexperienced in teaching folks about the New Covenant.

Back in Paul's day, being called a "babe" as an adult wasn't a good thing; the word for "babe" here merely refers to someone who's ignorant, either due to a lack of being taught or to a lack of per-sonal study and experience in teaching others.

Notice an implied irony here: these brethren weren't inexperienced because they were babes (which would be normal); they were babes because they were inexperienced and that by their own choice. See, unlike normal children, they weren't trying to learn and grow, so they were actually regressing instead of progressing.

CHAPTER 5, VERSE 14:

But solid food belongs to those who are of full age, that is, those who by reason of use have their senses exercised to discern both good and evil.
The word for "use" refers to that which has become second nature to someone. The old saying that "if you don't use it, you lose it" implies the truth that you can't lose what you don't have, yet Paul was telling these brethren that they didn't even have it because they didn't use it (also ironic).

The phrase "full age" refers to the mature, of course; and, unlike babies who will swallow nearly anything, mature people will be more careful about what they swallow.

The word "senses" refers to one's mental abilities here, not to the five senses we normally think of; and these exercised senses result in the ability to determine what's good and bad … to swallow.

The phrase "good and evil" refers not to good and bad morals, but to right and wrong doctrines, for that's what corresponds to this context concerning what makes one righteous (cf. Rom. 10:3).

Remember, these brethren were being severely pressured to return to Judaism, and this pres-sure (false teaching from Judaizers as well as persecution) was causing them to neglect, even renounce, what they had been taught and what they had previously accepted as true.

This is why Paul indicated that such negligence leads to total apostasy (6:4-9).

There's something comforting in this verse that we should take to heart: the implied lesson here is that, generally speaking, the more one exercises himself in reading, studying, meditating upon, and teaching God's Word, the more chance there is that he is correct in his interpretation; this is obvi-ously why God expects respect in harmony with one's amount of spiritual exercise (1 The. 5:13).

CHAPTER 6, VERSE 1a:

Therefore, leaving the discussion of the elementary principles of Christ, let us go on to per-fection, not laying again [a] foundation of...
At this verse, Paul began to ease back into the subject of Jesus being of the priesthood of Melchize-dek; this “easing” actually took him the rest of chapter 6.

Firstly I think it's important to point out here that when Paul used the phrase "let us," he didn't usually mean to include himself—it was (and is) merely a tactful way to motivate people; I mention this here because this phrase applies to both the "leaving" and the "going on" clauses. So…

Paul was saying, "Let us be leaving the principles of Christ," or even more literally, "Let us be leav-ing the beginning words (logon) about the Messiah." And…

Where were (and are) these teachings found again? That's right—in the Old Testament, begin-ning as far back as Genesis 3:15, in fact. However…

In this context Paul may have been more specifically referring to the very things he had been talking about up to this point—the Old Testament types and shadows found in the Aaronic priesthood with its sacrifices and offerings. Then…
Paul went on to say, "Let us go on to perfection."

The word for "perfection" comes from a word referring to an "end," thus pointing to the end, purpose, consummation, or fulfillment of the Old Testament types, shadows, and prophecies.

Going on to perfection meant leaving the Aaronic priesthood behind and accepting the Mel-chizedekian (eternal) priesthood of Jesus which required the absolution of the old law (7:12).

See, since Melchizedek lived before Moses, Christ's priesthood wasn't meant to carry on the old law, but to supersede it.

In fact, the clause "let us go on" is passive in nature, meaning that this perfection—this end—was coming if they were ready or not.

Their wilderness wandering, their transition phase, their 40-year grace period was very near its end! When speaking of Jerusalem's destruction in AD 70, Jesus said, "'These are the days of vengeance that all things which are written may be fulfilled'" (Luke 21:22). The thing is…

These brethren, instead of going backwards, needed all-the-more to start seriously pressing forward and thinking about their future in relation to their present state. Now…

Let's consider the six subjects Paul listed in verses 1b-2, keeping two things in mind…


1. They were being pressured to return to Judaism (the Scriptures of which they had). And


2. They didn't have much of the New Testament for their Christianity. So the result was that…

They were dwelling on what little they knew, apparently not growing by  means of the resources at their disposal … even after 30 years! They seemed to be content in drinking the milk of The Law (perhaps as a way to compromise with their persecutors). They just didn’t seem to realize that they, especially in the 60s, didn’t have the time to get stuck dabblin’ in the mere shadows of the substance which was unfolding right before their eyes!
CHAPTER 6, VERSES 1B-2:

…repentance from dead works and of faith toward God, of the doctrine of baptisms [and] of laying on of hands, [and] of resurrection from the dead and of eternal judgment.
Firstly, it's probably worth mentioning that Paul wrote these 6 topics in 3 sets of 2 as can be seen in his use of the coordinating conjunction "and." (As noted in brackets above, the NKJV left out two conjunctions.) So for brevity's sake, I'm going to just concisely paraphrase what I think Paul was saying here. 
"Yes, studying, believing, and discussing the fact that men must turn from evil deeds that lead to death toward faith in God that leads to life is indeed good old first testament teaching that's brought to its fullness in the second testament, but let's move on.” (Incidentally, notice that it’s faith toward God instead of Jesus, indicating an Old Testament concept.) And…

"Yes, studying, believing, and discussing how the various ceremonial cleansings and laying hands on the sin-sacrifices beautifully picture our forgiveness and cleansing is indeed good old first testa-ment teaching that's brought to its fullness in the second testament, but let's move on.” (Incident-ally, the original term for ‘baptisms’ here is never used in reference to what we usually think of as baptism; rather, it’s always used in the New Testament for ceremonial washings [cf. 9:10].) And…

"Yes, studying, believing, and discussing the wonders of resurrection and the terrors of eternal judgment is indeed good old first testament teaching that's brought to its fullness in the second testament, but let's move on!" (Incidentally, yes, both of these ideas are taught in the Old Testa-ment, e.g. Daniel12, et. al. They just had so little information about them that they were far from the truth on what it all meant or how it would all play out.)

{* For a truly great in-depth study of this section of Hebrews, consult Gary Workman’s notes in Studies in Hebrews: The Second Annual Denton Lectures, ed. Dub McClish, 1983, p. 365.}
CHAPTER 6, VERSE 3:

And this we will do if God permits.
Because, as will be more clear in our next paragraph study (6:4-12), the hearts of these brethren could be too far gone already, Paul, by this statement, hinted at the possibility that God's nature may not permit the desired consequence of this teaching. See…

Because man has free-will, God will not, yea cannot, violate it; i.e., the choice had to be made by these brethren between going back to the first testament or on into second testament—the purpose of the first testament.

If these brethren persisted in the course they were on, a course that was implied in 3:7-8 when Paul warned against the hardened heart, this letter would do them no good; what the result of this letter was, we cannot know, but we can be extremely thankful for the good it does for us today.

[Tony E. Denton, 4/06.]
Hebrews 6:4-12

In the last section we studied, 5:11—6:3, we found Paul striving to wean a thirty-year old congregation from the milk of the Old Testament world of prophecies, types, and shadows of the coming Christ and push them forward … deeper into the New Testament world of their fulfillment in Jesus who would (and did) fulfill all things in the AD 70 destruction of Jerusalem, Judaism, and its Temple (Luke 21:22).

He ended that section by saying, "And this we will do if God permits," indicating that he just hoped it wasn't too late for them—that they weren't already too far gone to get them turned around before the perfection or the end occurred, because they would be destroyed (lost) right along with the rest of the Jews if they didn't get back on their previous course.

After the statement of 6:3, Paul continued with his warning by discussing the despair of apostasy. Let's begin with the root statement in… 

VERSES 4a & 6:

For it is impossible … if they shall fall away, to renew them again to repentance, since they crucify again for themselves the Son of God, and put Him to an open shame.

The original word for "fall away" means "to deviate or turn aside from"; this word is related to the word Paul used in Galatians 5:4 when he told those Christians who were having the same problem as these Hebrews, "You have become estranged from Christ, you who attempt to be justified by law; you have fallen from grace."

In Hebrews 6:6 Paul wasn't talking about someone who fell into a moral sin and didn't want to repent of it (although that could perhaps be included); he was referring to apostasy.

To apostatize means to abandon one's faith in something or someone, which is what Paul spoke of in 3:12 when he said, "Beware, brethren, lest there be in any of you an evil heart of unbelief in departing from the living God."

The word for "renew" is interesting.

There are two Greek words for "new": neos  refers to something "new in time," and kainos refers to something "new in condition"—to something that has been restored.

The original word here is from kainos with a prefix added for repetition: i.e., it refers to some-thing that had been reconditioned once already; so to renew it was to recondition it again.

Due to the way the word "repentance" is used in this statement (as a state of place), it brings to mind the reality that repentance is a gift of God, a gift in the sense that He chose that He would allow repentance on the part of man in order to acquire salvation.

In Acts 11:18 we read about how God has "granted to the Gentiles repentance to life"; and in 2 Timothy 2:25 Paul spoke of being patient with quarrelers just in case God grants them repent-ance, which fits perfectly with 6:3: "if God permits." See…

God is the only One who perfectly knows the heart of a man concerning whether it's possible to change him or not, so we're just to do our duty, and let Him take care of the rest. (Exception: Since the Bible does speak of not casting pearls before swine and of church discipline, then there are obviously some limits to this, but we get the main point here.)

According to the Greek scholars, the original word for "impossible" here cannot be toned down to mean "difficult"—it really does mean "impossible."

Why is it impossible? Because God rejects those who reject Him and His teachings (as we’ll see in verses 8-9); He cannot and will not save anyone against his/her will.

Yes, a person on his own can choose to re-associate himself with what he had previously re-jected, but he won’t be forced; this is why Paul used the pronoun "we" (v. 3) and why it says that it's impossible to renew him, implying that it can't be accomplished by someone else.

The question arises, why did Paul speak of the impossibility of a return from falling away? Haven't we heard of people who "fell away" from the church and came back? Surely we have. So what's the deal here? Paul said that this sort of people would be impossible to restore because…

"They crucify again for themselves the Son of God, and put Him to an open shame."

The phrase "for themselves" could either mean "as far as they were concerned" or that "they did it to their detriment" because the cross would have no more value for them; see, to return to Judaism would be to renege on Jesus being the Messiah, meaning that He was worthy of death. Besides that…

The putting "Him to an open shame" idea seems to contrast the "for themselves" idea; i.e., they wouldn’t only crucify Jesus to their own detriment, but by leaving what they once professed they'd also bring blasphemy and shame on Him in the eyes of others. So…

Instead of glorying in the cross, they'd be encouraging people to see shame in it, for to be cruci-fied as a criminal was an extremely shameful way to die (Gal. 3:13 & 5:11). Now…


Let's return to verse 4 in order to consider Paul's description of this sort of people.

VERSE 4b-5:

…those who were once enlightened, and have tasted the heavenly gift, and have become partakers of the Holy Spirit, and have tasted the good Word of God and the powers of the age to come…
Before defining these, let me say this: I believe that these five subjects are not only in a staircase series, but the last four also simultaneously describe the first one. So let's consider the first one, not just being first in the series, but also being first in contextual significance.

The word for "enlightened" could mean two things, either separately or simultaneously:

It could refer to understanding in general, bringing in the generic idea of this word being described by the following four subjects. Or…

It could refer to baptism, because this particular Greek word was used in the first few centuries to indicate the result of one who came to understand, bringing in the more specific staircase idea with the first step—baptism. Or…

It could refer to both of these ideas simultaneously; I personally believe this because the word "once" means once-for-all, bringing up something done only once—baptism, while the last four, in the original, use the word "having," connecting them with the word "enlightened." Now…

Concerning understanding, we're reminded of numerous passages, and here are a couple:

Of Jesus, Zacharias said, "'To give light to those who sit in darkness'" (Luke 1:79). And…

Paul wrote of "the light of … knowledge … in the face of Jesus Christ" (2 Cor. 4:6).

Concerning baptism, notice a parallel passage later in Hebrews: after speaking of receiving the knowledge of the truth in 10:26, Paul then said in verse 32, "Recall the former days in which, after you were illuminated, you endured a great struggle." When did they begin having their struggles? After their conversion, of course. Now let's move on…

The phrase "tasted the heavenly gift" means that they had experienced Christ and His salvation in their lives; we're reminded of numerous passages here as well, but we only have time for a few:

In John 4:10 Jesus said of Himself, "'If you knew the gift of God, and who it is who says to you, "Give Me a drink," you would have asked Him, and He would have given you living water.'"

Jesus said, "'I am the living bread which came down from Heaven. If anyone eats of this bread, he will live forever'" (John 6:51). And…

Speaking of Jesus, Peter wrote, "you have tasted that the Lord is gracious" (1 Pet. 2:3).

The phrase "partakers of the Holy Spirit" probably refers to the idea found in First Corinthians 6:19 where Paul wrote, "Do you not know that your body is the temple of the Holy Spirit?", reminiscent of Ephesians 1:13-14 which applied solely to Christians of that initial generation. (Read it.)

The phrase "the good Word of God" is interesting because it's suggestive of the various times just such a phrase was used in the Old Testament, referring to positive things.

In Joshua 21:45 the promise of bringing the children of Israel into the land of Canaan was called "a good word," and in Jeremiah 29:10 the bringing of God's people out of captivity was called a "good word." So…

It's no wonder that when the writer of Psalm 45:1 wrote about the coming Messiah, he spoke of meditating on "a good word," which fits perfectly here with people who were experiencing "the good Word of God"—the fulfilling of the pleasant promises of the Messianic age. Lastly…
In verses 4-6, let's consider the phrase "the powers of the age to come (mello)."

Such as when we speak of "the powers that be," the term for "powers" here was used in reference to other things besides supernatural intervention in the material universe (cf. Mat. 24:29, Titus 3:1, & 1 Pet. 3:22). So, especially in the context of Hebrews in general (e.g. 11:35 & 12:22-28), and since he was referring to the following age—the new covenant age, it seems obvious that Paul was referring to those things which that dawning new age would bring, things such as…

Reformation (Heb. 9:9-10), refreshing restoration (Acts 3:19-21), redemption (Eph. 1:13-14), & resurrection (Luke 20:35 & Php. 3:8-12 in which Paul used the term "power"). Further…

Since revelation would be complete and Christ’s enemies would be crushed, Paul may have also been including the future of the Gospel’s increase (Isa. 9:7 & Rev. 21—22, esp. 22:17). 
The church was in its infancy during the transition period, so if it had tasted the greatness of the dawning new age then (they were in the process of "receiving" it after all, Heb. 12:28), how great it would be when it all finally arrived (cf. 1 Cor. 13:8-12)! Now on to Paul's illustration…

VERSES 7-8:

For the earth, which drinks in the rain that often comes upon it and bears herbs useful for those by whom it is cultivated, receives blessing from God; but if it bears thorns and briars, it is rejected and near to being cursed, whose end is to be burned.
The word for "earth" here means land, with primary reference to "a piece of ground," while the word for "herbs" is the word from which we get "botany," the study of plants.

The word for "cultivated" is the word from which we get the name "George," a name which means "a worker of the land, a farmer, one who nurtures a piece of land for edible produce."

The word for "rejected" is the same word found in First Corinthians 9:27 where, in the KJV, Paul spoke of being "a castaway."

The burning here is the curse, the result of being rejected. The question is, Why did he say "near to being cursed," when the normal thing to say would've been, "it is rejected and will be burned"?

I believe Paul used this time statement because he had something in mind more general than just an individual who rejects Christ: I believe he had in mind the "end" of Judaism that literally was near its cursing; so, as mentioned before, whoever among the Jews rejected Jesus, even at this late date, shouldn’t think they’d escape God's judgment or curse.

Let's read 2:3 and the parallel passage of today's text in 10:26-29.

The "blessing from God" phrase corresponds to God being the Farmer (George); i.e., when the farmer sees that a piece of ground yields useful crops, he cares for it with more water and so on; but if it doesn't yield useful crops, he wastes no more time, energy, or resources on it, moving on to other ground. This should remind us of the general and the specific as well:

The general would apply to how that God had tried and tried with the Jews and had reached the end of His patience: with this in mind, Jesus once said to the Jews, "'The kingdom of God will be taken from you and given to a nation bearing the fruits of it'" (Mat. 21:43).

The specific would apply to how that Jewish Christians had plenty of time to bear fruit or be cursed; Jesus once said, "'I am the true vine, and My Father is the vinedresser. Every branch in Me that does not bear fruit He takes away [He curses]; and every branch that bears fruit He prunes [He blesses], that it may bear more fruit…. If anyone does not abide in Me, he is cast out as a branch and is withered; and they gather them and throw them into the fire, and they are burned'" (John 15:1-2 & 6). So again…

This could be an either/or situation, but I believe the more contextual way to interpret this is as a both/and situation, especially if we always keep in mind the audience and the times. Now…

Just as a word of encouragement followed a solemn warning in 10:26-39, so the same is true here.

VERSE 9:

But, beloved, we are confident of better things concerning you, yes, things that accompany salvation, though we speak in this manner.
By saying "we are confident of better things concerning you," Paul made it clear that he wasn't say-ing that he believed they were presently in the position of being rejected; he was just trying to "head them off," as it were, to point them back in the right direction (cf. 3:12 & 4:1).

The phrase "things that accompany salvation" describe the "better things"; i.e., not only does this indicate that Paul believed them to still be in a saved condition, but it also—and primarily—indicates that they’d bear a lot of good fruit, much like what he mentioned in the next verse.

VERSE 10:

For God is not unjust to forget your work and labor of love which you have shown toward His name, in that you have ministered to the saints, and do minister.
As nearly every other version indicates, there's no word for "labor" in the original; so it reads more like this: "For God is not so unjust as to overlook your work and the love which you showed for his sake in serving the saints, as you still do" (RSV).

This verse demonstrates that just as Christ is persecuted when His people are persecuted (Acts 9:4), so God is served when the brethren are served (Mat. 25:40); and a personal example of this is found in 10:34. Incidentally…

If this is indeed the church in Jerusalem, Paul might even have had all the benevolent deeds of Acts 2:44-45, 4:32-37, & 6:1-6 in mind.

VERSES 11-12:

And we desire that each one of you show the same diligence to the full assurance of hope until the end, that you do not become sluggish, but imitate those who through faith and patience inherit the promises.

The word for "desire" here is a very strong word, meaning that this is what Paul really wanted!

The phrase "same diligence" refers back to verse 10; i.e., Paul was encouraging them to work just as hard at securing their hope to the end as they had worked in serving their brethren.

"The end" in verse 11 is equal to the time when they would "inherit the promises" in verse 12, which we'll get to momentarily.

The word "sluggish" in verse 12 is an antonym for "diligence" in verse 11; to the Romans Paul once wrote, “Don't be slothful in diligence, but be zealous in spirit, serving the Lord” (12:11).


The word for "imitate" is the word from which get our word "mimic." And…


"Patience" would probably be better translated here as "endurance" or "longsuffering" (cf. 10:32).

The last phrase literally reads, "those who … are inheriting the promises" (cf. 12:28); i.e., they, unlike those of 11:13 & 39, had the privilege of living when the promises were being fulfilled.

In 10:36 Paul similarly said, "You have need of endurance so that after you have done the will of God, you may receive the promise."

[Tony E. Denton, 4/06.]
Hebrews 6:13-20
In our study of 6:4-12, we found Paul writing about the impossibility of being saved without Christ, which is what they would've been hoping for by going back to the Old Law. This is why in verse 12…

Paul brought up the idea of inheriting the promises made to Abraham, promises that could and would only be fulfilled in Christ—the One they were leaving behind; so he was urging them to imitate those like Abraham who, through faith and perseverance, were experiencing the fulfillment of the promises.

VERSE 13:

For when God made a promise to Abraham, because He could swear by no one greater, He swore by Himself…
Because they were becoming discouraged by the long delay of Christ's coming (for, as Peter indi-cated, they expected Him to come in their generation, 2 Pet. 3:4), Paul alluded to father Abraham's faith and perseverance (cf. 11:9-10 & 39).

The emphasis of Hebrews 11, which is often referred to as The Hall of Faith, is the long outlook of true faith—involving patient waiting and endurance.

The example of Abraham demonstrates that the promise of God is certain; i.e., "You think YOU'VE had a long wait—just think of father Abraham who has YET to receive the fulfillment of the promises that were made to him directly!"

The idea of God swearing means that He confirmed His promise (cf. v. 16); and this oath was made on Himself since He literally IS the Top-Banana: in Genesis 22:16 God said, "'By Myself I have sworn,'" which is perhaps similar to our saying, "I give you my word of honor." Incidentally…

It's interesting to note that this oath was made to Abraham AFTER Isaac was about 25 years old, so it didn't include the birth of Isaac, but all the blessings which would flow through him.

VERSE 14:

…saying, "Surely blessing I will bless you, and multiplying I will multiply you."
This type of repetitious wording is a figure of speech meant to emphasize; i.e., God was going to greatly bless and multiply Abraham and his seed!

This same idea is found of Jesus when He is said to be the King of kings & Lord of lords (Rev. 19:16), meaning that Jesus is the kingliest king and the lordliest lord!

It's also found in the phrase "Holy of Holies" (Darby & Holman, Heb. 9:3 & 12), meaning, as the NKJV puts it, "The Holiest of All" (Heb. 9:3) or "The Most Holy Place" (Heb. 9:12).

The blessing of the promise was not only that Abraham's faith would be accounted to him for righte-ousness, but that the faith of his seed would likewise be accounted to them for righteousness: in Galatians 3:8 Paul wrote about how that "God, foreseeing that He would bless the nations by faith, preached the Gospel to Abraham before hand, saying, 'In you all the nations shall be blessed.'"

VERSE 15:

And so, after he had patiently endured, he obtained the promise.
The word for "endured" here is the same root word as translated "patience" in verse 12, both refer-ring to perseverance (something active), not mere patience (something passive—the way we usually understand it).

Since the word for "obtained" carries with it the idea of something merely lighting upon a person, it indicates that Abraham didn't personally receive the entire fulfillment of the promise, but only a touch of it, such as in the birth of Isaac and some of his descendants. But...

Another way to look at it is this: Just as multiplying Abraham referred to his descendants, so his reception of the promise was fulfilled through his descendants. Still...

Another way of looking at this can be found in John 8:56: Jesus said, "'Your father Abraham … saw [My day] and was glad'"; more than likely this means that Abraham saw the Messiah by the eye of faith (as referred to in Hebrews 11:13 that we'll read in a moment). Incidentally…


To "patiently endure" is to do the opposite of becoming "sluggish" (v. 12). true

VERSE 16:

For men indeed swear by the greater, and an oath for confirmation is for them an end of all dispute.
Paul was illustrating the certainty/security of God's promise by alluding to His oath: God meant to put an end to any doubt by confirming His promise with an oath. Why bring this up? Because…

Since time immemorial, mankind has employed the use of oaths upon those greater than he (usually God or His Word) in order to settle any matter; oaths, therefore, have become solemn.

Oaths cause people to say, "OK, as long as you swear, there's nothing more I can expect." So…

The point is this: If people feel like they can bank on what a MAN says under oath to God, surely he should not only accept what GOD Himself says in oath, but he should also be able to feel TOTAL security in doing such! 

Abraham did, and he didn't even live long enough to see the entirety of the promise fulfilled! In fact, Paul said that he "died in faith, not having received the promises, but having seen them afar off was assured of them" (Heb. 11:13). Unlike Abraham…

These brethren were on the verge of finally experiencing the fulfillment of these long-awaited promises! As a side-note…

What's the difference between a promise and an oath? In a promise a simple claim is made, while in an oath someone's character publicly and solemnly supports the claim.

In a promise we look at words, while in an oath we look at the person (whether the oath-taker or the oath-supporter).

Such should remind us of when Paul called on God as witness (Rom. 1:9, 2 Cor. 1:23, & Php. 1:8, & 1 The. 2:5).

VERSE 17:

Thus God, determining to show more abundantly to the heirs of [the] promise the immuta-bility of His counsel, confirmed it by an oath…
"Thus God … confirmed it by an oath"; i.e., according to our own universal custom, God complied with mankind's own accepted tradition of oath-taking.

By saying "to show more abundantly … the immutability of His counsel," Paul was saying that God disregarded the implied distrust in His Word alone and took the oath; He just couldn't make it on any other than Himself. See…

A man makes an oath on someone greater than himself (such as God) because he's in essence saying that, if he's lying, he acknowledges the right of this "greater one" to punish him. But…

Since there's none above God to punish Him if He were lying, He did all He could possibly do, taking an oath on the very same person that men do—Himself; so if they trust themselves to make an oath on God, surely they can trust God to make an oath on Himself!

The word "immutability" simply means "unchangeableness"; God wanted Abraham and all his heirs (physical and spiritual) to know that He is not a turncoat: to Timothy Paul succinctly said that God "cannot deny Himself" (2 Tim. 2:13), and James said of God that in Him "is no variation or [even a] shadow or turning" (1:17).

The term for "counsel" refers to a proposal based on one's desire; i.e., God proposed or promised certain things to Abraham based on His desires for mankind, then He took an oath to fulfill them.

The term for "confirmed" is different than the one for "confirmation" (v. 16): this one means "to pledge oneself as surety." I.e….

Since God couldn't take an oath on anyone greater, He in essence, by taking an oath on Him-self, became the security-deposit for the sake of this promise. Similarly…

Jesus is the "surety" for the New Covenant, according to 7:22. Interestingly…

Since Paul is headed back into his discussion of Christ's High Priesthood according to the order of Melchizedek, there's a very distinct possibility that this verse about the oath of God to Abraham and his descendants includes His oath concerning Jesus' priesthood.

In 6:20 he brought up Psalm 110:4 again where God spoke of swearing that Jesus will be a priest forever. You know, for Paul…

This really is a very smooth transition: moving from Melchizedek in 5:6-10 about Psalm 110:4 to a warning against apostasy (5:11—6:12) to Abraham as an example of faithfulness due to his trust in God (6:13-19) then back to Psalm 110:4 about Jesus and Melchizedek and Abraham's connection to him (6:20ff) is masterfully done.

VERSE 18:

…that by two immutable things, in which it is impossible for God to lie, we might have strong consolation who have fled for refuge to lay hold of the hope set before us.
The phrase "two immutable things" either refers to two oaths (the one to Abraham and the one about Jesus' priesthood) or, as most believe, to God's promise and His oath (v. 17).

In reference to the idea that "it is impossible for God to lie," Numbers 23:19 reads, "God is not a man that He should lie…. Has He ever promised and not carried it through?" (NLT).

The phrase "strong consolation" might be better understood as "a fortress of encouragement."

I say that because the word for "strong" refers to a barrier to resistance like an army or fortress, while the word for "consolation," of course, refers to encouragement resulting in consolation.

Peter once said, "The Lord isn't really being slow about His promise as some think" (2 Pet. 3:9), and this was right after he spoke about those who expected Him to come back and deliver them in their generation and were complaining that He wasn't fulfilling His promise (v. 4). So…

Because God made a promise, took an oath, and cannot lie, they really had no excuse for not being highly motivated and moving forward, no matter what they were enduring.

The phrase "have fled for refuge" is the same as used in the Greek version of Deuteronomy 4:42 where it speaks of fleeing to a city of refuge (there were three on each side of the Jordan); these brethren had accepted Jesus as the Messiah, so they were headed for the eternal city of God's refuge, obeying John the Baptist who warned them to "'flee from the wrath to come'" (Mat. 3:7).

VERSE 19:

This hope we have as an anchor of the soul, both sure and steadfast, and which enters the presence behind the veil…
This word is from the term ankuran ; so, as you can see, our word “anchor,” like our word “baptism” is actually a transliteration (a Greek word in English letters). 
Paul was telling them that their hope was their anchor—something that was found on ancient coins as an emblem of hope.

This anchor of their hope was "sure and steadfast," meaning that it was totally secure in that the chain couldn't break, and the anchor couldn't slip off its mooring.

And where did Paul say this anchor and its chain—hope—extended into? "The presence behind the veil," or more literally, "the place behind the veil"—The Most Holy Place. Think about this…

The veil of the temple represented Jesus (Heb. 10:19-20), so when He died the veil of the tem-ple was torn in two to signify His death (Luke 23:45); but not only that, for man through Jesus is now invited into the very presence of God (Hebrews 10:19-23). However…

Since the full glories of that invitation wouldn't be realized until Christ's high priestly work was completed, then the veil also signified the transition Christ was making from one covenant to another (from the covenant of sin and death to the covenant of reconciliation and life). I.e….

By AD 70, after a generation of grace for the Jews, everything connected with the Old Law was totally and finally removed by Christ, thereby completing the plan of redemption. So…

Paul was telling them that because their Messiah, through His death and resurrection, was in God's presence preparing their spiritual dwelling (cf. John 14:1ff), they, based on God's promises and oaths, had no good reason to forsake their confession of Jesus (4:14).

VERSE 20:

…where the forerunner has entered for us, even Jesus, having become High Priest forever according to the order of Melchizedek.
The phrase "the forerunner" in the Greek is literally "A forerunner"; we'll notice the significance of this momentarily.


Jesus was that "forerunner," and He, therefore, is the rock or mooring to which their hope was tied.


Jesus is a High Priest after the order of Melchizedek for two reasons indicated here.

Firstly and what's obvious, Melchizedek's priesthood (as opposed to Aaron's priesthood) is without end; as Paul said in 7:3, Melchizedek was "without father, without mother, without genealogy, having neither beginning of days nor end of life."

Secondly and implied, the Levitical high priests were never thought of as forerunners (which is why Paul didn't place the word "the" before "forerunner"); rather, they (wearing twelve gems on their vests for the twelve tribes of Israel) were merely representatives of the individuals who couldn’t even come near  the tabernacle, much less enter its holy and most holy places!
Even the priests weren’t allowed to follow the high priest into The Most Holy Place of God's presence, reminiscent of when High Priest Jesus told His disciples, "'Where I am going you cannot come'" (John 13:33), or "'Where I am going you cannot follow Me now'" (13:36). 


But why? Because the New & Living Way wouldn't be completely paved until AD 70. But…


Once it was, then, as Jesus said, "'you shall follow Me afterward'" (John 13:36b). See…

He went on to tell them, "'Since I go and prepare a place for you, I will come again and receive you to Myself, that where I am you may be also'" (John 14:3). I.e….

Once His high priestly work was finished in Heaven (the real Holy of Holies), and once the Old Law of sin and death was totally and once-for-all removed, then they'd be fully accepted into God's presence as heavenly citizens. This helps us to understand that…

At one time, if anyone besides the high priest entered The Holy of Holies, he would die (Exo. 28:35, cf. 28:43 & Num. 18:1ff); but now, because of Christ, we can LIVE in God's presence, meaning that through forgiveness our relationship to Him has been restored, giving us reconciliation and eternal life.

[Tony Denton, 5/06.]
Hebrews 7:1-10
Paul began talking about the high priesthood of Jesus being like that of Melchizedek back in chapter 5, but due to his frustration with the lack of growth among these brethren, he broke off from that subject to scold them for their immaturity. However…

While penning his thoughts in chapter six, he masterfully led his audience directly back into the topic of Jesus’ Melchizedekian priesthood, and this is where we pick up today. By the way, one writer called 7:1-3 a little sermon on 6:20.

VERSE 1:

For this Melchizedek (king of Salem, priest of the Most High God, who met Abraham return-ing from the slaughter of the kings and blessed him… (Note added parentheses to verses 1 & 3.)
Melchizedek is only mentioned twice in the entirety of the Old Testament: there's the very brief story of his meeting with Abraham in Genesis 14:18-20 and a mention of his name in Psalm 110:4.

Notice that Melchizedek, like Jesus (Zec. 6:12-13), but unlike the Levites, was both king and priest.

Most likely the city of "Salem" is Jeru-Salem; Jerusalem is called "Salem" in Psalm 76:2.

After Abraham had slaughtered four kings in order to rescue Lot, he came to Salem where he met Melchizedek, God's "Gentile" priest, who blessed him. (Since Jews were of Abraham's lineage, there were no Jews yet (per se), which points to one of Paul's main points for comparing Jesus with Mel-chizedek—he existed BEFORE the Jews even came into being!)

Abraham recognized the superior office of Melchizedek and honored him in it; the point is that though the Jews (including the Levites, mind you) made great claims of being related to Abraham, this verse shows that Melchizedek blessed Abraham, and, as Paul said in verse 7, "the inferior is blessed by the superior" (RSV). And…

Why did Melchizedek bless Abraham? Because he knew that God was with Abraham (Gen. 14:20) and also probably because he had rid the people of these evil kings. Now it was Abraham's turn…

VERSE 2:

…to whom also Abraham gave a tenth part of all, first being translated "king of righteous-ness," and then also king of Salem, meaning "king of peace"…
As mentioned a moment ago, Abraham acknowledged Melchizedek as God's priest by giving him a tenth of the spoils he had taken from battle (v. 4).

It's interesting to note here that … not only was the priestly order that Jesus is from exist long before Aaron's order, but also … tithing was in existence long before the Law of Moses (cf. Jacob in Gen. 28:22); as God's priest, Melchizedek was entitled to a tenth of the income of God's people, and Abraham knew this.

The idea of "first being translated" means that "king of righteousness" or "righteous king" is the lit-eral meaning of the Hebrew term translated as "Melchizedek"; then when it says "then also … 'king of peace,'" it's merely referring to the meaning of "Salem" (lit. "shalom") which means "peace."

Just as Melchizedek was a "king of Righteousness" and a "king of peace," so Jesus is a king of right-eousness (Jer. 23:5) and a "Prince [or King] of Peace" (Isa. 9:6).

Righteousness and peace are found together at least ten times in Scripture (Psa. 72:3 & 7, 85:10, Isa. 32:17, 60:17, 62:1, Rom. 14:17, 2 Tim. 2:22, Heb. 12:10-11, & Jas. 3:17-18); so, true peace can be experienced only on the basis of righteousness, which is why Paul said that if we want to enjoy peace with God, we must be declared righteous (Rom. 5:1).

VERSE 3:

…without father, without mother, without genealogy, having neither beginning of days nor end of life, but made like the Son of God) remains a priest continually.
Notice that Paul’s main thought in 7:1-3 is this: This Melchizedek remains a priest continuously; and he said this in connection to 6:20 in which he said that Jesus is a High Priest forever according to the order of Melchizedek. Why? Because “he remains a priest continuously.” So if you’ll just mentally place a parenthesis after Melchizedek in verse 1, then one before “remains” in verse 3, you’ll see Paul’s intended flow of thought from 6:20 through 7:3. Anyway…
I think it's important we keep in mind that Paul was writing … not so much about Melchizedek's life but … about Melchizedek's priesthood! If such be the case, then these three deductions follow:

1.
When Paul spoke of Melchizedek’s being without father and mother, he was referring to the idea that, unlike the Levites, he was without any priestly lineage; he, like Jesus, was a priest by special appointment from God.

2.
When Paul spoke of Melchizedek’s being without genealogy, he was referring to the idea that, unlike the Levites, he was in no way related to Abraham. And…

3.
When Paul spoke of Melchizedek’s being without beginning of days or end of life, he was re-ferring to his life as a priest; i.e., unlike the Levitical priests who could only serve from the age of 20 till death, God left us with no such information about Melchizedek's reign. Rather…

His priesthood was like that of God's Son—an eternal one (6:20). No, I don't mean that Melchi-zedek is still a priest today along with Jesus, but that he alone filled up the entirety of his priest-hood, just as Jesus fills up the entirety of His; each of them was/is uninterrupted. Oh, and…

Just in case you didn't catch it, something that's clearly implied here (and maybe also in Isa. 53:8 & Acts 8:33) is that Jesus has NO posterity (regardless of what the DaVinci code people may say)!

Summary: Individual Levites couldn't claim to be specially ordained by God (i.e. they weren’t lacking genealogy); they couldn't claim to have an endless ministry (i.e. they died); and they couldn't claim to be both kings and priests. But Jesus, like Melchizedek, could claim all of these, making Him a better priest than the Levites.

VERSE 4:

Now consider how great this man was, to whom even the patriarch Abraham gave a tenth of the spoils. See…
In the eyes of the Jews, Abraham was the MIP (most important person) among men … period! Just before Abraham encountered Melchizedek, he had saved five kings, cleansed the land of four evil kings, and was returning home with a mother-lode of possessions from the spoils of war! But this man paid homage to some virtually unknown man (at least he appears that way in the Bible) called Melchizedek! This is the point Paul builds on in verses 4-10.

The original word for "spoils" here actually refers to the best of the plunder Abraham took from his battles; i.e., he gave Melchizedek a tenth of all (v. 2), but he took that tenth from the best, not the worst, setting the example for generations to come.

VERSE 5:

And indeed those who are of the sons of Levi, who receive the priesthood, have a command-ment to receive tithes from the people according to the law, that is, from their brethren, though they have come from the loins of Abraham. 
Paul said "those … of [lit. out of] the sons of Levi" because not every male Levite could be a priest, but only those of the family of Aaron; i.e., just remove the comma after "Levi," and it makes sense.

Even though all the tribes were descendants of Abraham, the Levites were commanded to exact tithes of all the other descendants of Abraham (at least from the standpoint of his grandson, Israel, the father of the twelve tribes). The point here is this…

Non-Levites paid tithes to their priests, not as an admission of inferiority, but because they were commanded to; however, in the case of Abraham and Melchizedek, there was no such command, meaning that Abraham voluntarily acknowledged his inferiority to Melchizedek.

Paul's point here is that he who pays tithes is inferior to the one he confers them upon; Abraham paid tithes to Melchizedek (meaning that Abraham was less important than Melchizedek), but the Levite priests (who descended from the great man Abraham) took tithes from Abraham’s descend-ants. So the argument is that…

Although the Levitical priests were great enough to receive tithes from the people, yet their great ancestor was not great enough to receive tithes from Melchizedek, but rather had to pay them!

VERSE 6:

But he whose genealogy is not derived from them received tithes from Abraham and blessed him who had the promises.
Melchizedek, who had no part in the Levitical genealogy and therefore no legal right to exact tithes, took tithes from the patriarch himself! So Melchizedek was greater than Abraham.

Paul could've mentioned Melchizedek blessing the one who had the promises for two reasons.

He could've mentioned it because one would think, and perhaps the Jews did, that Abraham, the one favored by God with "the promises," should've been the one doing the blessing, but not so!

He could've also mentioned it because this is an anti-type of Jesus who blesses both Jews and Gentiles. (Melchizedek was a priest over non-Abrahamic people, but he blessed Abraham.)

VERSE 7:

Now beyond all contradiction the lesser is blessed by the better.
Everyone knows and agrees with this truism, meaning that Melchizedek is greater than Abraham and his descendants because he gave the blessing, and Abraham, recognizing his place, received it.


Melchizedek was a king and a priest, Abraham was neither.

Just as Isaac blessed Jacob (Gen. 27:27-29) and Christ blessed the apostles (Luke 14:50-51), so Melchizedek blessed Abraham. Now, what about this blessing? Well…

Some believe, as I do, that this blessing wasn't just some ritualistic prayer for good things to happen, but a reaffirming of the promise God had just made to Abraham. Here's the scenario…

We have Abraham (here in Gen. 14) who had recently received God's promise to bless the entire world through him (in Gen. 12), meeting someone who should've had no reason to know who he was (at least no personally), much less about God's promise to him! But…

This man meets him on the road to reaffirm that he is God's chosen one, the one who would be the forefather of the Messiah; now that's enough to make Abraham a believer that this fellow is indeed "the [not 'a,' but 'the'] priest of The Most High God" (Gen. 14:18). Moving on…

VERSE 8: Here…

Mortal men receive tithes, but there he receives them, of whom it is witnessed that he lives.
By the word "here" Paul was referring to the Mosaic dispensation, the time of Moses and his Law.

The phrase "mortal men" means "dying men" and refers to the Levites who were constantly dying and being replaced in their priestly office under Moses' Law.

The word "there" refers to the Patriarchal dispensation, the time of Melchizedek and his priestly reign before Moses and his laws about Aaron and his priestly reign. I.e….

Here (in the Mosaic era) mortal men (Levites) receive tithes, but there (in the Patriar-chal era) he (Mel) receives them, of whom it is witnessed that he (Mel) lives. So…
Dying priests received tithes under Abe, but an undying priest received them from Abe. So since the Levites were inferior-Abe’s children, then their priesthood was inferior to Mel’s. So is there any question concerning why God ordained His Son under Mel instead? 
In 5:6 Paul quoted God in Psalm 110:4 as saying, "'You are a priest forever according to the order of Melchizedek.'" Then…

In 7:24-25 Paul wrote, "But He (Jesus), because He continues forever, has an unchangeable priesthood. Therefore He is also able to save to the uttermost those who come to God through Him, since He ever lives to make intercession for them." Now…

Does 7:8 teach tithing today? Well, I personally believe it does because of the present tense of the words "receives" & “lives.” (By the way, although “receives” is supplied, it corresponds well with the thought of the verse 9.)

Just as Levi, the forefather of the Levites, was presently receiving tithes during the Mosaic dis-pensation, so Melchizedek receives tithes now, for he and his priesthood (unlike they and their priesthood) still lives. So, unless Melchizedek's priesthood receives tithes through Jesus, who’s of that order and not the Levitical one, then how does he receive them? Furthermore…

It appears that Paul was implying in this context that since tithing was in existence LONG before the time of Moses, his law, and the Jews (maybe as some believe, even since the time of the eviction from Eden), then God meant for it to exist for all His people for all time; besides, the word as in First Corinthians 16:2 does necessitate a percentage. And if the percentage exempli-fied by God’s people at least since the time of Abe—10%—isn’t the percentage, then what is?
VERSE 9:

Even Levi, who receives tithes, paid tithes through Abraham, so to speak.
Although we've referred to it often in our studies of Hebrews, this is actually Paul's first time directly contrasting the Levitical-Aaronic priesthood with the Melchizedekian priesthood; before this it was just implied by referring to Melchizedek's superiority to Abraham.

Another reason why the Melchizedekian priesthood is greater than the Levitical priesthood is be-cause … not only did Abraham their forefather pay tribute to Melchizedek, but also … the Levites themselves paid tithes to Melchizedek through Abraham. How? Let's read the last verse for today:

VERSE 10:

For he was still in the loins of his father when Melchizedek met him. I.e….
Although Levi wasn't born yet, he was a descendant of Abraham—the family representative; see, the Jews believed so strongly in the solidarity of their race that, even if they didn't like it, they un-derstood Paul's argument which covered all bases. The simple argument was this:

Because Melchizedek is greater than Abraham, he is therefore also greater than Levi and Aaron —the fathers of their present priesthood AND their present covenant that was brought in by Aaron and his brother Moses.

This is the pivotal point of the book of Hebrews, not just because it's the middle of the book, but more importantly because this is the theme of the book—that Jesus and His covenant are better than what they were going back to. Besides…

To be consistent, the Jews (or Jewish Christians) couldn't claim the blessing of God that was con-firmed by His priest (Melchizedek), then turn around & disagree with Paul's logic. One more thing…

Since Jesus was born without an earthly father, He was not of the loins of Abraham in the same sense that Levi was, meaning that Paul's argument here about Abraham and his descendants being inferior to Melchizedek doesn't apply to Jesus; rather, Melchizedek is lower than Jesus (cf. 7:3).

[Tony Denton, 6/06.]
Hebrews 7:11-19
In our examination of 7:1-10, we studied Paul's primary arguments concerning the eternal and there-fore superior order of Melchizedek's priesthood over the temporal and therefore inferior order of Aaron's priesthood; and Jesus, not being of the lineage of Aaron but of God who (like Melchizedek) has no beginning or ending, is therefore of Melchizedek's order. Now…

In 7:11-19 we'll find that Paul showed how the ideal priesthood is realized in Christ, an idea which set the stage for his lengthy discussion (in chapters 8—10) about how the Law of Christ is greater than the Law of Moses (brother to the first High Priest of the Levitical order).

VERSE 11:

Therefore if perfection were through the Levitical priesthood (for under it the people re-ceived the Law), what further need was there that another priest should rise according to the order of Melchizedek and not be called according to the order of Aaron? 

“Therefore,” i.e. since Jesus has become a High Priest after the superior order of Mel (6:20—7:10), then it’s evident that the Levitical priesthood wasn’t adequate. 
"Perfection" comes from a word referring to the process or act of completion, in this case the pro-cess or act of the completion of God's plan of man's restoration to His fellowship. See…

The purpose of the priesthood was to remove the barrier between God and man—sin, so that man could again have access to God; and, since the Levitical priesthood could only do that typically, a new priesthood had to be instituted which could actually provide salvation for sinful man, which is why Paul later wrote in verse 25 that Jesus saves in a completed manner!

Later Paul wrote of the priesthood that "it was symbolic of the present time" and could not "make him who performed the service perfect" (9:9); and he said of the Law of that priesthood that it "having a shadow of the good things to come, … can never … make those who approach perfect" (10:1), or, as 7:19 says, "the Law made nothing perfect." (Cf. Gal. 3:21.)

The clause "under [the Levitical priesthood] the people received the Law" actually means that the two were inseparable; the Law and the Levitical priesthood were essentially given by God at the same time, each reinforcing the other, meaning that they stand or fall together.

There are two Greek words for "another": one means "another of the same kind," and the other one, the one used here, means "another of a different kind"; i.e., since the Levitical priesthood didn't bring anything to completion, there needed to be more than just another priest—there needed to be an entirely new priesthood—one after the order of Melchizedek instead of Aaron. So…

The answer to this question is, of course, "There was no need." In other words…

If the Levitical priesthood could’ve cleansed man of his sin, if it could’ve re-established a rela-tionship with God, i.e. if it could’ve provided for perfection, then there would’ve been no need for a priest of a different order, much less the death of the Son of God. But…

Since God did promise another priest after another order (an order different from that of Aaron), and since the replaced priesthood found its authority in the Law of Moses (7:28), then it's obvi-ous that God had never planned for man's salvation to be realized under the Levitical priesthood or its Law. (What an argument! To deny this, they would've had to deny the inspiration of Psalm 110.)

VERSE 12:

For the priesthood being changed, of necessity there is also a change of the law.
Notice this present tense word in this verse: The Jewish world was “being” supplanted by a new one (2:5)—a new world that would, of necessity, include a new law and a new priesthood. 
"Changed" is from a word which means "to put one thing in the place of another." In other words…

Paul wasn't just teaching that the Melchizedekian priesthood was better than the Aaronic priest-hood, but that it also replaced it! But, since the Law and the priesthood stands or falls together…

This priesthood substitution could only be accomplished by a substitution in the law which governed the priesthood; thus the Law of Christ replaced the Law of Moses. So…


Why did the Law need to change in order to change priesthoods?

VERSE 13:

Because He [i.e., Jesus] of whom these things are spoken belongs to another tribe, from which no man has officiated at the altar.
The phrase the "things … spoken" refers to the words of Psalm 110:4—the prophecy of God that there would arise one who would be a priest after the order of Melchizedek instead of Aaron.

I find it interesting that the original word for "belongs to" is the same word translated "shared in the same" in 2:14 where Paul wrote of Jesus taking part in humanity in order to destroy him who had the power of death—the devil.

It's interesting because, as I said when we studied that verse, this word is active and means that Jesus "volunteered to become human" (something none of us had a choice in), implying that Jesus was/is deity. So, with reference to this verse…

This means that … not only did Jesus choose to become human, but … He (obviously because it was God's will) chose to be born of the tribe of Judah instead of the tribe of Levi.

The word for "another" here is the same as the one in verse 11; i.e., not only was Jesus not of the lineage of Aaron, He wasn't even of a descendant of Levi! The prophets were very clear on this:

Speaking of the Messiah, Isaiah 11:10 prophesied that He "shall be a Root of Jesse." And who was Jesse's son? Jeremiah quoted God, saying, "'I will raise to David a Branch of righteousness; a King shall reign and prosper and execute judgment and righteousness in the earth'" (Jer. 23:5). So…

Jesus would be a "branch" of David from the "root" of Jesse, meaning that the NT High Priest would actually come through the kingly lineage, not the priestly lineage. And what lineage was that?


VERSE 14:

For it is evident that our Lord arose from Judah, of which tribe Moses spoke nothing con-cerning priesthood.
Jesus was a descendant of Levi's brother Judah, whose descendants, including Jesus, had no authority in the least to fulfill the job of a Levite, much less a priest or High Priest! Let's read Genesis 49:8-12, Matthew 2:1-6, and Revelation 5:5. Think of the irony here…

According to Matthew 27:1, it was the Levites who sent Jesus to the cross. Oh, and by the way…

Though folks tell us today that we can't argue from silence, that's exactly what Paul did here; a perfect example of the binding of silence with reference to this very subject is found in 2 Chronicles 26:16-21 where King Uzziah, a descendant of Judah, was struck by God with leprosy until the day of his death because he dared to do the word of a Levite priest.
VERSES 15-16:

And it is yet far more evident if, in the likeness of Melchizedek, there arises another priest who has come, not according to the law of a fleshly commandment, but according to the power of an endless life.
What exactly is "far more evident?" Well, let's go back a moment. What's the point Paul was mak-ing? The point is found in verses 11-12 where he affirmed that the Levitical priesthood and the Law had to be, and were, replaced. To prove this, he presented two arguments.


He first presented a new argument in verse 14, namely that according to the prophets, as well as their own common knowledge, the Messiah, Jesus—the One they as Christians had accepted as God's new High Priest—was of the lineage of Judah, not Levi. Then here…

In verses 15-16 he brought in a previously established truth to further support his point, name-ly that Jesus, being God, is a priest who cannot and therefore will not die—a type of person or priest the Law of Moses, of course, never took under consideration. Incidentally…

The apostle may have had the idea of Christ's resurrection in mind when he chose the term "arises"; i.e., since He rose (as witnessed [1 Cor. 15:3-7) and spoke of the power to raise Himself (John 10: 17), He proved His "inherent virtue of indestructibility," which is what is meant by "the power of an endless life."

Since the phrase "fleshly commandment" is in contrast to the phrase "endless life," and since the next two verses say what they do about the ending of the old law, the clause "not according to the law of a fleshly commandment" evidently means that High Priest Jesus was appointed to the office … based not on His ancestral line, but … based on His intrinsic superiority—His deity. By the way…

Romans 1:3-4 corresponds to this context, for in them Paul wrote of Jesus being born of David (giv-ing Him the authority to be a king, Heb. 7:14) and of His being resurrected (giving Him the right to be, like Mel, a priest, Heb. 7:1-3).
VERSE 17: For…

He (God) testifies: "You (Jesus) are a priest forever according to the order of Melchizedek."
I find it interesting that Paul quoted this Psalm (110:4) four times in this book (5:6 & 10 and 7:17
& 21), and he alluded to it at least three other times (6:20 and 7:11 & 15). Do you know why this is interesting to me? Because…

Though folks tell us today that we can't base a doctrine on one verse, that's exactly what Paul did here: Psalm 110:4 is the key verse or the hub around which the book of Hebrews revolves.

VERSE 18-19a:

For on the one hand there is an annulling of the former commandment because of its weak-ness and unprofitableness, for the Law made nothing perfect…
Verse 18 takes up the idea of verse 16 by speaking of the negative result of the power of an inde-structible life taking over the fleshly ordinance.

"Annulling" comes from a word which meant "to make void or to do away with"; it's the same word as found in 9:26 where Paul said that Jesus "appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself," meaning that the Law has been removed just as thoroughly as Jesus removes sin.

"The former commandment" refers primarily to the law concerning priests being from Aaron's line-age, but the doing away with just that one rule voids the entire Law (cf. v. 11 & Gal. 5:3 inverted), and this is obviously true because of what Paul went on to say.

The Law was weak and therefore unprofitable because it "made nothing perfect (or complete)" meaning that it (as a mere shadow, 10:1) brought nothing to conclusion; i.e., since it couldn't produce or offer a sacrifice that would pay for sin (10:4), it couldn't reconcile anyone to his God.

Paul commented on this idea in Romans 8:3 when he said, "What the Law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God did by sending His own Son." As a disclaimer…

Paul taught in Galatians 3 that, though the Law was unprofitable for the purpose of pardoning sinners, it fulfilled its primary purpose which led up to the pardoning of sinners. In fact…

The word for "former" here carries with it the idea of "introducing"; the Law, as Paul said in Galatians, brought man to Christ, introducing us to the new, eternal High Priest. So…

It's important to remember that Paul said the Law was "weak," not completely powerless—it did was it was meant to do (cf. Rom. 7:12 & 14 where Paul said that the Law was holy, just, good, and spiritual in nature).

VERSE 19b: On the other hand…

There is the bringing in of a better hope, through which we draw near to God.

This is the positive result of the power of an indestructible life taking over the fleshly ordinance.

The phrase "bringing in" actually carries with it the idea of "bringing in upon," which takes us back to the concept of replacement spoken of earlier—the Gospel of Grace replaced the Law of Works.

This is a "better hope" because Christ's priesthood and Gospel draw us near to God: 8:6 tells us that Jesus has received a ministry that’s better than the Levites, by creating a better covenant between God and man, based on better promises.

The hope under the old law was for reconciliation to God later in the coming Messiah, but now under the new law that restoration to God's fellowship is fulfilled in Christ (John 14:6).

Since God through Jesus has accomplished everything possible on His part to open the door to man for forgiveness, reconciliation, and salvation, the ball is in our court to draw near to God; in fact, it's commanded of us in James 4:8: “Draw near to God, and He will draw near to you.”
[Tony E. Denton, 7/06.]
Hebrews 7:20-28
In 7:1-10, based on the premise that Jesus is our High Priest after the order of Melchizedek (6:20), Paul wrote about the greatness of Melchizedek's priesthood even over Levi's priesthood that God Himself set up; yes, God established both priesthoods, but one was greater than the other. Then…

In 7:11-19 he wrote about how the priesthood of Jesus replaced the priesthood of Levi. Now…

In 7:20-28 we'll consider his explanation for this substitution.

In a nutshell we'll discover that the priesthood of which Jesus is our High Priest is much superior to the priesthood of which Aaron was a priest because of what Jesus accomplished for us through it—our redemption, that which the Levites could never do.

The two basic arguments are that (1), unlike the Levites, Jesus was made High Priest by an oath from God, and that (2), unlike the Levites, neither Jesus nor His priesthood will ever need to be replaced—it’s timeless.

VERSES 20-21:

Inasmuch as He was not made priest without an oath (for they have become priests without an oath, but He with an oath by Him who said to Him: "The Lord has sworn and will not re-lent, 'You are a priest forever according to the order of Melchizedek'")...

God took oaths in order to indicate the unchangeableness of things that He had set in order (Heb. 6:17, cf. Gen. 22:16-18, Deu. 1:34-36, 4:21-22, & Psa. 89:3-4); this teaches us two things here.


1.
Since the Levite priests became priests apart from any oath by God at all, then God never meant for that priesthood to be everlasting; without an oath from God, it could be … and was … changed (cf. 7:12, the verse Paul built on from here on out). On the other hand…


2.
Since (as Paul wrote here as well as in 6:18-20, which he obviously still has in mind) God
did swear an oath concerning Christ's priesthood, then it, unlike the Levitical priesthood, is never-ending and unchangeable, an oath God will not renege on. So…

Why did God swear concerning Jesus but not concerning Levi or his descendants? Because they weren't chosen based on their morality or spirituality, but on their lineage; Jesus and His priest-hood, however, were established by an oath of God based on His character (Heb. 5:1-10).

VERSE 22:

…by so much more Jesus has become a surety of a better covenant.
"By so much more" could simply read "by which."

"Has become" is in the perfect tense, referring to a past action that has present effects; i.e., Jesus became and is a "surety."

"Surety" here refers to "a guarantor"—one who makes sure the covenant is carried out on the part of both parties involved. In fact, I discovered something else that’s interesting about this term: 
All five Greek terms in Strong’s that begin with “egg” (“eng” in English) are related to the hand, something close by: 




Eggizo: to make near, to be at hand 




Eggrapho: to engrave, inscribe, write with the hand 




Egguos: (fr. limb e.g. the hand ): pledged (e.g. by handshake); a bondsman 




Eggus: at hand, near, nigh, ready 


Egguteron: (comparative adj.) nearer, closer at hand 

So what’s my point? It’s obvious that the etymology of this term carries with it the idea that whatever was/is being guaranteed was/is something that would occur soon, at least within the lifetime of the recipient, implying, of course, that it was future, that it hadn’t arrived yet. So…
To bring it altogether, we could read it like this: "Because Jesus was made High Priest by an oath from God, He is the chosen Guarantor of a soon-to-arrive and better covenant."

"Covenant" comes from a word which actually refers to an "arrangement" made by a superior for the benefit of an inferior; i.e., because of Jesus, we're under a much better arrangement than our Jewish forefathers under Moses were. Now…

Speaking about Christ and His priesthood being established as endless and consistent by an oath from God, Paul went on in the next two verses to expand on this thought. 

VERSE 23:

And there were many priests, because they were prevented by death from continuing.
Let me mention two significant side-notes here.

Firstly, this verse is actually in the present tense in the original, indicating that the Levitical-Aaronic priesthood was still being adhered to by the Jews … until AD 70 anyway.

Secondly, since it's the high priesthood of Jesus that's under consideration, Paul, by his use of the word "priests" here was obviously referring specifically to the high priests. So...

His point is that, whereas death kept any Aaronic high priest from remaining a priest forever, Jesus, who received His priesthood after His resurrection, is no longer subject to death. Incidentally…

According to Milligan, at the fall of Jerusalem, Phannias became the last, the 81st, high priest.

Since 81 is the sacred number "3" squared and squared again (34), this ironically suggests that the fullness of God's intention for the Levitical system was completed in AD 70.

Occasionally we hear about the illegal handling of a will, but, because Jesus not only wrote and died for His will, but also rose from the dead to probate it Himself, He’s the perfect High Priest!

VERSE 24:

But He, because He continues forever, has an unchangeable priesthood.
In verse 8 Paul spoke of the Levitical priests as being mortal (having to depend on lineage), while in verse 16 he spoke of Jesus as being immortal character, not having any posterity or a need for one.

"Unchangeable" comes from a term that was used at the end of a legal contract and meant that it was "valid" and (unlike the contract with the Israelites through Moses) "unalterable," something that could've and should've provided them a confidence like they had never experienced before.

The word also carries with it the idea of "something that cannot be stepped across or into," meaning that it cannot be destroyed, and it isn’t transferable.

As Paul later said, "Christ is the same yesterday, today, and forever" (13:8), meaning that, while under the Levitical priesthood you might have a nice and moral priest one day and a not-so-nice and immoral priest the next, Jesus was, is, and always will be the same kind of priest.

VERSE 25:

Therefore He is also able to save to the uttermost those who come to God through Him, since He ever lives to make intercession for them.
"Uttermost" is from a term which means "completely or perfectly"; i.e., He, as our eternal High Priest, doesn't just roll sins forward for a year (cf. 10:1-3), He forgives them forever, remembering our sins against no more (10:17).

The drawing near to God in verse 19 is defined here by Paul as coming to God through Christ; as Jesus Himself said, "'No one comes to the Father except through Me'" (John 14:6).

"Intercession" is from a word which actually refers to everything Jesus has done and is doing even now as regards our salvation. (Today the word is pretty much limited to prayer, but this was not the case with the Greek word.)

VERSE 26:

For such a High Priest was fitting for us, who is holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners, and has become higher than the heavens.

Verses 26-28 are a sketch of The Ideal Priest, a priest that isn't just better than Levitical priests, but even better than Melchizedek, whom Paul left behind at this point, focusing on the perfection of Jesus, His priesthood, and His covenant.

Jesus, who "continues forever" and "has an unchangeable priesthood," is the fitting high priest for us because only He can therefore "save to the uttermost." Besides those things…

He is "holy, harmless, [and] undefiled."

The Old Testament background for this particular term for "holy" describes a person whose rela-tionship to God was based on covenant faithfulness.

It described one who genuinely fulfilled not only the external, but also the heart expectations of the covenant; such a person was all who God wanted him to be.

Jesus, having been perfectly loyal in obedience and having lived a life of perfect integrity, was all God wanted Him to be … for us.

While the term for "holy" brings to mind Christ's relationship to God, the term for "harmless" brings to mind the idea of Christ's relationship to His fellowman; e.g., even when He cleansed the temple and was wrongly executed, He hurt no one.

While the active term for "harmless" brings to mind Christ's relationship to His fellowman, the passive word for "undefiled" brings to mind His relationship to evil; i.e., Jesus was not contami-nated by His association with sinners.

These three adjectives describe Jesus spiritually, morally, and religiously. Furthermore…

He’s "separate or distinct from sinners," not only because He’s "holy, harmless, [and] undefiled" or "without sin" (4:15), but also because He "has become higher than the heavens," meaning that, unlike the Aaronic high priests, Jesus sits at the very right hand of God Himself, as this context goes on to say in 8:1.

In Hebrews 4:14 Paul said that Jesus had "passed through the heavens"; and in Ephesians 4:10 he said that Jesus is "far above all heavens that He might fill all things." So…

Even though Jesus came in the likeness of sinful flesh (Rom. 8:3), received and ate with sinners (Luke 15:1-2), and was a friend to sinners (Mat. 11:19), He remained and remains separate from them because He didn't participate in their evil activities.

VERSE 27:

Jesus does not need daily, as those high priests, to offer up sacrifices, first for His own sins and then for the people's, for this He did once for all when He offered up Himself.
"Daily" is from two terms which could literally be translated "day by day"; and since the word "day" was often used to denote any part of time (meaning that the phrase could mean from time to time), then it should be understood in relation to Paul's other statements about the high priestly sacrifices.

Later in Hebrews Paul accurately spoke of how high priests offered sacrifices "once a year" (9:7) or "year by year" (10:1); in fact, in Exodus 13:10 scholars are forced to see that "day by day" is a Jewish idiom (cf. Mat. 12:40) which should actually be translated as "year by year." So…

We can read this to say that Jesus doesn't need, from time to time (whether daily, monthly, or annually), to offer up sacrifices.

This verse teaches at least three things…



1.
Unlike the Aaronic priests (5:3), Jesus didn't and doesn't need to offer a sacrifice for Himself, 
but only for the people.



2.
Unlike the Aaronic priests, He doesn't offer a sacrifice annually, but once for all people and once for all time (9:28); i.e., He doesn't need to be re-sacrificed every week at Mass. (Speak-ing of Christ’s sacrifice in 9:25-28 Paul wrote, “Not that He should offer Himself often, as the high priest enters the Most Holy Place every year with blood of another—he then would have had to suffer often since the foundation of the world; but now, once at the end of the ages, He has appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself…. Christ was offered once to bear the sins of many.”) And…


3.
Unlike with the Aaronic priests, He offered Himself, not calves and goats, for the people (9:14).

VERSE 28: [This verse sums up the last few and provides a transition for chapters 8:1—10:18.]
For the law appoints as high priests men who have weaknesses, but the word of the oath, which came after the law, appoints the Son who has been perfected forever.


This verse sums up the last few verses and provides a transition for Paul’s discussion in 8:1—10:18 about the greater covenant of Jesus. 
Levitical high priests (and therefore its priesthood) were just weak in general; while the Law consti-tuted morally, spiritually, and (because of death) physically weak men as high priests, God's oath, God's declaration (which came after the Law), constituted His perfected Son as High Priest.

Notice, this verse, again, connects Christ's priesthood with His sonship to God or to His deity. So…

Unlike the OT high priests, Jesus is the High Priest who suits us and our needs perfectly (v. 26).

[Tony E. Denton, 7/06.]
Hebrews 8:1-5
According to our outline of Hebrews, Paul has so far discussed the superiority of Christ's person to pro-phets, angels, Moses, and Aaron in chapters 1—4 and the superiority of Christ's priesthood to Melchize-dek, Aaron, and Levi's priesthoods in general in chapters 5—7. Now…

Beginning in 8:1, he set out to discuss the superiority of Christ's pact or covenant to that of Moses; his first point found in chapter eight is that it’s superior in its promises.

VERSE 1:

Now this is the main point of the things we are saying: We have such a High Priest, who is seated at the right hand of the throne of the Majesty in the heavens…

By the phrase "such a High Priest" Paul meant "this kind of priest." What kind? A superior kind.

After spending a lot of time in this letter listing numerous specific characteristics that make Jesus a superior High Priest, Paul here listed two other more generic ones that bring them all together:
put simply, Jesus is seated, and He's in Heaven.

The idea of His being seated is much more significant than most people today and in our culture would recognize. Why? Because…

There was no sitting in the Old Testament tabernacle; the furniture included no chairs, signifying that the work of those priests was never done (10:11-13).

Each repeated sacrifice was only a reminder that none of the sacrifices ever provided com-plete forgiveness as Jesus has done … "once for all" (7:27).



The idea of Jesus being in Heaven is also significant. Why? Because…

Jesus was enthroned in and ministered from the real place that was only typified by the holy of holies. Besides…

No Levite priest ever sat on a throne; only a priest after the order of Melchizedek could be enthroned, for he was both priest and king (cf. Zec. 6:9ff).

As I said in our last study, Paul is still building on 7:12 where he affirmed that, since the priesthood changed, it was necessary that the law change, especially since Jesus could no more probate an inferior will than the most gifted lawyer could probate an inadequate will.

VERSE 2:

… a Minister of the sanctuary and of the true tabernacle which the Lord erected and not man.
"Minister" is from a word which simply refers to a servant: Jesus serves or ministers to and for both God and man, much like the ideas found in the terms "intercessor" and "mediator."

"Sanctuary" (related to "saint") is from a word which refers to a holy place. (Corresponding with "heavens" in v. 1, the original word here is actually plural, thus "holy places.")

"Tabernacle" is from the Greek term for "tent," which is exactly what the tabernacle was—a tent, until King Solomon, of course, built the temple in its place.

"True" is from a term referring to something that's "genuine"; i.e., Paul was contrasting that which is real with that which was merely a copy or a shadow of it.

What's really important to realize here is that that which is spiritual is that which is real, while that which was physical was not real; i.e., the Jewish tabernacle was only a shadow pointing to the genuine article—the eternal kingdom of God. Besides…

Since the real thing, the kingdom, is spiritual with its headquarters in Heaven, that explains how Jesus can serve man on Earth while at the same time be enthroned in Heaven. So…

Since Jesus serves in a superior sanctuary (one erected solely by God), He is superior to Aaron; and since He's superior to Aaron, then the new law He inaugurated is superior to the law Aaron served under—the point of the entire book of Hebrews.

VERSES 3-4a:

For every high priest is appointed to offer both gifts and sacrifices. Therefore it is necessary that this One also have something to offer. For if He were on Earth, He would not be a priest.
Due to the contrast of verses 3 and 4, it's obvious that Paul was referring … not only to the sacrifice Jesus had to make as a High Priest, but also … to where He offered this sacrifice—in Heaven.

In 9:24 Paul wrote that "Christ has not entered the holy places made with hands which are copies of the true, but into Heaven itself, now to appear in the presence of God for us." And…

As 9:25 goes on to indicate, this appearance in God's presence—the real sanctuary—is a refer-ence to offering Himself to God on the Heavenly mercy-seat as our sacrifice.

Notice another contrast here: while "gifts and sacrifices" are plural, "something" is singular; i.e., the once-for-all offering of Jesus satisfies forever. (Besides that, the first word for "offer" is in the pre-sent tense [referring to that which is done continually], while the second word for "offer" is in the aorist tense [referring to that which was done once-for-all-time].)

VERSE 4:

For if He were on Earth, He would not be a priest, since there are priests who offer the gifts according to the Law…
Besides the fact that offering a once-for-all-time sacrifice to God in His very presence in Heaven is obviously ideal, Jesus (especially during Paul's time) couldn't have been a priest on Earth at all because He wasn't of the lawful tribe; i.e., if He had tried to offer anything to God as a priest, He would've violated the Law and therefore would’ve been worthy of death (cf. Num. 3:10). See…

God, through David, predicted that Jesus would be a Priest (Psa. 110:4), and since Jesus was born into the tribe of Judah (the kingly tribe) instead of Levi (the priestly tribe), then His priestly work couldn’t be performed on Earth under the Law—it had to be performed in Heaven.

An interesting side-point in this verse is that the word offer is in present tense here as well, indi-cating that the temple was still standing & that this book was definitely penned before AD 70. 
VERSE 5:

… who serve the copy and shadow of the heavenly things, as Moses was divinely instructed when he was about to make the tabernacle. For He said, "See that you make all things according to the pattern shown you on the mountain."
For there to be a copy or shadow, there must be something real that it's a copy or shadow of; the tabernacle and its contents as well as the priests and their work were all patterned after, and there-fore a copy of, something real. (By the way, it's interesting that the original term for "pattern" here is the term from which we get our word "type.") So…

Paul was saying here that Moses knew from the very beginning that the tabernacle was merely a shadow or copy of something more important and real, and these brethren were inheriting it! So…

Since Christ is ministering in the original tabernacle and not the copy, He's ministering in a better place. Paul's question to them, then, is, Why fellowship with priests who are serving in a copied sanctuary when you can fellowship with Christ in the real thing?

To identify w/ those of the copy (when the real thing that it foreshadowed had arrived) would be like living on the blueprint instead of in the building itself! So…
Paul provided two evidences for the superiority of the New Covenant: (1) it's administered by a superior priest—Jesus, and (2) it's administered in and from a superior place—Heaven itself; the rest of this chapter is devoted to how it's founded on better promises.

Some Tabernacle Thoughts

Hebrews 8—10 focus on the tabernacle and its relevance to us today. So…

Let's spend a little time discussing this topic to help prepare us for these chapters.

As I said in connection with verse 2, the tabernacle or temple of the OT was a mere copy of the NT kingdom of God; however, as signified when the veil of the two-roomed tabernacle or temple came down at the death of Christ, the presence of God now fills the entirety of the tabernacle, not just the one small room previously known as the holy of holies.

Just picture the now one-roomed, God-filled tabernacle as a spiritual building which encompasses God's people in Heaven as well His people on Earth—the entirety of His kingdom (cf. Eph. 1:10), bringing to mind the fulfillment of Christ's model prayer about the coming kingdom and things being done on Earth as in Heaven. 

As Christians, as priests with Jesus as our High Priest, we’re in God’s presence now (i.e. we’re face to face with Him now), meaning that, due to our Redeemer, our sin has been totally removed, reconciling us to our Creator. Hence the paradise of Eden—our relationship with God—has been restored in the second Adam.
As we picture this now, Heaven has, in essence, been spread open to encompass the saved of Earth—those who have chosen to enter into this tabernacle of salvation and become living sacrifices and priests to God. [There are pictures of our teaching here on the PPT version of Hebrews 8:1-5.]

Listen to God's prophecy in Ezekiel 37:26-28: "'I will make a covenant of peace with them, and it shall be an everlasting covenant with them; I will establish them and multiply them, and I will set My sanc-tuary in their midst forevermore. My tabernacle also shall be with them; indeed I will be their God, and they shall be My people. The nations also will know that I, the Lord, sanctify [them] when My sanctuary is in their midst forevermore.'" Now…

Listen to John's words in Revelation 21:3 & 7: after referring to the new heaven and earth (meaning the new administration, Isa. 65:17, 66:22, et. al.) and the new Jerusalem coming down out of Heaven to the Earth (which is obviously the church, Heb. 12:22-23), John recorded a voice from Heaven, saying, "'Behold, the tabernacle of God is with men, and He will dwell with them, and they shall be His people. God Himself will be with them and be their God…. He who overcomes shall inherit all things, and I will be his God and he shall be My Son.'" Now…

Since Ezekiel 37 about a new covenant of peace obviously refers to the coming of God's new kingdom and covenant in the first century, who would take it upon himself to deny that Revelation 21 refers to the fulfillment of the Ezekiel 37 prophecy? Not I! Why? Because the logical conclusion is that Revelation, which speaks profusely about the tabernacle (by the way), is speaking of the arrival of the new and eternal kingdom after Jerusalem's demise (found in chapters 18-19). So…

Here's the point as regards the Hebrew brethren: Yes, they were being persecuted, but they were with-in about 6 years of seeing the fulfillment of everything they had been looking for as a people for about 1,500 years! This is why Paul could say to them, "Have boldness to enter the Holiest by the blood of Jesus…. And having a High Priest over the house of God, let us draw near with a true heart in full assurance of faith…. Let us hold fast the confession of our hope without wavering, for He who promised is faithful. And let us consider one another in order stir up love and good works, not forsaking the assembling of ourselves together, as is the manner of some, but exhorting one another, and so much the more as you see the day approaching…. Do not cast away your confidence, which has great reward. For you have need of endurance, so that after you have done the will of God, you may receive the promise: 'For yet a little while, and He who is coming will come and will not tarry" (Heb. 10:19-25 & 35-37). So…

Although we could say this about the entire book of Hebrews, in Hebrews 8—10 Paul should be perceived as trying his very best to encourage these brethren to stick it out until they could enjoy the fullness of the new, magnificent, spiritual tabernacle of God with men, resulting, of course, in their eternal life with God when they depart this life.                                                                      [Tony E. Denton, 7/06.]
Hebrews 8:6-13
As mentioned in our last study of 8:1-5, Paul began at this point to talk about the superiority of Christ's covenant, which is dealt with, in fact, all the way through 10:18.

In verses 1-5 Paul set the stage by talking about Christ's superior ministry through the new covenant; now, in verses 6-13, we'll see how he built upon that by showing how Christ's covenant is superior to that of Moses because it is founded upon better promises.

VERSE 6:

But now He (Jesus) has obtained a more excellent ministry, inasmuch as He is also Mediator of a better covenant, which was established upon better promises.
It could be said that this is the pivotal verse of this entire letter, because it was written to prove that the New Testament in Jesus' blood is superior to and takes the place of the first testament in animal's blood; Paul has proved this to be true with pure logic and the Old Testament Scriptures.

The word "now" is in contrast to how Jesus couldn't have been a priest on Earth (v. 4); i.e., since He's "now" in Heaven, He can be and is our once-for-all-time High Priest.

The "more excellent ministry" refers to Jesus' priestly ministry in Heaven as opposed to any priestly ministry of or by men on Earth.

By virtue of this "more excellent ministry," He is the "Mediator of a better covenant."

A mediator is someone who goes between two parties as an intercessor; before Jesus, Moses and Aaron (and his priesthood, of course) were the go-betweens or mediators, but now there's only One Mediator—the Christ (1 Tim. 2:5). You know…

We often hear in business how that by-passing the middle man is a good thing, but this is not so, nor is it possible, when it comes to Christianity and our salvation (John 14:6).

As Job once indicated, we must have just such a person: "'God is not a man as I am that I may answer Him and that we should go to court together. Nor is there any mediator be-tween us, who may lay his hand on us both'" (9:33). Incidentally…

A covenant is an agreement between two parties, the essence of which is to establish or re-establish a relationship between them. And this New Covenant is better than old because…


It was "established upon better promises."

The Law had numerous promises, all of which were either of a physical nature or pointed to something in the future that would be fulfilled under the next Law.



Some of the "better promises" of the new law will be mentioned in the next few verses. In fact…

The first promise alluded to is the implied promise of God's grace that would accompany the new covenant (vv. 7-9).

VERSE 7: For…

If that first covenant had been faultless, then no place would have been sought for a second.
As has already been stated various times in our studies (cf. 7:18-19, et al.), the fault of the first covenant was found in that it couldn’t bring about man's reconciliation to his Creator; it was faultless, however, for the purpose of which it was given—to point us to Christ and His new testa-ment (Gal. 3:19 & 24).

Because of prophecies such as the one that follows, the "seeking" of this verse refers to how God was looking forward to the time when the new covenant would be realized. So…

Paul was essentially saying the same thing here as in 7:11-12: "If perfection were through the Levitical priesthood (for under it the people received the Law), what further need was there that another priest should rise according to the order of Melchizedek…. For the priesthood being changed, of necessity there is also a change of the Law." In fact…

In Gal. 3:21 Paul said, "If there had been a law given which could have given life, truly righteous-ness would have been by the Law." (Cf. Rom. 3:20, Gal. 2:16, & 3:11.)

VERSE 8:

Because finding fault with them, He says [Jer. 31:31-34], "Behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, when I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel and with the house of Judah…
Paul again put his audience in a corner, because they either had to reject God's word through Jere-miah who prophesied of a new covenant, or they had to reject the New Covenant which they had already professed; either way, they had to admit that the Law was no more meant to continue for-ever than was the priesthood that Paul had already discussed based upon Psalm 110:4.

How to interpret the pronoun "them" here is not easy, nor do I believe it's essential that we know for sure which way to interpret it; any way we interpret it does no injustice to this passage.


The word "them" could refer to the numerous laws of the first testament. Or…


It could refer to the people—all of God's people who were descendants of Jacob, that is.

I understand that this verse could read, "Because He found fault with it, God said to them"—the people of the house of Israel and the house of Judah. Or…

As most seem to believe and as implied in the NKJV, it could mean that "Because God found fault with the people," He promised a new covenant. If this is the correct interpretation, then not only was the Law faulty in that it couldn't provide total forgiveness, but the people were also faulty due to their defective character (Gal. 3:10).

Paul chose a specific Greek word for the word "make" here which refers, not just to creating some-thing, but also to finalizing something, emphasizing the perfection of the new testament.

VERSE 9:

"...not according to the covenant that I made with their fathers in the day when I took them by the hand to lead them out of the land of Egypt; because they did not continue in My cove-nant, and I disregarded them, says the Lord….
By saying "not according to the old covenant," the next few verses explain, in part, how the new covenant is not like the old one.

The word "day" here is, doubtless, used again in a generic sense; i.e., it isn't referring to one speci-fic 24-hour period, but to a general period of time—a 40-year period, in fact, from the time Moses first went to Pharaoh to free the Israelites until they entered into Canaan.

"Continue" is from a word which means "to be true to"; i.e., though the Israelites claimed that they would be loyal or true to God's covenant by Moses, they were not.

"Disregarded" is from a word which means "to not watch out for." In other words…

Because the Israelites were not loyal to God, He allowed them to endure various tragedies in life such as their many captivities, which otherwise would not have occurred. Or…

This word could have a broader reference to God's rejection of physical Israel for spiritual Israel. 

Either way, the meaning is that God gave them up for their disregard of Him and His laws (cf. Romans 1:24, 26, & 28). So…

One of the "better promises" that can be derived from verses 7-9 is that God prophesied of and fulfilled the giving of a covenant of grace for salvation. Now…

In verses 10-11 we find the promise of being able to become children of God by choice; i.e., the new covenant would not be merely fleshly ordinances (9:10), but something that would work from the inside out to effect true change. (It's the idea that's found in The Sermon on the Mount.)

VERSE 10:

"For this is the covenant that I will make with the house of Israel after those days, says the Lord: I will put My laws in their mind and write them on their hearts; and I will be their God, and they shall be My people….
I believe the phrase "house of Israel" here has specific reference to physical Israel—the Jews, but an extended reference to spiritual Israel—the church, because it would be directed to the Jews first, then to the Gentiles as the book of Acts indicates in connection with the work of Peter and Paul.

The idea here is that the new covenant would be of a spiritual and eternal nature; i.e., by virtue of the fact that God would save man by grace, man would thereby have the ultimate motivation from within to obey God out of gratitude for being saved, not to be saved. Still…

Another way to look at this is that, whereas people became part of the old covenant through birth (not knowing what they were doing), people become part of the new covenant by choice—by mind and heart, not by flesh. Interestingly…

Right before Psalm 110:4 that Paul referred to so often previously in Hebrews—the verse about the coming of the Messianic High Priest, David wrote to God in verse 3 saying, "Your people shall be volunteers in the day of Your power."

In the clause "I will be their God," the "I" should be emphasized because the Israelites were con-stantly going after idols; the spiritual nature of the new covenant would help keep them and us be only devoted to God. So…

VERSE 11:

"None of them shall teach his neighbor and none his brother, saying, 'Know the Lord,' for all shall know Me, from the least of them to the greatest of them….
"Neighbor" is from a word that literally means "fellow-citizen," so this statement obviously has re-ference only to brethren in God's family; i.e., because people become part of the new covenant, the family of God, as adults and by choice, then they won't have to say, "Know the Lord." See, again…

Because ancient Jews became members of the old covenant people of God by birth, they had to be taught about the One who was their Lord, whereas first century Jews became members of the new covenant people of God willingly, by faith, based on a knowledge of the Lord; as 11:6 says, "he who comes to God must believe." This is likely why Jesus spoke of being "born again." By the way…

Can't we see how this would rule out infant membership in the church or spiritual Israel?

"From the least to the greatest" no doubt refers to the babes in Christ to the mature in Christ.

VERSE 12:

"For I will be merciful to their unrighteousness, and their sins and their lawless deeds I will remember no more."
The word "for" here indicates that the blessings of the new covenant would be based on one's decision to enter into it, something an infant can’t do.

For God to say "I will remember them no more" was, to them, extremely significant, because whereas God remembered their sins again each year on the day of atonement under the old covenant (10:1-3), He forgets them forever under the new covenant. Incidentally…

It's important to note that this clause about forgetting sin doesn't mean that God literally forgets, but that, as a contrast to the Mosaic age, He doesn't bring them up again.

By doing this, God exemplifies for us what it means to forgive and forget: It means to treat one as though he never sinned against us in the first place. Why is this possible for God?

Because of the cross—where He treated His Son, instead of us, as if He had sinned against Him!

So the three promises seen in this passages upon which The New Covenant is founded are as follows:


1. The promise of grace due to the fault of The Old Covenant and people (7-9).


2. The promise of becoming children of God by choice (10-11).


3. The promise of sins forgiven and forgotten (12).

VERSE 13:

In that He says, "A new covenant," He has made the first obsolete. Now what is becoming obsolete and growing old is ready to vanish away.
Instead of using the Greek word for "obsolete" ("old" in the KJV) which means "old in age," Paul used the word for "old in wear"; i.e., how old the Mosaic covenant was in years wasn't the point—the point was that it had served its purpose and was therefore to be replaced, meaning that the NKJV's translation is accurate. And to compliment this…

Instead of using the Greek word for "new" which means "new in time," Paul used the word for "new in quality." There are two interesting points in this regard…


Firstly, the new covenant is of such quality that it can not and will not grow old and die. And…

Secondly, as this verse says, just by the fact that God created a covenant and called it "new," He necessarily implied, to the dismay of the Jews, that the first one became "old"; i.e., God Himself (not some man or group of men per the Sabbatarians) cancelled out the first covenant.

"Growing old" suggests that the old covenant, at the time Paul was writing, was losing its strength and wasting away, even to the point that it would soon "vanish away." See…

Since old things are expected to disappear, the conclusion is that the old covenant would soon be gone—AD 70, allowing for a covenant that was "new" in time (Heb. 12:24).

The same Greek word for "growing old" here was used in 1:11 where we spent a lengthy amount of time discussing how the passing away of the heavens and earth as being a reference to the passing away of the old administration, which, of course, fits perfectly here, the only other place Paul used this particular word. (Cf. present tense of 2 Cor. 3:7-13.)

[Tony E. Denton, 8/06.]
Hebrews 9:1-10
After writing about Christ being a superior person and a superior priest in chapters 1-7, Paul began chapter 8 writing about Christ having a superior pact or covenant, a study that goes through 10:18.

Now that Paul has demonstrated that Christ's covenant is founded upon better promises than that of Moses in chapter 8, he proceeded to demonstrate that Christ's covenant also includes a better sanctu-ary than that of Aaron and his priestly lineage in chapter 9. So let's begin today's study with…

VERSE 1: Then indeed…
Even the first covenant had ordinances of divine service and the earthly sanctuary.

"Ordinances of divine service" refers to the rules and rites of worship tailored for divine service; some of these are talked about in verses 6-10.

"Earthly" is from the Greek term kosmos and likely has reference to another of its accepted mean-ings besides “world” and “earth”: here it probably refers to that which is ornamental or beautiful due to its arrangement and orderliness. So…

Here it could (as some believe) refer to the sanctuary as being decked out with the furniture used in worship to Yahweh (cf. Clarke & Diaglott). After all…



Paul did go on in verses 2-5 to describe the inside of this God-designed tabernacle (8:5).  So…

Keeping in mind that Paul was writing to Jewish Christians who still had some affinity to the Law, 9:1 fits perfectly between 8:13 and 9:11 when read as follows: "Yes, you're right: the first covenant had rules of worship and a beautifully decked out place of worship…. But Christ came as High Priest of the good things to come, with the greater and more perfect tabernacle not made with hands, that is, not of this creation."

VERSE 2:

For a tabernacle was prepared: the first part, in which was the lampstand, the table, and the showbread, which is called the sanctuary…
Paul brought to mind the original tabernacle referred to in 8:5. By the way, as we get into this, I must say, just as Paul did (v. 5), that I won't have time to deal with what everything symbolized for the New Covenant times.

The bread is called "showbread" because the original terminology for it referred to "the bread of the presence," the presence of God, that is.

There were twelve unleavened loaves of this bread—one for each tribe (reminiscent of how we have one per congregation today), and they were eaten by the priests every Saturday (Lev. 24:5-9, just as we eat our loaf every Sunday).

An interesting side note is that just as this bread on the sanctuary table was eaten by the priests once every week, so we (priests) eat the bread on the Lord's table once every week.

The "lampstand" was made up of seven oil-lamps; these lamps were to be kept lighted all night, every night, from evening 'til morning (Lev. 24:2-4).

"Sanctuary" is from the word for "holy," which is why we often hear the first part of the tabernacle being called "the holy place" as opposed to "the most holy place."

VERSE 3:

…and behind the second veil, the part of the tabernacle which is called the holiest of all…
There were actually two veils (or doors, if you will): one on the east side exterior of the tabernacle to separate the outer court from the interior of the tabernacle (Exo. 26:36-37) and one in the interior near the west side to separate the most holy place from the holy place (Exo. 26:31-33).

There's one important thing I need to point out concerning the holiest of all here: unlike the holy place that was rectangular, the holy of holies was a perfect square (because it took up one-third of the tabernacle’s interior). Now…

Notice what John said about the new Jerusalem in this regard: "The city is laid out as a square…. Its length, breadth, and height are equal"—a perfect cube (Rev. 21:16). Besides that…

John wrote of this city, saying, "I, John, saw the holy city, New Jerusalem, coming down out of heaven from God…. And I heard a loud voice from heaven saying, 'Behold, the tabernacle of God is with men, and He will dwell with them, and they shall be His people, and God Himself will be with them and be their God" (Rev. 21:2-3). So…

Since Paul associated the Old Covenant with Old Jerusalem and the New Covenant with New Jerusalem (Gal. 4:22-26), then we can conclude that in AD 70, when Old Jerusalem was annihi-lated once and for all, taking all its leftovers with it, the coming of New Jerusalem arrived with the fullness of the New Covenant, bringing with it restoration to God's presence (v. 10 & Acts 3:19-21).

VERSE 4:

…which had the golden altar of incense and the ark of the covenant overlaid on all sides with gold, in which were the golden pot that had the manna (Exo. 16:32f), Aaron's rod that budded (Num. 17:1-10), and the tablets of the covenant (Exo. 25:16)…
Actually, the altar of incense was in the holy place (Exo. 30:6-8), not the most holy place. So why did Paul seemingly place it in the most holy place here? Because, although upon this altar incense was burned twice a day (Exo. 30:7-8), that wasn't its primary purpose.

It primary purpose was to provide burning coals for the High Priest to take into the holy of holies and put on the mercy seat of the ark with incense on the annual Day of Atonement (Lev. 16:12-13); this is why it was positioned immediately in front of the interior veil to the holiest of all.

VERSE 5:

…and above it were the cherubim of glory overshadowing the mercy seat. Of these things we cannot now speak in detail.
"Cherubim" is plural for "cherub," a heavenly or angelic creature, depicted to us, like the sphinx, as a being made up of differing parts of various animals of Earth, including humans (cf. Eze. 1 w/ 10).

They're called cherubim "of glory" here probably because of their position by the place of God's presence or glory, then and now (cf. 1 Sam. 4:21-22). By the way…

Aside from the fact that they're described slightly different (cf. Isa. 6 w/ Eze. 10), the only dif-ference between cherubim and seraphim seems to be primarily in their angelic rank.

"Mercy seat" ("propitiation" in Rom. 3:25) is from a word for "reconciliation by means of covering."

This ark-covering symbolized God's throne where mercy is offered on the basis of justice satis-fied—something accomplished once-for-all-time later in Christ, of course.

God once said to Moses about this ark and mercy seat, "'There I will meet with you, and I will speak with you from above the mercy seat, from between the two cherubim which are on the ark of the testimony…'" (Exo. 25:22), and this He did according to Numbers 7:89.

An interesting side-point here is that when the High Priest placed the blood on the mercy seat (Lev. 16:14), it pictured God as seeing only the blood sacrifice, not the broken covenant covered by the mercy seat; this implied that man wouldn't and couldn't be saved by law.

Remember when God struck over 50,000 people dead for looking into the ark of the covenant
(1 Sam. 6:19-20)? And remember in the Indiana Jones movie how everyone who looked into the ark died? Why? Because they had to remove the mercy seat in order to look in at the Law.

The point seems very clear that God was saying, even back then, "Apart from My mercy, the Law is death."

VERSE 6:

Now when these things had been thus prepared, the priests always went into the first part of the tabernacle, performing the services.
After Paul had dealt sufficiently with the tabernacle, he proceeded in verses 6-10 to talk about some of the services performed in it and how that the new system is superiority to the old one.


His main point here seems to have been to emphasize their inaccessibility to the holy of holies.

Since Paul was speaking about the first part of the tabernacle, the holy place, then the "priests" he had in mind here were obviously the ordinary priests, not the high priests which he talked about in the next verse.

The word “always” here is a contrast word, meaning that while the high priests went into the most holy place twice on one day a year, the priests went into the holy place at least twice a every day.

VERSE 7:

But into the second part the high priest went alone once a year, not without blood, which he offered for himself and for the people's sins committed in ignorance… [Vv. 6-7 ALL pres. tense!]  
Unlike the ordinary priests, it seems that the high priest could only enter the tabernacle one day of the year—the Day of Atonement (Lev. 16:2 & 34), the 10th of Tishri (Lev. 16:29, falling on or near Oct. 1st); we might better recognize this day as "Yom Kippur."

On that day he entered "the second part" of the tabernacle, the holy of holies, twice: firstly with incense and bull's blood for his sins (something our High Priest, Jesus, didn't have to do, 7:26), then secondly with goat's blood for the people's sins (cf. Milligan for much more info.).

There are three different Greek terms translated as "for": one that meant "in order to" (Acts 2:38), another that meant "in place of" (1 Cor. 11:15), and the one used here that meant "on behalf of."

Although "sins committed in ignorance" is an accurate translation, I believe with others (e.g., Milli-gan) that these Jewish readers knew Paul was referring to all sin (except maybe the "high-handed" sins mentioned in Num. 15: 30-31), including those committed in ignorance. Why? For two reasons:

If sins of ignorance are included, then logic dictates that the others would be as well! And…

It's hard to read Leviticus 16 and come away with any other belief, especially verse 16: God said of the high priest, "'He shall make atonement … because of the uncleanness of the children of Israel, and because of their transgressions, for all their sins.'" (Cf. Trench, p. 260.)

VERSE 8:

…the Holy Spirit indicating this, that the way into the Holiest of All was not yet made mani-fest while the first tabernacle was still standing. (Or while it still has any standing?)
By saying that "the Holy Spirit indicating this" (note the present tense) Paul was saying that the tabernacle, with all its varying types of limited services, symbolized something (v. 9a): the main thing it symbolized is that, before Christ came, God's presence was inaccessible. Here are the facts of the matter:

Instead of being out in the open among the people like a politician vying for office, God sat on a small throne, in a small room that only one person, one day a year, could come into. And…

Even that seemed to be "a necessary evil" in order to depict how God was finally going to work out man's reconciliation to Him once and for all through His Son, Jesus the Christ.

The phrase “not yet made” literally reads, “has not yet been made.” (As has been noted at previous times, translator bias is pretty strongly felt in passages like this as we’ll see again later in this verse as well as in the next one.)
"The first tabernacle" is from the exact same original phrase as has been found throughout this pas-sage when Paul wrote about "the first part" or the holy place of the tabernacle. And…

The phrase “was still standing” actually reads, “has a standing”—status or position of some emi-nence in the eyes of God. So…

Especially as we move into verses 9-10 in which Paul listed several works that had to be constant-ly executed within the holy place, think about this: I believe Paul was implying that the first (part of the) tabernacle, the holy place, represented works, all of which didn’t make the priests, much less ordinary people, worthy of God’s presence. (Even the high priest had to make an offering for himself before he could make one for the people. ) So… 

When His Son died, God (prefiguring what would soon be accomplished in Christ at AD 70) tore down the veil that separated the ordinary priests from His presence (Mark 15:38), denoting that the necessity of all these works of law were going to be done away with once and for all (time and people); any position of eminence that the holy place once had before God was going to be removed, and the two places would become one, manifesting the way into the eternal presence of God by grace.
VERSE 9:

It was symbolic for the present time in which both gifts and sacrifices are offered which can-not make him who performed the service perfect in regard to the conscience…
As I said in the last verse, this verse also has hints of bias in translation of timing. In the literal there’s no verb found here at all; rather, based on the previous statement, it reads in the present tense like this: “The way into the Holiest of All has not yet been made manifest while the first tab-ernacle still has a standing—a symbol.” NOTE: for the present time or the time now present.
"Symbolic" is from the word for "parable," an illustration used to explain something by comparison; i.e., the tabernacle (and later the temple) was never meant to be the real thing, but only to portray and point to the real thing—reconciliation to God by means of the Kingdom of Heaven. (Incidentally we could say then that Hebrews 9 is Christ's last parable.)

Concerning the verb “are,” as pointed out several times already in these studies, notice here once again that Paul used the pre-sent tense when speaking of Judaic sacrifices which would once-for-all be removed from God’s sight in AD 70. (See the NASB on verses 8-10!)
"Perfect in regard to conscience" means that the OT saint could never have the sense of forgiveness that you and I can have today, because he was constantly reminded of past sins that had caught up with him … again (cf. 10:3).

As touched on in our last study of 8:10-11, they did what they did in the Old Testament times to try to get saved, instead of doing what they did to show appreciation for being saved.

The old just could not provide an eternal, internal cleansing & perfection because it was…

VERSE 10:

…concerned only with foods and drinks, various washings, and fleshly ordinances imposed until the time of reformation.
The Law, especially the ceremonial part of it (which seemed to be most of it), just concerned itself with things related to that which is physical in nature. Why? In order to symbolize that which would be much more important and of a spiritual nature in the future.

"The time of reformation" means exactly what it sounds like it means: that which was originally cre-ated or formed straight was warped, so Jesus came to re-form it—to straighten it back out.

Related phrases are "the regeneration" (Mat. 19:28) and "the times of restoration" (Acts 3:21), all three referring to the age-changing event in AD 70, just 5-7 years from the writing of Hebrews; incidentally, notice the present tense of verses 9-10: are … concerned.

In Eden God and Adam walked together in the cool of the day (Gen. 3:8), sin entered (3:1-5), separating man from God (Isa. 59:2), so Jesus (the second Adam, 1 Cor. 15:45) came and re-stored that relationship for all who desire it (Rom. 5:10 & 2 Cor. 5:18). I like what Clarke said:

He called this "the time of rectification," under which everything would be set straight: the cere-monial law would be fulfilled and terminated; the moral law would be demonstrated and strictly required; and the spiritual nature of God's worship would be taught and grace provided to purify the heart so that all which was wrong in the soul would be rectified—the affections, the passions, and the appetites would be purified, the understanding would be enlightened, judgment would be corrected, and the will would be refined. I.e., everything would be made new!

[Tony E. Denton, 8/06.]
Hebrews 9:11-15
As we began our last study on chapter 9, we found that Paul began to demonstrate that Christ's cove-nant is better than that of Moses, not just because it was founded upon better promises (chapter 8), but also because it includes a better tabernacle than that of Aaron and his priestly lineage.

In 9:1-5 Paul pictured the sanctuary and its furnishings for his audience; then in verses 6-10 he ex-plained to them that all of these literal, physical things were merely symbols pointing to the real thing; and now upon that basis, in verses 11-14, Paul wrote about some of what those things symbolized.

VERSE 11:

But Christ came as High Priest of the good things to come, with the greater and more perfect tabernacle not made with hands, that is, not of this creation.

"Came" is from a word which means "to make one's public appearance" (cf. Thayer & Bauer & vari-ous versions in which it’s translated as “appeared”). And when did Jesus make His appearance as High Priest? According to Hebrews 5:5-10, it was after His crucifixion and resurrection and within The Most Holy Place—Heaven (v. 12).

"To come" is from a root term (mello) which means "about to come." It's the same term found in 8:5 where it speaks of when Moses "was about to make the tabernacle"; i.e., it wasn't something thousands of years in the future, but something on the verge of occurring. (One reason I accept the "received text" here is because it's the exact same word and phrase as found in 10:1 in either text.)
These "good things to come" have reference to everything that would (and did) accomplish the re-formation spoken of in verse 10, including redemption, regeneration, reconciliation, and restoration; i.e., put concisely, through or because of Jesus, we have access to God again.

The original term for “with” here is dia; being genitive, it’s better translated as “through.”
"The greater and more perfect tabernacle" refers, of course, to the real, spiritual thing that the phy-sical, symbolic thing merely pointed to—the one-room tabernacle or kingdom wherein ALL God's people are united as one reconciled body.

Ephesians 1:10 says, "in the … fullness of the times He … [was] gather[ing] together in one all things in Christ, both which are in Heaven and which are on Earth." (Cf. Mat. 24:31, Luke 13: 29, 2 The. 2:1, & even Heb. 10:25, esp. in connection w/ 2 The. 2:1.)

This one-roomed tabernacle is also called a few other things in Hebrews: "The city … whose builder … is God … a heavenly country" in 11:9 & 16, and "Mount Zion," "the city of the living God," "the heavenly Jerusalem," "the general assembly," "the church of the firstborn," and "a kingdom" in 12:22-23 & 28. So…

It was/is through or by means of this tabernacle that Jesus did/does fulfill His high priestly work.
"Not made with hands" refers to the same idea as found in 8:2 where it speaks of "the true taber-nacle which the Lord erected and not man." (Also consider 2 Cor. 4:8—5:8 as a commentary on Rom. 8:18-23.)
"Not of this creation" means, of course, that this true, genuine, or real tabernacle is of a spiritual or heavenly nature, not a physical or temporal nature; as Jesus Himself said, "'My kingdom is not of this world'" (John 18:36).

VERSE 12:

Not with the blood of goats and calves, but with His own blood He entered the Most Holy Place once for all, having obtained eternal redemption. (Cf. 6:19-20 & 9:24.)
"His own" is not from the usual personal pronoun autos; it's from the term idios, which is more specific than autos, meaning that this blood was unique to Jesus. Here's an example…

Idios is the word used in John 5:18 where it speaks of the Jews wanting to kill Jesus because He claimed Yahweh as His Father. Since all the Jews claimed Yahweh to be their Father, why would this be a problem? Well…

According to John 5:18, Jesus didn't use the idea behind autos which would've indicated that He was a child of God just as other Jews were; rather, He used the idea behind idios which indicat-ed that Yahweh was His Father in a unique way, meaning that He was deity just as God is. So…

What made the blood of Jesus unique? It flowed in the veins of One who was sinless in regard to His humanity and deity in regard to His person, the combination of which made His blood the only blood that could be acceptably sprinkled on the mercy seat in the heavenly holy of holies.

"Once for all" = "once for all time" (cf. the NLT & the NCV as well as the same idea expressed in Wycliffe’s, Webster’s, & Young’s Literal), i.e. not over and over again every year as the OT high priests; in fact, this is the idea behind "eternal" here—instead of referring to the doctrine "once saved, always saved," it's actually just a synonym for the once-for-all-time concept.

"Redemption" refers to "a release by payment of a ransom," such as when money was paid in order to free a slave; sinners are slaves of sin, and “the wages of sin is death” (Rom. 6:23), a debt Jesus paid for those who want freedom from sin and eternal death.

Things to note in contrast: (1) animal blood under OT, Jesus' blood under NT; (2) high priest entered the holiest by means of or with animal blood, Jesus' entered by means of or with His own blood; (3) animal blood involuntary, Jesus' blood voluntary; (4) animals offered repeatedly, Jesus offered once; and (5) animal blood covered sins briefly, Jesus' blood removed sin eternally.

I believe the NASB rendered verses 11-12 more correctly: "When Christ appeared as a high priest of the good things to come, He entered through the greater and more perfect tabernacle, not made with hands, that is to say, not of this creation; and not through the blood of goats and calves, but through His own blood, He entered the holy place once for all [time], having obtained eternal re-demption."

VERSE 13:

For if [lit. since] the blood of bulls and goats and the ashes of a heifer, sprinkling the un-clean, sanctifies for the purifying of the flesh…
Here Paul added the heifer-sacrifice and the sprinkling of her ashes with water over people who be-came ceremonially unclean as a result of some type of contact with a dead body; see, if a Jew had any such contact, then entered the tabernacle area, he was cut off from Israel (Num. 19:1-10).

Ceremonial defilement was not in and of itself sin, but it (like leavening) was a type or picture
of sin; this is why it's said that the blood of animals could cleanse this defilement.

It was only the flesh that was defiled by contact with the dead, so it was only the flesh that was cleansed, meaning that defilement and cleansing were both symbolic; this ceremony didn't make anyone morally or spiritually better, just physically. In fact, remember verse 9?

Such things were "symbolic for the present time in which both gifts and sacrifices are offered which cannot make him who performed the service perfect in regard to conscience."

"Unclean" here refers to that which is "unhallowed or not related to or associated with God," while "sanctifies" means "set apart to or for God"; so the unclean Israelite was "out of bounds" when it came to participating in any service or worship to God, but when he fulfilled the Levitical ritual in relation to this uncleanness, then he was sanctified or set apart to and for God once again. So…


If animal sacrifices could do that…

VERSE 14:

…how much more shall the blood of Christ, who through the eternal spirit offered Himself without spot to God, purge your conscience from dead works to serve the living God?
While the sacrifice of a heifer sanctified one physically in order to serve God acceptably under the OT, the sacrifice of Jesus sanctifies one spiritually in order to serve God acceptably under the NT.

Christ's sacrifice is greater because He (as a human) was "without spot" or sinless and because He (as deity) offered Himself for mankind.

The phrase "eternal spirit" has no definite article before it, indicating that it is NOT a reference to the Holy Spirit as the NKJV indicates with the capital "s." Rather…

It is probably (and contextually) a reference to the eternal nature (or the deity) of Jesus Himself; the CEV says, "He offered Himself as an eternal and spiritual sacrifice." Besides…

Just as it requires that which is physical to affect that which is physical, so it requires that which is spiritual to affect that which is spiritual, which also signifies that this entire scenario here is spiritual in nature; i.e., Jesus didn't take His literal blood to Heaven with Him (cf. notes at 8:10-11).
A cleansed conscience, which occurs at baptism (1 Pet. 3:21), occurs when one is assured of abso-lute forgiveness, that which those under the OT didn't have until Christ came; still another way to put it is that a cleansed conscience equals access to and reconciliation with "the living God."

"Dead works" probably has reference to how that attempts to be saved by works (as was done in the OT times) are dead as far as being effective, while now, through Christ, we're saved by grace; since dead works for a living God are worthless, our works through Christ are living (Rom. 12:1-2) because they're done out of appreciation instead of an attempt to merit our salvation. Now to Paul’s point in this context:
VERSE 15:

And for this reason He is the Mediator of the new covenant, by means of death, for the redemption of the transgressions under the first covenant, that those who are called may receive the promise of the eternal inheritance.
"For this reason" refers to the fact that while animal blood merely cleansed from ceremonial defile-ments, Christ's blood cleansed from actual sin, making Him the Mediator of the New Covenant.

"Mediator," as discussed before, refers to one who intervenes between two parties, either to make or restore peace by forming a compact or ratifying a covenant: by His death on the cross, Jesus removed the barrier and penalty of sin between God and man.

Notice that Jesus wasn’t called the Testator here, but the Mediator, reminding us of the idea brought up in 7:23 that Jesus not only died to ratify, but rose to mediate as well.
"Redemption of the transgressions under the first covenant" means that even those under the first covenant were saved by virtue of Christ's atoning work under the second or new covenant. Why? Again, because the first covenant made no provisions for the complete removal of sin.

It is believed by many that this is what is meant by the prophecy of Zechariah 14:8: "In that day it will be that living waters shall flow from Jerusalem, half of them toward the eastern sea and half of them toward the western sea." I.e….

The salvation that the Messiah would bring would extend in both directions in time from His cross: into the past and into the future, making His cross the pivotal point in history. (This is why it can be said of Jesus that He was slain from the foundation of the world, Rev. 13:8.)

Paul said it this way in Romans 3:24-25: "being justified freely by His grace through the re-demption that is in Christ Jesus, whom God set forth to be a propitiation … because in His forbearance God had passed over the sins that were previously committed" (cf. Acts 17:30).

How did He "pass over them"? By "forbearing" or holding their sins in a “book of remembrance” until Jesus’ blood removed them so that God could remember them no more (Heb. 10:17).
"Those who are called" refers, of course, to any and all who were called by and accepted the Gos-pel: at another time, Paul, speaking of salvation, wrote, "to which God called you by our Gospel, for the obtaining of the glory of our Lord Jesus Christ" (2 The. 2:13-14).

"Eternal inheritance" is a contrast to the temporary inheritance of Canaan; this eternal inheritance was available to those who accepted Jesus as their Messiah because His blood obtained eternal redemption (v. 12). (Cf. Heb. 3 & 4.)

[Tony E. Denton, 9/06.]
Hebrews 9:16-28
Our study of 9:11-15 taught us at least four things.

Firstly (v. 11), the resurrected Jesus became the new High Priest between men and God, and that (at the time of Hebrews) He was building a spiritual and eternal replacement tabernacle for the one in Jerusalem that He would destroy at His AD 70 coming. (The new one would have room for any and everyone, cf. John 14:2-3.)

Secondly (v. 12), this greater tabernacle was established upon the unique blood of Jesus—the only blood that could and did result in the eternal redemption of any and all who desire it.

Thirdly (vv. 13-14), Christ's blood, therefore, finally made it possible for mankind to come into pos-session of a clear conscience, a conscience that couldn't be achieved by any sort of works. And…

Fourthly (v. 15), His blood had to be shed (i.e., He had to die, Lev. 17:11) to ratify, and He had to be resurrected to mediate the New Covenant which had come along with the new priesthood (7:12).

Now in 9:16-23 we'll discover more about why Jesus had to die and shed His blood. After writing about the eternal inheritance in verse 15, Paul wrote the following in…

VERSES 16-17:

For where there is a testament, there must also of necessity be the death of a testator. For a testament is in force after men are dead, since it has no power at all while the testator lives.

"Testament" comes from a word which refers to stipulations or an agreement between two parties; obviously here it specifically refers to a will of conditions left by the dead, a will that must be agreed and submitted to by the living before any rewards in it can be claimed.

A testament "has no power at all while the testator lives"; i.e., no one, even today, can, e.g., obtain his father's will and force the courts into executing it as long as his father is still alive. Of course…

The father (like the one in Luke 15) can go ahead and distribute whatever he wishes while he's alive; however, it must be remembered in such a case that this father isn't executing a ratified will which can only occur by his death—he's merely doing what he wishes with what he has.

In Matthew 9:1-6 Jesus forgave a paralytic, and when the scribes got irritated with Him, Jesus said, "'the Son of Man has power on Earth to forgive sins.'"

Jesus did this same sort of thing in the case of the thief on the cross: although we have no idea if the thief had been baptized or not, Jesus could save him without baptism if He wished to do so, because He had not died yet to ratify the New Covenant that requires baptism (Acts 2:38). (The recognized “already but not yet” principle must also be kept in mind; i.e., Jesus’ forgive-ness of any-one (e.g. in Mat. 9) was predicated upon His DBR, meaning that if Jesus had not died, then the fellow in Matthew 9 actually wouldn’t have been forgiven.)

[Although I believe Barnes, Clarke, MacKnight, et al. are correct in their comments on verses 16-18, I saw no reason to get that deep into this since the truth meant by Paul still seems to be exhibited as is; but, then again, cf. the first two comments under v. 19.]

VERSE 18:

Therefore not even the first covenant was dedicated without blood. I.e….
Since all this is true in the case of a will, it's also true of all the covenants of God—they also must be ratified and established by means of death and the sprinkling of blood. (Besides, I wonder where man got this idea if not from God!) So…

Even the Old Covenant, which was but a type of the new, was not established "without blood."

VERSES 19-20:

For when Moses had spoken every precept [rule] to all the people according to the Law, he took the blood of calves and goats, with water, scarlet wool, and [or on] hyssop [branches], and sprinkled both the book itself and all the people, saying, "This is the blood of the cove-nant which God has commanded [or better, enjoined to] you." (Cf. Exo. 24:1-6.)
The Testator of the Old Covenant was God, for it was God who was the source of salvation for those in Old Testament times. But…

God was not yet ready to come in the person of His Son and die for mankind, so He provided a sub-stitute which would typify Him in death, a death that would make the first testament effective; this substitution, of course, was an animal. So…

The emphasis in these two verses is that everything connected with the testament bears the mark of blood, the shedding of which resulted in death; as seen here, blood is that which seals, not only a covenant, but also the people to that covenant. Interestingly…

Notice how these verses correspond to the Lord's supper: the loaf = the people (1 Cor. 10:17), the juice = the blood (Matt. 26:26), and the cup = the covenant (1 Cor. 11:25); as we drink from the cup of blessing (1 Cor. 10:16), the drinking vessel containing grape juice (cf. Isa. 65:8), we, at that point, can see the clear connection among all three: people ( blood ( covenant. Incidentally…

Since "hyssop" is not described in the Bible and since there were at least three different plants that this could refer to, I must conclude that Bible hyssop must have been the only one of the three that had long enough and strong enough stems to use in Bible ways; that would then be the caper plant.

VERSE 21:

Then likewise he sprinkled with blood both the tabernacle and all the vessels of the ministry.
Sprinkling all these things with blood seemed to express the exceedingly sinfulness of man; i.e., man is so sinful and sin itself is so bad that it spilled over onto the things he used to worship and serve a holy God! So they needed to be cleansed as well (Cf. Rom. 8:18-23.) Again…

As has been the case throughout this context, this is all symbolic for us to learn how God sees sin.

VERSE 22:

And according to the Law almost all things are purged with blood, and without shedding of blood there is no remission. So…
What was left out? Things that were symbolically cleansed with water &/or fire (cf. Num. 31:22-24).

Paul's point was simply that there just wasn't and isn't any sin that could or can be annulled without bloodshed and death (cf. Lev. 17:11 & Rom. 6:23); that has just always and admittedly been the requirement of the nature of deity (cf. Isa. 55:8-9 & 2 Cor. 5:7).

"Remission" is from a word that means "to send away" (reminiscent of the scapegoat, Lev. 16), so it came to mean "to pardon a wrong or to cancel an obligation or a punishment," making it related to the idea of mercy.

VERSE 23:

Therefore it was necessary that the copies of the things in the heavens should be purified with these, but the heavenly things themselves with better sacrifices than these.
"The copies of the things in the heavens should be purified with these" refers back to the Aaronic priesthood and the tabernacle; and since the tabernacle of God was situated in the midst of a sinful nation, it (and everything belonging to it) was cleansed by the blood of animal sacrifices.

"Things" in the phrase "heavenly things" is actually not in the original; the word "heavenly" is what is plural, so logic and context must determine what the "heavenlies" refer to. So…

Since Paul was speaking about the cleansing of sin and the ceremonial impurities of and due to the people, then the logical and contextual meaning of "heavenlies" here seems to refer back to the consciences of men (v. 14).

The OT priesthood = NT Christians, and the OT tabernacle = the NT kingdom in which Christians serve God. So "the heavenly things" here could easily be translated as "the heavenly ones"; i.e., those of the heavenly kingdom are those who have been purified by the shed blood of Christ.
"Better sacrifices" obviously refers to the sacrifice of Christ. But since Paul often claimed that there was only the one sacrifice of Christ (cf. v. 26), why did he say "sacrifices" (plural)? Perhaps to retain the parallel, it was because Jesus' one sacrifice equaled, yea surpassed, all the previous sacrifices!

VERSE 24:

For Christ has not entered the holy places made with hands which are copies of the true, but into Heaven itself, now to appear in the presence of God for us…
Not only do verses 24-28 contrast verses 19-23, but they also cite three appearances of Christ.

As Paul has already stated a few times, instead of going into the literal, physical, man-made taber-nacle with His blood, Jesus went into that which the tabernacle partly pictured—Heaven itself!

Unlike with the earthly high priests who could only appear before God once a year, Jesus appears (present tense) before God on a continuous or eternal basis. Also…

Unlike with the earthly high priest who had to conceal himself in smoke while in the presence of God in the holy of holies, Jesus appears face to face with God in Heaven; since Jesus died sinless, there's no need for anything to hide Him from God. And…

He does this "for us"; on the behalf of those cleansed, Jesus stands in the presence of God, meaning that we have access to God because and only because of Jesus. So if these Jewish brethren were to return to their old ways, they would be rejecting the One God provided as their substitution!

VERSES 25-26a:

…not that He should offer Himself often, as the high priest enters the Most Holy Place every year with the blood of another—He then would have had to suffer often since the foundation of the world…
This offering of Himself refers to His second appearance—His appearance before God's throne as the OT high priests appeared before the mercy seat in the holy of holies with the blood of the lamb.

If the sacrificial service of Christ was exactly like that of the OT, then He would've been required to begin His sacrificing immediately after Adam's sin; however, since only once was necessary and since it's God's general rule that men die only once (v. 27), Jesus could and did wait until the per-fect timing of God to offer Himself one time for all time (Eph. 1:7-12, Gal. 4:4-5, etc.). I.e….

VERSE 26b:

…but now, once at (or in) the end of the ages, He has appeared to put away sin by the sacri-fice of Himself.
"The end of the ages" simply refers to the last generation of time in the Mosaical age (which, of course, came after the Patriarchal age, making at least two "ages"); and it was at this time, in the Mosaical age ("the climax of history," NEB), that Christ came in His first appearance and sacrificed Himself for man.

It's interesting also to note that "now, at or in the end of the ages" implies that Paul and these Hebrew brethren were still in the Mosaical age (cf. 1:2, 1 Pet. 1:20, Heb. 8:13, 2 Cor. 3:11, et al.).

[Unlike the OKJV, the NKJV has this verse correct: "world" is from kosmos while "ages" is from aion; something else interest-ing is that the Bible never uses kosmos when speaking of the end of the "world," using the OKJV language!]

Some scholars believe that the original wording concerning "sin" here actually has reference to "sin-offerings," fulfilling Daniel 9:27 (the context of which concerns Jerusalem’s AD 70 destruction); i.e., Christ's one sacrifice put an end to all sacrifices. On the other hand…

If Paul just meant "sin," then that fits just as well, fulfilling Daniel 9:24 (the context of which, again, concerns Jerusalem’s AD 70 destruction).

VERSE 27-28a:

And as it is appointed for men to die once, but after this the judgment, so Christ was offered once to bear the sins of many. I.e….
Christ was a man, and as a man He lived and died never to come to Earth and live and die again; in Romans Paul put it this way: "Christ, having been raised from the dead, dies no more. Death no longer has dominion over Him. For the death that He died, He died to sin once for all" (6:9-10a).

The word “but” here denotes a contrast; i.e., the difference is that Jesus, instead of dying in order to be judged, died in order to provide forgiveness of sins to make our judgments favorable.
There’s no definite article before "judgment" here; i.e., it isn't "the judgment," just "judgment." At the time of death, we’re already judged, regardless if we believe in a separate time of sentencing or not, i.e. whether we believe we go directly to Heaven or not. 
Paul’s indisputable point here is that Jesus’ death for our reconciliation to God would no more be repeated than will a man’s death and judgment; i.e., there’s no reincarnation!
"To bear the sins of many" may be another reference to the OT scapegoat (Lev. 16; cf. Isa. 53:6).

VERSE 28b:

To those who eagerly wait for Him He will appear a second time, apart from sin for salvation.
"Eagerly wait for Him" carries with it the idea "intense yearning." And why would that be, especially in relation to these Hebrews? Because of their suffering of persecution by their Jewish brethren.

Since the original of the phrase “a second time” literally means out of a/the second (“time” not be-ing found in it), this phrase (in this context of Jesus going into the Most Holy with His blood, v. 24) probably means that He would reappear out of a or the second place—the Most Holy Place. I.e…

Jesus (like the OT high priests) went into the Most Holy Place with sin (our sin, cf. 1 Cor. 5:21), then reappeared without sin for us. (Incidentally, especially for those who insist on using Bible [KJV] language for Bible things, not only was there no “second coming” phrase used in the Bible before, but now we see that there may not even be a “second time” phrase either.)
This is the second appearance to people, but the third appearance of this passage: in chronological order and like the high priest on The Day of Atonement, Jesus first appeared to put away sin (v. 26), then He appeared before God with the sin-offering (v. 24), and lastly Paul referred to His coming-appearance with salvation (v. 28).
So what coming of Jesus is under consideration here? Well in context, it has reference to Christ's coming … yes … again … in AD 70. Why? Because Jesus' Day of Atonement work was completed within a generation, at the time of the end of the old covenant and the bringing in of the new. (Essentially, the old wife, Hagar, died at the cross when Deity became engaged to Sarah [Gal. 4: 21ff]; then Deity married Sarah in AD 70.) Anyway…

When the work of High Priest Jesus was accomplished in the true holiest of all and God had ac-cepted His sacrifice on behalf of mankind, He returned to once-and-for-all-time put an end to the OT with all of its remaining vestiges: Jerusalem, its temple, and its unacceptable sin-offerings which merely spit in the face of God’s Son (cf. Heb. 10:29); this AD 70 coming of Christ brought to fruition the redemption of mankind in all its totality. In fact…  
Isn't this exactly what Jesus promised His disciples when He foretold of these very times in Luke 21:28? "'Now when these things begin to happen, look up and lift your heads, because your re-demption draws near.'" Now let’s read the following by Paul: After speaking of how God was in the process of gathering all in Heaven and Earth together in Christ (v. 10), in Ephesians 1:13a-14 Paul went on to write about the soon-to-arrive time of the fulfillment of that gathering and of what had been pro-vided for them in the interim: In Christ you also trusted after you heard … the Gospel of your salvation; in whom also, having believed, you were sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise, who is the guarantee of our inheritance until the redemption of the purchased possession.
Even Peter used this idea to encourage suffering brethren: In First Peter 1:5 he wrote to them about "salvation ready to be revealed in the last time" or, as Paul put it here, "at the consum-mation of the ages" (v. 26). The thing is…

If Christ did not appear this second time (Heb. 9:28), then the logical conclusion is that there's no redemption or salvation yet! (By the way, Leviticus 16:15-17 are the background for all that we’ve been talking about here in Hebrews 9.)

One more thing of importance: The original term for “for” here is the same as in Acts 2:38; i.e., it’s eis which means “in order to attain.” So here it tells us that Jesus didn’t return because or after salvation was already attained, but in order to attain completed salvation for us.
[Tony E. Denton, 9/06; Slight Alterations, 12/08.]
Hebrews 10:1-18
Beginning with chapter 8:1, Paul started dealing with the superiority of Christ's Law or covenant over that of Moses: chapter 8 concerned the better promises of Christ's covenant, while chapter 9 concerned the better sanctuary and sacrifice of Christ's covenant. Now…

In chapter 10 find Paul wrote of the superior results of that better sacrifice and sanctuary. The first para-graph, consisting of verses 1-10, teaches that, unlike OT sacrifices, Christ's sacrifice actually and eter-nally removes sin, creating clear consciences, taking us back to the point found in 9:14.

VERSE 1:

For the Law, having a shadow of the good things to come, and not the very image of those things, can never with these same sacrifices, which they offer continually year by year, make those who approach perfect.

At the end of chapter 9 Paul was speaking specifically about the finality of Christ's "one" sacrifice—one that made His sacrifice better; this is why Paul began this verse with the word "because."

"Shadow" is from a term which refers to something very general in nature, something lacking the details necessary to obtain a clear comprehension. On the other hand…

"Very image" is from a phrase which refers to something specific in nature, something possessing the details necessary to obtain a clear comprehension. So…

Instead of Moses' Law portraying a very specific outline of "the good things to come," it merely pro-vided a very generic outline of them.

This is reminiscent of the blind man of Bethsaida: after Jesus touched him the first time, he said that people looked like trees, then after Jesus touched him the second time he saw them clearly (Mark 8:22-25). (Perhaps this incident was meant to picture the very point we’re making here?)
Peter wrote that Moses' Law was so vague in its foreshadowings that even the angels couldn't comprehend exactly what God had in mind (1 Pet. 1:12; cf. Jesus' words in Mat. 13:16-17).

The idea that the Law was only "a shadow," an abstract of something real, is the primary thing which made the Law of Moses and its sacrifices inferior to the Law of Christ and His sacrifice; in fact, the word "shadow" is emphatic in the original here (cf. Col. 2:14-17).

Saying that the Law possessed "a shadow of the good things to come" implies that the Law did NOT consist of "the good things," e.g. the salvation of 9:28 (cf. 8:4-5 & 9:9)!


The phrase "to come" is from mello which, as mentioned three times before (2:5, 6:5, & 9:11),
re-fers to something "about to come" or "on the verge of taking place." Why on the verge ? Because the law hadn’t been ful-filled yet (cf. Mat. 5: 18); note the present tense in having and are in Colossians 2:16-17 where Paul wrote that OT things “ARE” shadows of things about to come.
The very idea that sacrifices were offered continually indicated that the Law was comprised of noth-ing but shadows or types of something real and eternal, needing no repetition.

"Perfect" simply refers to forgiveness (see once purged in next verse), the primary "good thing" that the Law couldn’t provide (cf. 7:19).
VERSES 2-4:

For then would they not have ceased to be offered? For the worshippers, once purged, would have had no more consciousness of sins. But in those sacrifices there is a reminder of sins every year. For it is not possible that the blood of bulls and goats could take away sins.
I.e., if Moses' Law could've or did resolve the fellowship problem between God and man, wouldn't they have stopped offering those sacrifices? This is a rhetorical question demanding a "Yes" answer: once something is paid for, you don't keep paying for it; besides, repetition conflicts with finality.

And the answer would also logically be "Yes" because if the people had been once-for-all forgiven, then they wouldn't be reminded of those past sins. But, as verse 3 goes on to say…

In those sacrifices they WERE reminded of those sins that had not yet, before Christ, been forgiven forever, never to be remembered again, as we'll talk more about in verse 17.

It's interesting that instead of Paul saying that "in those sacrifices there is remission of sins every year," he said, "in those sacrifices there is a reminder of sins every year." (The use of sins plural shows that Paul really was referring to the sins they had committed being brought back up, not just to the idea that they were sinners in general.)
How sad to have been a Jew: whereas there was no clear or cleansed conscience for them, we today do (or at least can) have such, first through obedience to baptism (1 Pet. 3:21), then af-terward through a not-so-strenuous walk with God (1 John 1:7 & 9).
Isn't it great to be reminded of Christ's death which took our sins away in the Lord's supper as opposed to being reminded of our sins which have not yet been taken away in some blood-letting ritual?

The reason sins were not removed under the old covenant is simply because the blood of animals couldn't effect the removal of sin. The question arises, however, "Why can't animal blood effect the removal of sin?" Here are some possible answers:


1.
To offer something for our sin that doesn't belong to us (Psa. 50:10), that's of a lower order than we are (Gen. 1:26-28), and that's not even accountable for its own actions is clearly un-reasonable! So, and let's consider this as number…


2.
There's no relation of any kind between our moral defilement and material sacrifices, animals or otherwise (cf. Psa. 51:16-17 & Mic. 6:7). Now, although this sounds rational, I personally lean toward answer number…


3.
The same reason that getting dipped in water can't eliminate sin is the same reason that animal blood can't eliminate it—they both depend on or point toward the only object that
can ultimately eradicate it—the blood of Christ! Nevertheless…

It seems that all we can know for sure is that the nature of God's justice could only be satisfied with a perfect, human sacrifice—a sacrifice, of course, that could only be supplied by deity!

VERSES 5-7:

Therefore, when He came into the world, He said: "Sacrifice and offering You did not desire, but a body You have prepared for Me. In burnt offerings and sacrifices for sin You had no pleasure. Then I said, 'Behold, I have come—in the volume of the book it is written of Me—to do Your will, O God.'"
This prophecy is from Psalm 40:7-9, the theme of which is that deliverance from sin is not procured by animal sacrifices, but by one who will perfectly discharge and satisfy the will of God.

The "sacrifice and offering" and the "burnt offerings and sacrifices," of course, refer to the work of the Levitical priesthood.

When it says that God "had no pleasure" in them, it didn't mean that they weren't part of His will for them, for it was (cf. v. 8); it rather meant that there was no satisfaction for sin found in those shad-ows. (The tenses in this passage don't allow for it to refer only to God's displeasure of Levitical offerings between AD 30 & 70.)
"I have come … to do Your will" implies two things: (1) Jesus, unlike animals, obeyed God's will, and unlike humans obeyed it perfectly even unto death (Phil. 2:8), and (2) His incarnation and sacrifice was accomplished voluntarily.

The phrase "a body You have prepared for Me" clearly indicates that (1) Jesus, unlike you and I, existed before this incarnation and (2) that God Himself supplied the sacrifice.

Our word "volume" (which, by the way, is the correct translation of the original term here) is from the Latin "Volvo"—"to roll"; so "volume" came to refer to a large sc-roll, in this case probably the volume of the five books of Moses, since very little else had yet been written by the time of David. 

The Torah not only included prophecies, but also shadows & types of the coming Messiah. The reason Paul used this OT prophecy was the same reason he used such all through He-brews (e.g. vv. 16-17) —to demonstrate that even their own Scriptures proved what he affirmed. 
VERSES 8-9: Previously saying…

"Sacrifice and offering, burnt offerings, and offerings for sin You did not desire, nor had pleasure in them" (which are offered according to the Law), then He said, "Behold, I have come to do Your will, O God." He takes away the first that He may establish the second.
Paul merely repeated himself in order to demonstrate that the Messiah (who was a Jew, a son of David who wrote Psalm 40) acknowledged that God's ultimate pleasure was not to be found in all those OT sacrifices and offerings. So…

The Messiah willingly came to accomplish that which would provide ultimate pleasure to God—He'd live the perfect human life, then become the once-for-all perfect sacrifice and High Priest between God and men, reconciling them by means of a new priesthood and a new covenant (cf. 7:18-19).

Let's not fail to see in this context that not only was Paul contrasting a perfect sacrifice with im-perfect sacrifices, but was also contrasting all those numerous sacrifices with Christ's one sacrifice.

One other thing of note: this is yet another place in which Paul employed the present tense to indi-cate something occurring when he wrote: lit., “He is taking away the first” to “establish the second.”

VERSE 10: 

By that will we have been sanctified thru the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for all.
"That will" refers to the will of God to have Jesus perfectly replace the OT sacrifices; by His fulfilling of God's will in this way, Jesus has indeed set the bar high—we simply must obey, for obedience is preferable to every (imperfect) sacrifice imaginable (1 Sam. 15:22).

"Sanctified" means "to be cleansed, thus set apart to and for God"; we'll get more into this in v. 14.

Just as one sacrifice was contrasted to numerous sacrifices in verse 9, so here the once-for-all-time sacrifice of Jesus is contrasted to the repeated sacrifices of the OT. So…

Paul has demonstrated that the same divine authority that established the Levitical priesthood and sacrifices is the same authority that abolished them; i.e., it's by God's will that the first was taken away so the second could be instituted—only Jesus' one-time sacrifice is now acceptable.

VERSES 11-12:
And every priest stands ministering daily and offering repeatedly the same sacrifices which can never take away sins. But this Man, after He had offered one sacrifice for sins forever, sat down at the right hand of God…
As with many other passages already noted in these studies on Hebrews, this one indicates that the temple was still open for business; i.e., the Levitical priests continued stubbornly to offer the sacri-fices of the old Law, even though their Messiah had come and taken their place.

These sacrifices were offered repeatedly precisely because they were imperfect, so imperfect, in fact, that, no matter how many times they were repeated, they'd never reach the desired goal—true at-onement of the soul, that which the one-time sacrifice of Christ accomplished.

It's impossible to not notice, of course, that whereas the OT priests stood as restless servants, Jesus was pictured as sitting at rest. Incidentally…

There's no word for "Man" in the original—the word that evidently should've been supplied here is "Priest": i.e., while those priests do that, "this Priest" did this!

VERSE 13:

…from that time waiting till His enemies are made His footstool. (Same as found, ironically, in 1:13.)

The idea of verses 12-13 are taken directly from Psalm 110:1. So who are/were these enemies?


According to Jesus Himself, His enemies (plural) at least included the Jews who rejected Him.

Speaking in a prophetic parable about them, He said, "'Bring here those enemies of mine who did not want me to reign over them, and slay them before Me'" (Luke 19:27; cf. 20:17-19).

In Romans 11:28 and Philippians 3:18 Paul said that unbelieving Jews were the enemies; and in  Revelation 2:9 and 3:9 Jesus called Judaism the synagogue of the satanas—the enemy.

The only other thing I know of that might be included in the category of "enemies" here would be found in First Corinthians 15:26: "The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death"; and what's interesting about this statement is that Paul, later in that same chapter, said that "the sting of death is sin, and the strength of sin is" … What? … "the Law" (v. 56), an idea, of course, that fits right into these studies in Hebrews. Anyway, moving on…

As far as the "footstool" motif here in concerned, it's an allusion to the ancient custom of putting the foot on the neck of a defeated enemy (cf. Jos. 10:22-25); some of the more haughty victors used their defeated enemies as footstools from which to mount their horses.

VERSE 14:

For by one offering He has perfected forever those who are being sanctified.
Again, as mentioned various times before in these studies, the word "perfected" refers to "a state of consummation or completion," in this letter often with reference to once-for-all forgiveness of sin.

When this verse (like 2:11) speaks of "being sanctified," it isn't referring to each Christian being sanctified over a period of time (as Calvinists would have us believe and which would contradict Paul's immediate point); rather, Paul meant here that the "one [single] offering" of Jesus (as op-posed to repeated offerings of animals) completes or finalizes forgiveness, redemption, reconcili-ation, and eternal life! In other words, saints have "no more consciousness of sins" (v. 2).

VERSES 15-17:

And the Holy Spirit also witnesses to us, for after He had said before, "This is the covenant that I will make with them after those days, says the Lord: I will put My laws into their hearts, and in their minds I will write them," then He adds, "Their sins and their lawless deeds I will remember no more."
Before he began quoting Jeremiah here, Paul, as he knew his Jewish brethren would agree, affirmed the inspiration of this prophet. Why? Because he was clinching his argument of the finality of the new covenant by challenging them to accept Jeremiah's prophecy and thus the New Testament, or reject the New Testament and therefore also their own prophet.

As we talked about at 8:10, the idea here is that the new covenant is of a spiritual and eternal nature; i.e., by virtue of the fact that God would save man by grace, man would thereby have the ultimate motivation from within to obey God out of gratitude for being saved, not to be saved. Still…

Another way to look at this is that, whereas people became part of the old covenant through birth (not knowing what they were doing), people become part of the new covenant by choice—by mind and heart, not by flesh. In fact…

Right after Psalm 110:1 that Paul just alluded to in verses 12-13, David wrote to God in verse 3 saying, "Your people shall be volunteers in the day of Your power"—in the Messianic age.

The main point of Paul here in verse 17 is about how sin, unlike in the OT times, is remembered "no more" in the NT times, supporting, of course, the point of verse 14. Lastly…

VERSE 18:

Now where there is remission of these, there is no longer an offering for sin. (Cf. 10:26.)
I.e., there's no other offering necessary, nor should there be another offering made because that would express doubt in God's new arrangement.

The consequences of sin are threefold: debt which requires forgiveness, bondage which requires re-demption, and alienation which requires reconciliation, and all of these—forgiveness, redemption, and reconciliation—are found only in Jesus Christ!                                            

[Tony E. Denton, 9/06.]
Hebrews 10:19-31
We began the book of Hebrews with chapters 1—7 by studying The Superiority of Christ's Person (1:1—4:13) and The Superiority of His Priesthood (4:14—7:28). Then we studied The Superiority of Christ's Pact (8:1—10:18). And now we're up to the last main division of Hebrews where we'll study The Superiority of Christ's Principle (10:19—13:25); in fact, another chapter should've begun at this point.

Paul's first point here (as noted in your outline) is that Christ's Faith-Principle Is the Response to Superior Things (10:19-39, verses that lead into the famous faith-discussion of chapter 11). However, since we won't have time to deal with the last twenty-one verses of chapter 10 today, let's begin our analysis of this section by studying verses 19-31.

VERSES 19-21: [These verses summarize all of Hebrews 1:1—10:18.]
Therefore, brethren, having boldness to enter the Holiest by the blood of Jesus, by a new and living way which He consecrated for us, through the veil, that is, His flesh, and having a High Priest over the house of God… Let's remember that Paul was speaking to persecuted Jewish Christians around AD 63!
Because death was the penalty, OT worshippers weren't bold enough to enter into the holy of holies —into God's presence, but after Christ's sacrifice they could and did have "boldness" to enter into God's presence (cf. Eph. 3:11b-12).

"New" is from a term which literally means "freshly-slain," and "way" is from a term for "road." So…

While in OT times the high priest sprinkled the blood of the sacrifice on the ground seven times on his way to the earthly dwelling place of God (Lev. 16:14), today we have Jesus' blood leading us into reconciliation and the presence of God (cf. notes on 2:10). Incidentally…

This verse is saying essentially the same thing that Jesus Himself said: "'I am the Way'" (John 14:6); i.e., He is the Freshly-Slain Road, Who (unlike the OT slain) Still Lives! And since He is a "living" sacrifice (being always "freshly-slain," so to speak), no other sacrifice is necessary.

"Consecrated" here refers to the fact that Christ's blood has "set apart" or "dedicated" (as in 9:18) this road for us; i.e., this way is "the way" that He established or opened up for business for us.

By the phrase "through the veil, that is, His flesh," Paul reminded them of the veil that barred man's access to God, the veil that the high priest pushed aside as He entered the holy of holies. Similarly…

Until Jesus' humanity was put aside on the cross, we were barred from access to God—an un- crucified savior would've been no savior at all; so when we destroyed His body, God destroyed the inner veil of the temple (Mat. 27:51). 

Paul seemed to be saying the same thing here that he said in verses 5-10; i.e., by Jesus taking upon Himself a human form, He could and did sacrifice Himself that He, through His shed blood, death, and resurrection might take away the first way (the old and dead way) in order to estab-lish the second way (the new and living way).

With reference to the phrase "a High Priest" here, this is actually the one place where Paul used the phrase "a great priest" instead of a High Priest, apparently to describe and contrast His priesthood with all who had gone before Him; interestingly, Paul called Jesus all the following in this letter: priest (7:11), high priest (9:11), great priest (10:21), and great high priest (4:14).

Earlier Paul spoke of how that while Moses was merely part of God's house (3:5), Jesus is "over His own house" (3:1 & 6).

I bring this up because it's noteworthy that Paul repeats that idea here, but instead of saying the house of Jesus as in 3:6, he called it "the house of God," paralleling the term "God" with Jesus (for those who claim Jesus was and/or is not deity)! Something else here…

Although we could say that "the house of God" here is "the church of the living God" (per 1 Tim. 3:15), Paul obviously had more than the saints living on Earth in mind (cf. 8:1-2). So…

Based on this acceptable boldness, this great high priest, and everything he had written thus far, Paul launched into a series of exhortations concerning their faith (v. 22 & chap. 11), hope (v. 23 & chap. 12), and love (vv. 24-25 & chap. 13). (Also cf. 1 Cor. 13:13).

VERSE 22:

…let us draw near with a true heart in full assurance of faith, having our hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience and our bodies washed with pure water. {Eze. 36:25?}
In some cases in the Bible the phrase "let us" is in the imperative mood, meaning that it's a direct command; here, however, it's in the subjunctive mood, meaning that Paul was arguing for some-thing that they should logically do: because we did that, we should also do this! In fact…



The next three "let us" phrases literally mean, "we should." I.e., Paul was saying that…

Because they had the faith or boldness to enter into God's presence (or become Christians) in the first place, and because they had the Messiah as their great eternal high priest, they should likewise do this (v. 22), that (v. 23), and the other (vv. 24-25). (Cf. Luke 14:28-31.)

The idea of "a great priest" corresponds to how they can or why they should "draw near" to God, while the idea of "boldness" corresponds to the phrase "full assurance of faith"—the boldness that faith provides; i.e., they were being provoked to draw near to God via the springboard of confidence in the competed work of Christ.

Why is this drawing near a drawing near to God? Because this context is parallel to 4:14-16. The main point of this passage is to draw near, not draw back (v. 39).

Remembering that Paul is writing to Christians here (v. 19), the idea of drawing near with a true heart corresponds with John 4:24 where Jesus said that God's people must worship Him in truth.

The last clause of this verse expands on the first part of verses 19-20. In other words…

"Having our hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience and our bodies washed with pure water" is how they "entered into the presence of God by the blood of Jesus." And…

"Having our hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience and our bodies washed with pure water" is what occurred when they chose that "freshly-slain and living way that Jesus consecrated."

"Sprinkled" refers not to water but to the blood of Christ; i.e., just as priests sprinkled blood on things to be purified in the OT (9:13 & 22), so Jesus' blood purifies the conscience now (9:14). (Cf. Jesus' blood shed in His death, baptism, and the conscience in John 19, Rom. 6, & 1 Pet. 3:21.)

"Evil conscience" here refers not to a wicked conscience but to a consciousness of evil or sin.

"Pure water" refers to unmixed water; in the OT the water that was used for purification was mixed with ashes (9:13 & Num. 19:1-10), while such is not necessary in NT baptism. {I believe Paul also actually had the prophecy of Ezekiel 36—37 [esp. 36:25] in mind here. No time to develop.} So…

Just as the OT priest had to go through various washings and apply blood on Atonement Day (Lev. 16), and just as Jesus shed water and blood on the cross (John 19:34), so it takes both water and blood to reconcile (at-one) a person, making him a Christian, a person who belongs to God in body and spirit (1 Cor. 6:20); as Jesus said, "'Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God.'"

VERSE 23:

Let us hold fast the confession of our hope without wavering, for He who promised is faithful.
While the last verse speaks of what God does, this verse speaks of what man is to do: "hold fast."

It's interesting that after speaking of faith and baptism, Paul also brought up the concept of "confes-sion"—obviously their confession of Jesus as the promised Messiah who would make all things new.

"Wavering" is from a term meaning "to lean backwards," thus, since hope is always ahead, they needed to continuously lean or press forward instead of backward; so the point is that if they went back to the Old Law, they'd be forsaking their previous confession of the Messiah and his mission.

Probably writing to some of the very people who had left Christ because they lost hope in His com-ing, perhaps even people who were leading others away, Peter wrote, “The Lord is not slack con-cerning His promise” (2 Pet. 3:9).
VERSES 24-25:

And let us consider one another in order to stir up love and good works, not forsaking the assembling of ourselves together, as is the manner of some, but exhorting one another, and so much the more as we see the day approaching. [Clarke had some good comments on these verses.]

To "consider" means "to perceive clearly or to understand fully," meaning that the best way for them to help ward off apostasy for themselves and others was to give a lot of serious thought to each brother's or sister's individual circumstances, tendencies, abilities, etc. And…

"To stir up [or excite or incite] love and good works" would be the best way to prevent apostasy. Why? Because they would keep their minds off themselves and their own problems by helping others in their various situations.

"Not forsaking" simply means not giving up on their gathering together. The assembling is a verbal noun (a gerund), a phrase depicting an action as if it were a noun (the end-result of an action in such a case as this one). Note two other significant points:

It’s singular, not plural as is usually implied by the way this verse is applied to weekly meetings of corporate worship. And…

“Assembling” has a definite article preceding it. Now…
Due to what we’ve just noted, and due to the context having reference to their forsaking their con-fession and hope, and due to the fact that the only other place this exact phrase is found (and by the same writer) is in Second Thessalonians 2:1 where Paul was speaking about the gathering of the saints at the coming of Christ, it would be dishonest of me to avoid taking the position that such is what Paul was also talking about here. Notice…

In Second Thessalonians 2:1 Paul said, “Concerning the coming of our Lord … and our gathering (or ‘assembling,’ note the ‘ing’) together to Him….” And this corresponds well, of course, to Jesus’ own words when, in Matthew 24:31, He spoke of how His angels would “gather together His elect,” a statement He made, by the way, before He went on to say that “this generation will by no means pass away till all these things are fulfilled” (v. 34). (Cf. Eze. 11:17 as well.)
"Exhorting" comes from a term which means to motivate someone by whatever means necessary, whether (according to Thayer) it be comforting, instructing, warning, rebuking, or even begging … just about anything to excite or inspire someone to move or keep moving in the right direction.

What is "the day approaching"?

Whatever day this is, it must correspond to the following criteria: (1) it must fit the context; (2) due to the definite article "the" it must have already been alluded to; (3) it must have been a day common to all of them; (4) it must have been a day they could see approaching; and (5) it must have been the sort of a day that would cause them to be more diligent in exhortation as it drew near; and (5) it must have been a day that they could “see” drawing near. So…

What day would fit all of these? The day of their deaths? No (#s 1-4). The first day of the week? No (#s 2 & 5). An end-time judgment day? No (#s 2 & 4). The only appropriate answer is the day of the Lord in AD 70 (cf. 8:13, 9:28b, 10:13, 27, & 37-38; also Mat. 24:15 & 33). After all…

Not only did this day alleviate Christian persecution (#1), but it also completely removed any vestiges of the old covenant of sin and death so that the new covenant or the kingdom of righteousness and life could appear in its fullness (#1).

VERSES 26-27:

For if we sin willfully after we have received the knowledge of the truth, there no longer remains a sacrifice for sins, but a certain fearful expectation of judgment and fiery indigna-tion which will devour the adversaries.
I believe the word "for" here is based on the entirety of the previous paragraph where Paul spoke of what they should do: instead of deserting Christ, they should draw near to God by holding fast to their first love and by keeping each other motivated in that direction. 
To "sin willfully" is to sin knowing full well what one is doing; it isn't being "overtaken" in a fault or committing a sin in "ignorance," it's flat out deliberate persistency in a sin, here the sin of apostasy.

"Knowledge" is from a term for profuse or complete knowledge, not little or partial knowledge.

If this judgment is kept in context, it’s obvious that it has reference to the judgment of the day or the judgment day of verse 25; in fact, everything in the rest of the chapter finds its foundation in the day of verse 25. Notice…
Paul told them to not forsake the assembling together because of the day that they could see approaching. Why? The next statement begins the following section with the word “because,” then it goes on to speak of judgment and fiery indignation that would devour the adversaries
(v. 27), then of the Lord’s vengeance on those adversaries (v. 30), the fearfulness of falling into the hands of God (v. 31), and then of how that they should continue to be faithful, for He was to come in just a very, very little while (v. 37). Besides… 
Verse 27 is an obvious quote of Zephaniah 1:8, a prophecy of Jerusalem’s demise. Before read-ing that, keep in mind that “indignation” here can be translated as “jealousy.”

“Neither their silver nor their gold shall be able to deliver them in the day of the Lord’s wrath; but the whole land shall be devoured by the fire of His jealousy, for He will make a speedy rid-dance of all those who dwell in the land.” And, one more evidence:
As is used ten other times in Hebrews, this phrase is from mello which means about to, making it even more obvious that Paul was referring to the demise of Judaism in AD 70. (Paul R. McReynold’s interlinear always translates this term as about to.)
"Fiery" doesn't refer to a literal fire, but to "intensity" such as in, "Fred has a fiery or hot temper."

"Devour" means to "eat up," keeping up the figure of "fiery"; i.e., just as a literal fire eats up prac-tically everything in its path, so the wrath of God would annihilate practically everything Jewish.
"The adversaries" (plural), as we've already talked about in 1:13 & 10:13, are primarily the Jewish rejecters of Christ and persecutors of His people. So…

Since they knew full well what was right, Paul was being sure they understood the consequence of deserting Christ, especially at this point in time.

They’d be forsaking the only acceptable sacrifice capable of reconciling them to God, and the only thing they'd have to look forward to was the same indictment and condemnation that their rejecting Jewish brethren would receive, and probably even worse (vv. 28ff). So…

They needed to choose who they'd be more afraid of: those who could throw sticks and stones at them or He who could destroy both body and soul in Hell (Mat. 10:28)?

VERSE 28:

Anyone who has rejected Moses' Law dies without mercy on the testimony of two or three witnesses. I.e….
If Moses had the right to attach the sentence of death to apostasy from his inferior law (forsaking Yahweh for other gods, Deu. 13:6-11 & 17:2-7), how much more of a right does God have to attach such a sentence to apostasy from His superior law, forsaking His Son for Moses?

(Note the present tense here, again indicating that the Law was still considered in effect in AD 63.)

VERSE 29:

Of how much worse punishment, do you suppose, will he be thought worthy who has tram-pled the Son of God underfoot, counted the blood of the covenant by which he was sanctified a common thing, and insulted the Spirit of grace?
To trample Jesus underfoot (as pigs trample pearls underfoot, Mat. 7:6) means to treat Him with the same contempt as those who spat on Him, stripped Him, slapped Him, whipped Him, and finally crucified Him (cf. 1 Cor. 11:27)!

Corresponding to "knowledge" in verse 26, "counted" refers to a conscious judgment resting on a deliberate weighing of the facts, implying an intentional rejection of the Christ's sacrifice and essen-tially saying that His blood is no more significant than the blood of the thieves crucified with Him.

The Spirit is He who gave miraculous gifts to them as further proof of Christ's claims and His new covenant (cf. 6:4-6), so to turn back to Moses and his covenant was to blaspheme the Spirit—to commit the unforgivable sin. Why? Because without Christ, sin cannot be forgiven.

VERSES 30-31:

For we know Him who said, "Vengeance is Mine, I will repay," says the Lord. And again, "The Lord will judge His people" (Deu. 32:35-36). [So] It is a fearful thing to fall into the hands of the living God. (Deu. 32 includes destruction of Jerusalem, see verses 18, 21, 32, as well as 35-36.)
Paul quoted this in Romans 12:19 where he taught them not to take revenge on their enemies, for God claims the right to do that; i.e., Paul was implying that God takes vengeance, but it isn't so much revenge for Himself as for His people. However here Paul added the fact that even if they were His people who decided to reject Him, His ways, and His people (especially to the point of causing trouble for them), they would still have to answer to Him.

"Living God" is used in the Bible in opposition to (dead) idols, corresponding perfectly to the usual manner of apostasy in the OT—leaving Yahweh for idols (cf. notes at v. 28).      [Tony E. Denton, 10/06.]
Hebrews 10:32-39
As mentioned in our last study, 10:19 is where Paul began to apply all his foregoing thoughts and where he began to head toward his conclusion by writing about Christ's Superior Principle of Faith.

Hebrews 10:19-39 concern Christ's faith-principle being the only appropriate response to all those superior things he had just written about; in fact, 10:19-21 summed up all of 1:1—10:18. Then…

In verses 22-25 Paul essentially outlined the next three chapters by encouraging faith, hope, and love in his audience of those who were … one by one … deserting Christ, while in verses 26-31 he warned them about the consequences of such a decision. Now…

Hebrews 10:32-39 are a call to perseverance based on God's faithfulness (something he actually brought up in verse 23). One more thing worthy of note is that…

Paul was still repeating himself some here: Just as we previously indicated that verses 26-31 are paral-lel to 6:4-8, so now we'll see how verses 32-39 are clearly parallel to 6:9-12. I.e….

After he warned them, he attempted to encourage them by expressing the faith in them that they could still turn things around. And it's interesting that…

This expression of faith in them wasn't based on the fact that other Saints had persevered or were persevering (as he dealt with later in chapter 11), but on the fact that they themselves had once done well under great persecution for Christ. So let's begin with…

VERSE 32:
But recall the former days in which, after you were illuminated, you endured a great struggle with sufferings…

"Recall" is present tense not aorist tense, indicating that they should keep reminding themselves of their earlier days as Christians.

"Illuminated" simply means that they were made aware of the Christ and had accepted Him, which, in turn, means that Paul was referring to a time immediately after they became Christians, a time when they had that initial zeal for Christ (cf. 6:4 parallel about having been "once enlightened").

"Great struggle" is from the term athlesis (from which we get our "athletic"), and the verb form ori-ginally meant "to contend in games"; so Paul was talking about a fierce conflict with the forces of evil. In fact, according to 12:4…
It seems that what they had suffered through earlier was as much as could be suffered through short of bloodshed.

Perhaps they had undergone the same difficult circumstances Paul alluded to in First Thessa-lonians 2:14-16 (cf. Acts 8:1-3).

VERSE 33:

…partly while you were made a spectacle both by reproaches and tribulations, and partly while you became companions of those who were so treated…
"Spectacle" is from the word for "theater," yes, as in the Roman amphitheater; however, while the Romans usually used wild beasts against Christians in this public place, the Jews publicly brought "reproaches and tribulations" of other sorts against Jewish Christians.

"Reproaches" points to emotional suffering which included false accusations (cf. Rev. 16:13-14), while "tribulations" points to physical suffering which included imprisonments (cf. 2 Cor. 11:22ff).

Not only were they personally persecuted for accepting Jesus as the Messiah, but they were also persecuted for emotionally supporting, physically harboring, and even financially aiding others who were being persecuted for accepting Jesus as the Christ (cf. 6:10 parallel).

VERSE 34:

…for you had compassion on me in my chains, and joyfully accepted the plundering of your goods, knowing that you have a better and an enduring possession for yourselves in Heaven.
"Compassion" here, I believe, is like the word "visit" in James 1:27; i.e., it carries with it some type of action, perhaps the same action as the word "visit" in James includes.

The word "visit" doesn't just mean to go and see, but to physically help those in need with food, medicine, clothing, etc. In fact…


I understand that in the first century the needs of prisoners weren't met by the authorities; provisions had to be made by those outside the prison walls (cf. Jimmy Allen & Mat. 25:36).

"Plundering" has to do with a "seizure" or a "confiscation," which could imply two motives:



It could refer to a mere form of persecution. Or…

It could refer to mere disinheritance as a Jew.

In the eyes of apostate Israel, when a Jew forsook Moses for Jesus, his share of the property was withheld from him, and his credit and every source of gain was withdrawn (cf. Rev. 13: 16-17). (Such may make one wonder if this could’ve been the reason for the event describ-ed in Acts 4:34-35.)

I say "in the eyes of apostate Israel" because THEY were actually the ones who forsook Moses. Why? Because if they truly believed Moses, they would've accepted Jesus, for Moses wrote about Jesus [John 5:46]! Besides, isn't this why Jesus referred to apostate Jews as "the synagogue [or church] of Satan" (Rev. 2:9 & 3:9)? But, back to the main point here…

Why couldn't Paul have been including both motives: confiscation of their possessions (including their land) to disinherit them AND to persecute them? The question now is…

How could they endure this "joyfully"? Because they knew they had a superior and eternal posses-sion in Heaven.

Jesus once said, "'Do not lay up for yourselves treasures on Earth, where moth and rust destroy, and where thieves break in and steal; but lay up for yourselves treasures in Heaven, where neither moth nor rust destroys and where thieves do not break in and steal'" (Mat. 6:19-20).

He also said, "'Blessed [joyful] are those who are persecuted for righteousness' sake, for theirs is the kingdom of Heaven. Blessed are you when they revile and persecute you, and say all kinds of evil against you falsely for My sake. Rejoice and be exceedingly glad, for great is your reward in Heaven…'" (Mat. 5:10-12a). Well…

Now that Paul has reminded them of God's past faithfulness to them under difficult circumstances (hardships that they had even come through without bloodshed), he continued on to encourage them to keep on keeping on based on God's future faithfulness! Connected to Matthew 5:12…

VERSE 35:

Therefore do not cast away your confidence, which has a great reward.
Paul was exhorting these brethren to not discard that wondrous "confidence" that they possessed back in the beginning of their Christian walk; this reminiscent of 3:6 where he told them to hold fast their confidence to the end … when the reward would be attained.

As 11:1 teaches, "confidence" is faith-induced; and in Ephesians 6:16 Paul referred to faith as the shield in a soldier's armor. Here's what's interesting about this: Paul may have been alluding to the conduct of weak and cowardly soldiers who, in the day of battle, would throw aside their shields and retreat, something considered very dishonorable.

"Great reward" reminds us of First Corinthians 15:58 where Paul wrote, "Be steadfast, immovable, always abounding in the work of the Lord, knowing that your labor is not in vain in the Lord."

VERSE 36:

For you have need of endurance, so that after you have done the will of God, you may receive the promise.
Just as the faith of chapter 11 was brought to mind in verse 35, now the fortitude of chapter 12 is brought to mind: in 12:5-8 Paul wrote, "'My son, do not despise the chastening of the Lord, nor be discouraged when you are rebuked by Him; for whom the Lord loves He chastens, and scourges every son whom He receives.' If you endure chastening, God deals with you as with sons. For what son is there whom a father does not chasten? But if you are without chastening, of which all have become partakers, then you are illegitimate and not sons."

"The will of God" here refers to their not deserting Christ and to their perseverance under trials.

This combination of confidence (v. 35) and endurance (v. 36) being connected to the attaining of the pledged prize was found earlier in 6:12 when Paul wrote, "Do not become sluggish, but imitate those who through faith and patience inherit the promises." So…

If they wanted to be good sons and not be cut out of their Father's will with the promise of a great reward (cf. Rom. 11), then these Jews simply just had to persevere a little while longer. In fact, he went on to quote Habakkuk 2:3-4 in…

VERSES 37-38:

"For yet a little while, and He who is coming will come and will not tarry. Now the just shall live by faith; but if anyone draws back, My soul has no pleasure in him."
After Habakkuk asked God a question and said something about His judgment against His people Israel (1:12), God replied: "'The vision is yet for an appointed time; but at the end it will speak, and it will not lie. Though it tarries, wait for it; because it will surely come. It will not tarry'" (2:3).

Paul began his application of this prophecy here, saying, "Yet a little while," a very strong phrase in the Greek, meaning, "yet a little—ever so little—while" (cf. other versions: Young, NIV, NASB, et. al.); in fact, the Greek term micron (where we get “micro”) is used here.
This phraseology clearly indicates that Paul wasn't writing about something 2,000+ years away, but something more like 5 to 7 years away. And what would that be? Christ's AD 70 coming against apostate Israel, of course (see context, vv. 25ff). After all…

This is the coming that would bring major relief to these brethren (cf. Rev. 6:11-12 & even 2 The. 1:6-8).

Not only would it bring relief from Jewish persecution, but (since the old physical city of God, Jerusalem, would be destroyed) it would also alleviate any temptation to return to Judaism.

"The just" literally means "the just one," and "anyone" should be translated as "he"; i.e., God said, "if he [the just one] draws back, My soul has no pleasure in him," implying, as the entire book does, that a saved person can become lost again. Furthermore…

"The just shall live by faith" is in contrast to "if he draws back," signifying that the phrase "live by faith" here means that he who would escape that judgment would do so because of his faith … and, of course, the grace of God.

It's interesting to me that Paul quoted Habakkuk 2:4 various times: in Romans 1:17 he used it to emphasize "the just" part of it; in Galatians 3:11 he used it to emphasize the "shall live" part of it; then here in Hebrews 10:38 he used it to emphasize the "by faith" part of it. In fact, chapters 11—13 could be considered a discussion on living "by faith."

"Pleasure" comes from the word "please," so God was saying that the one who became a Christian then deserted Christ would not please Him in the very least. In other words…

God wouldn't be able to find any-thing in His entire being, there'd be nothing in His soul, that would keep Him from judging this man along with all the other rejecting Jews. In fact…

As Peter wrote, "It would be better for him not to have known the way of righteousness, than having known it to turn from" it (2 Pet. 2:21).

VERSE 39:

But we are not of those who draw back to perdition, but of those who believe to the saving of the soul.
"Draw back" refers, of course, to deserting Christianity.

"Perdition" refers to utter and permanent destruction, the very thing promised and prophesied of Jerusalem; i.e., those who drew back would do so to their own destruction. And…

"Soul" here is the same as above, referring to life as opposed to death (which, in this case, would include both physical and eternal death).
More literally this verse reads, "We are not for shrinking back to destruction, but for faith to the saving of life." So…

As though Paul had worked himself up at this point, he concluded this paragraph with what appears to be a pep rally statement of inspiration; I picture Paul on the floor of a basketball court, speaking to a discouraged team:


Paul: "What are we going to do?!?!"


Paul and Team: "We're going to win!!!!"


Paul: "What are we going to do?!?!"


Paul and Team: "We're going to win!!!!"

[Tony E. Denton, 10/06.]

Hebrews 11:1-7
As mentioned previously, 10:19 through the end of Hebrews relates to The Superiority of Christ's Prin-ciple (Faith) to Moses' Principle (Law); and we just finished studying 10:19-39 which teach that Faith Is the Proper Response to All the Superior Things of the Previous Chapters, perfectly setting the stage for the subject of chapter 11 that we'll launch into today—the chapter known as The Hall of Faith.

In our last study (specifically in verses 22-24) we noted how that Paul appeared to outline the rest of Hebrews: 10:22 speaks of faith, correlating to chapter 11 and the superior actions discussed there; 10:23 speaks of hope, correlating to chapter 12 and the superior relationship discussed there; and 10:24 speaks of love, correlating to chapter 13 and the resulting superior way of life discussed there.

So let's begin with chapter 11…

VERSE 1:
Now faith is the substance of things hoped for, the evidence of things not seen.

Paul concluded chapter 10 with two thoughts in mind…

Firstly, he referred to the idea of God's promise that required faith (v. 36).

He had already written much about this promise of an eternal inheritance (9:15) which was to include a time of reconciliation (6:17-20) and a time of rest (4:1). Now in chapter 11…

He described faith's relationship to God's promise (vv. 1-3); i.e., the fact that God had ful-filled every earlier promise should produce the faith that He would fulfill this one (cf. 10:23).

Using Abraham as an example in Romans 4:20-21, Paul wrote there that "He did not waver at the promise of God thru unbelief, but was strengthened in faith …, being fully convinced that what He had promised He was also able to perform" (or carry out). Remember…

Paul had discussed at length that that which was real was that which was spiritual, not that which was physical; and he had discussed at length that that which was real was that which was being presently fulfilled, not that which was still being practiced in Jerusalem.

Secondly, Paul referred to the idea of living by faith (v. 38); this idea he went on in chapter 11 to demonstrate by means of many of their own renowned ancestors (vv. 4-40).

The last verse of chapter 10 was a strong encouragement to not draw back, but to press for-ward in order to save their souls. Now…

In chapter 11 we'll see how Paul abundantly demonstrated the faith of their forefathers who—for the fulfillment of a promise they never experienced—remained faithful for their successors in spite of all sorts of severe difficulties. On the other hand…

These brethren were "on the verge" (10:1, et. al.) of receiving the fulfillment of God's pro-mise, so—in light of their predecessors—they shouldn't even remotely consider forsaking Christ, for what a slap in the faces of their ancestors that would be!

"Substance" refers to "that which stands under—a foundation"; so their faith was the ground upon which hope was built. (The original word for "substance" here is translated "confidence" in 3:14.)

"Evidence" refers to "proof"; so (especially in this context) what they knew of the past concerning their God provided faith for any promise yet unfulfilled. And…

"Seen" means "perceived or experienced" ("perceive" in 2 Cor. 7:8 & experience in v. 5 below). So…

Unlike the "things hoped for" which exclude things of the past and present (cf. Rom. 8:24), the "things not seen" include "things" of the past, present, and future. This brings two points to mind:

1. Even if they ignored it, their confessed faith in Jesus as the Christ (cf. 10:23) was evidence 
    concerning whatever they didn't understand about the past (types, shadows, etc.) as well as 
    evidence concerning whatever they couldn't understand about their present (persecution, etc.)

2. Their faith was evidence concerning what they would experience in the future if they would 
    just hold on a "very, very little while" (10:37).

VERSE 2: For by it the elders obtained a good testimony.
"Elders" here refers back to the ancestors of the Jews Paul was writing to, as is evidenced from the lengthy list of them in verses 4-40. There's something important that we must remember here…

Paul was writing to Christians who lived during the time before AD 70 when God worked super-naturally in order to bring about what we now possess, viz. the promise just discussed. (Inter-estingly, miracles are thought of by God as something for spiritual babies, while that which re-sulted from them is considered mature or complete [cf. 1 Cor. 13:8-11].) Now…

I brought this up because verse 2 sets the stage for the rest of the chapter which deals with numerous supernatural events that would therefore consistently apply to these brethren who had experienced and were still experiencing such events in their own lives (cf. 2:1-4 & 6:4-6).
I.e., they had no excuse but to be like their forefathers in their faith.

The phrase "a good testimony" is also translated as "well spoken of" (Acts 16:2) and "a good repu-tation" (Acts 10:22). And who spoke well of them and gave them this good reputation? God did: He placed His stamp of approval on their lives lived by faith by blessing them and by testifying of them in His Word; in fact, every individual alluded to in this chapter is found in the Old Testament.

It also seems to me that while verse 3 illustrates the second part of verse 1 about unseen things, verse 2 illustrates the first part of verse 1 about things hoped for; i.e., as is confirmed throughout this chapter, God blessed those who acted on faith for what they hoped for.

VERSE 3: [The Big Picture Introduced]

By faith we understand that the worlds were framed by the Word of God, so that the things which are seen were not made of things which are visible.
As discussed in 1:2, the word "world" in 10:5 is the Greek term for "planet" (kosmos); the word for "world" in 1:6 is the Greek term for "people" (oikoumene); and the word for "worlds" here (as in 1:2) is the Greek term for "ages" (aion); so, depending on its context, it goes from planet, to an age or the ages of the planet, to the people of an age or the ages of the planet.
Besides the fact that "ages" is, undeniably, the correct translation here, there are other reasons why it should be rendered "ages."

The word is plural: not only does "worlds" make this an unnatural statement, but—unless He-brews is the only place—the Bible never speaks of God creating "the worlds" … plural; but, as we've seen, this book DOES concern two covenant ages … or two covenant worlds, if you prefer to say it that way. Also…

Since Paul used the Greek term (kosmos) for the physical creation in 10:5 when he wrote about Jesus coming into the world, then he obviously knew the difference. In fact…

There's a clear distinction between these terms in one verse—9:26: Jesus "then would have had to suffer often since the foundation of the world [kosmos]; but now, once at the end of the ages [aion] ("world" in KJV), He has appeared to put away sin." Even here (in 9:26)…

When Paul wished to refer to physical creation, he used the word kosmos not aion. So…

A synonym for "ages" in 11:3 would be the word "times" in Ephesians 1:10 where Paul wrote of God gathering "all things" or all races together in Christ at the fullness of the “times” … plural. Besides…

"Framed" is not from the usual word for "created," but from a word that refers to something "ar-ranged in a precise manner," which is likely why it's often translated "perfected."

This would mean that Paul was referring to how God arranged the ages or the history of human affairs in such a way as to achieve His spiritual purposes for us. In fact…

It's my contention that God and His Word are not concerned with the natural history of man in general or even with the history of the Jews, but with the redemptive history of mankind, always pointing toward and focusing on the spiritual, not the physical! Interestingly…

The Jews, who believed in two primary ages—the Mosaical era and the Messianic era, equated the coming of the Christ that Paul just referred to in 10:37 with the changing of ages, ages that were arranged God Himself.

"The Word of God" literally reads "a" Word of or from God; and the Greek term for "Word" here is not logos, but rhema, referring to "a command," meaning that everything in redemptive history oc-curred by God's authority and according to His plan or arrangement, no man being able to thwart it.
"Made" is from the term translated "come" or "came to pass" (KJV) at least 80 times. And we all know what this language indicates: the passing of time! (Cf. Diaglott.)  By the way, not only did God arrange these things (these ages) by His rhema, but also Jesus maintains them by His rhema. So…

If this is the meaning of here, then what does the last part of this verse mean? I.e., how do "the things which are seen" and the "things which are visible" fit in? Well, trying to keep it in context…

The word "seen" here is the same term as found in verse 1 where Paul was speaking … not about that which can be literally seen with the eye like the cosmos, but … about that which can be perceived or understood with the mind. Furthermore…

The phrase "are seen" literally reads "being seen," referring to that which was, in their time, coming into focus … mentally; before this time, things were types and shadows—out of focus or … not clear … not "visible." (Cf. Eph. 3:3 & 5, 1 Pet. 1:12, et. al.) In other words…

* By faith (and only by faith) they could understand that all of history was orchestrated by God's authority and power to come to pass the way it did in order to effect man's redemption, meaning that (since things were a mystery to them, not clear or visible) they could only sense what was being fulfilled in their time by faith. So…

Now that Paul had this big picture before their minds, he began his list of ancestor-examples in verses 4-7 with three men who lived between Eden and the flood: Abel, Enoch, and Noah.

VERSE 4:

By faith Abel offered to God a more excellent sacrifice than Cain, through which he obtained a witness that he was righteous, God testifying of his gifts; and through it he, being dead, still speaks.
Again, as we begin this section, let's focus on Paul's primary focus—encouraging these brethren to trust in God and His Word which included His promises; after all, trust is what faith is.

Here are some interesting similarities between Cain & Abel and non-Christian Jews & Christian Jews.


1.
Both sets were brothers.


2.
Just as "By faith Abel offered a more excellent sacrifice than Cain," so "by faith" Jewish 
Christians "offered a more excellent sacrifice than" their non-Christian brethren.


3.
Just as Abel's righteousness was attested to by God, so the righteousness of these Jewish 
          
Christians was attested to by God (2:1-4).


4.
Just as Cain killed Abel out of jealousy (1 John 3:12), so I believe we can be assured that 
          
many non-Christian Jews were killing their Christian brethren out of jealousy. And…


5.
Just as Abel still speaks though he's dead, so the dead of these brethren were still speaking: 
          
"'"Blessed are the dead who die in the Lord.'" … [For] 'they … rest from their labors, and [like 
          
Abel] their works follow them'" (Rev. 14:13). So…

Although what these brethren had endured had not yet reached bloodshed (12:4), Paul's exhorta-tion to them was that even if it did, they could be assured that it wouldn't be for nothing; but they (like Abel) would be approved by God as righteous, for "the righteous shall live by faith" (10:38).

VERSE 5:

By faith Enoch was translated so that he did not see death, "and was not found because God had translated him"; for before his translation he had this testimony, that he pleased God.
When it says that "Enoch was translated," it means that he was "taken from one place (Earth) to another place (Paradise? Cf. 2 Kgs. 2:1 & 11 & John 3:13 et. al.)"; Genesis 5:24 simply says that "God took him" so that he (like Elijah later, 2 Kgs. 2:15-18) could not be found. And…

He was taken because "he pleased God"; Moses said that "Enoch walked with God" (Gen. 5:22), a clause that he described in 6:9 as meaning that he (like Abel) was righteous. By the way…

It has been said that to walk with God means to have fellowship with Him; to walk before God (Gen. 17:1) means to live in the awareness that He observes every action; and to walk after God (Deu. 13:4) means to follow His directions. Now…

Let's also notice a few interesting similarities between Enoch and first century (Jewish) Christians.


1.
Both Enoch and these Christians lived in very sinful times (Gen. 6:1 & Acts 2:40).


2.
Both Enoch and these Christians were the ones who pleased God.


3.
Both Enoch and these Christians were approved by God. And…


4.
Both Enoch and these Christians escaped death: he was taken before the flood while they
were taken before Jerusalem's destruction (Mat. 24:37-41; however, in vv. 40-41, I believe “taken” refers to the condemned as “took” in v. 39; The Living  Oracles version reads, “One shall be taken, and the other shall escape”; cf. 2 Kgs 24:13ff.). Interestingly…

Jude (in vv. 14-15) wrote about Enoch prophesying doom against ungodly people. (The word "men" is not in the original of verse 14, indicating the possibility that Enoch was prophesying about the doom of his time that foreshadowed the doom of Jude's time. And surely it isn't just coincidence that Paul went on in verse 7 to talk about the flood of Noah, Enoch's great-grand-son!) Anyway, back to Hebrews: Before his additional statement about faith in the next verse…

It appears that Paul was telling them that whether they suffered death by their Jewish brethren (like Abel) or were allowed to live through the events of AD 70 (like Enoch, cf. 10:37), God would still bless them IF they (like Abel and Enoch) remained diligent.

VERSE 6:

But without faith it is impossible to please Him, for he who comes to God must believe that He is and that He is a rewarder of those who diligently seek Him.
Perhaps just in case these brethren didn't catch the point that Enoch's pleasing walk with God was (and only could've been) "by faith," he assured them that it's impossible to please God without it.

The phrase "to please" is in the aorist tense, emphasizing the word "impossible" to mean that "with-out faith it is impossible to please God AT ALL or IN ANY WAY!" Paul put it more succinctly to the Romans when he said that "whatever is not from [or of] faith is sin" (Rom. 14:23).

Anyone who desires a relationship with God must believe two things: (1) that God exists and (2) that He’s trustworthy; i.e., just as He rewarded Enoch, He'll reward those who are faithful to Him,
in spite of how things seem to be going (cf. 2 Pet. 3:4 & 9)!

VERSE 7:

By faith Noah, being divinely warned of things not yet seen, moved with godly fear, prepared an ark for the saving of his household, by which he condemned the world and became heir of the righteousness which is according to faith.
The "things not yet seen" refer to "things that had never been experienced before his time." I.e….

Even though he may have never seen or experienced a rainstorm before (cf. Gen. 2:5-6), much less a flood, and even though this warning from God may have been 120 years in advance (Gen. 6:3), his faith in God motivated him to obey God's instructions. Because of this…

Noah is perhaps the greatest example of persevering faith out of these first three men.

How did he condemn the world? Well, Peter said Noah was "a preacher of righteousness" (2:2:5).

Notice that Noah's faith involved the entire person: his mind was warned; his heart was moved; and his will acted. This is how he saved himself (cf. Php. 2:12). Now…

Let's conclude by considering some similarities between Noah and first century (Jewish) Christians.



1.
Both Noah and these Christians lived in very sinful times (Gen. 6:1 & Acts 2:40).



2.
Both Noah and these Christians were "divinely warned of things not yet seen" (cf. Mat. 24).



3.
Both Noah and these Christians were prepared for imminent destruction (no Christians killed).



4.
Both Noah and these Christians warned their worlds of imminent destruction.



5.
Both Noah and these Christians were "heirs" of God's rewards. (So both dest. & rewards involved.)

[Tony E. Denton, 10/06.]

Hebrews 11:8-19
In our last installment, we began studying The Hall of Faith—Hebrews chapter eleven—wherein (ac-cording to 12:1-2) Paul pictured his Jewish-Christian readers as runners in a race within the confines of a coliseum; and within the stadium seats are all the faithful who had run the race before them, cheer-ing them on to victory. Here's the picture I see…

I see all the faithful from Abel (11:4) to the fulfillment of the promise (11:39-40) as one man running against sin, as it were, but somewhat like a relay race; so, since the brethren Paul was writing to were on the verge of reaching the end, they were winning for all who had gone before them. 

When we look at it in this way, we can see all the more how tremendously important it was that these brethren keep pushing on—it wasn't just for their salvation as individuals that they were running, but, in a sense, it was for each and every child of God before them … AND after them! So, after having begun with Abel, Enoch, and Noah in verses 4-7, let's continue our study with Abraham in chapter 11…
VERSE 8:
By faith Abraham obeyed when he was called to go out to the place which he would after-ward receive as an inheritance. And he went out, not knowing where he was going.

The phrase "obeyed when he was called" actually means "while he was being called, by faith he obeyed"; i.e., Abraham was pictured here as packing up even as God spoke (cf. Gen. 12:1-4)!

"The place which he would afterward receive as an inheritance" is important here, because it keeps our minds focused on the idea of the promise (brought up in 10:36) and how that God has always kept His promises and blessed (or rewarded) those who persevere (11:1 & 6)

"Not knowing where he was going" is the most important part of this verse. See…

Abraham had no idea where he was headed or why God was putting him through this (v. 9), es-pecially at his ripe age of 75; he just had faith in God and His promises and obeyed. Likewise…

These brethren who claimed and highly honored Abraham as their father should imitate him: they may not understand exactly where they were headed at this point or why God was allowing them to be put through the ringer, but they should have faith in God and His promises, remain-ing faithful to the end.

VERSES 9-10:

By faith he sojourned (lived) in the land of promise as in a foreign country, dwelling in tents with Isaac and Jacob, the heirs with him of the same promise; for he waited for the city which has foundations, whose builder and maker is God.
Although Abraham had arrived and was "in the land of promise," his family lived there simply as "strangers and pilgrims" (v. 13), "dwelling in tents." But why? Well, there are two reasons…


1.
Physically speaking, the promise wouldn't be literally fulfilled to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Acts 7:5a), but to their descendants (Gen. 22:17b); i.e., they had to wait until the sins of the Amorites had reached their limit with God (Gen. 15:13-16) before God would take the land from them and give it to Abraham's descendants (cf. Jos. 21:43-45). And…



2.
Spiritually speaking, it's pretty obvious that one reason God had them enter the land prema-turely was to provide another example and to create another "shadow" to encourage those of Paul's day; i.e., Abraham exemplified the faith they needed, and his life of inconvenience pictured the inconveniences they were having to endure while they also waited on God.

"The city … whose builder (architect) and maker (builder) is God" (cf. NIV, et. al.) is an unmistak-able reference to that about which Paul had been writing all along, viz. the coming of the kingdom with all its attendant blessings.


In 9:11 and 10:1 Paul spoke of all this as "the good things (mello, about) to come."


In 6:5 he wrote of "the age (about) to come." Similarly…


In 2:5 he wrote of "the world (about) to come." Whereas…


In 13:14 he wrote of the "city … (about) to come." And…

In 12:28 he simply called it "a kingdom.”

Here are some alternates:

In 11:14 he called it “a homeland.”

In 11:16 he called it "a heavenly country."

In 12:22 he called it "the city of the living God."

In 12:22 he also called it "the heavenly Jerusalem."

In 12:23 he called it "the general assembly."

In 12:23 he also called it "the church of the firstborn." And corresponding more so to 11:10…


In 8:2 he called it "the true tabernacle which the Lord erected and not man." And…



In 9:11 he called it "the … perfect tabernacle not made with hands." So…

Though we have no clear record of it, Abraham was obviously made aware of this coming kingdom, a kingdom that was on the verge of being completed at the time Hebrews was written (cf. "mello" in first 4 references above); and when the fullness of the kingdom arrived, then the spiritual side of the promises to Abraham were finally and totally fulfilled (cf. Gal. 3:7-9 & 13-14).

VERSE 11:

By faith Sarah herself also received strength to conceive seed, and she bore a child when she was past age, because she judged Him faithful who had promised.
Although it doesn't sound like it at first reading, I believe the faith of this verse still has reference to the faith of Abraham, not Sarah; there are at least 5 reasons for this. {Don't worry about all this on PPT.}


1.
The word "also" isn't found in any other case in chapter 11, indicating that Paul was enlarg-ing upon Abraham's faith; besides, "also" (which can be translated as "even") is actually be-tween "faith" and "Sarah" in the original, and the addition of the word "herself" lends toward this conclusion. (Emphasize it accordingly: "even Sarah herself was affected by Abe's faith.")



2.
The phrase "to conceive seed" actually comes from a phrase that applies to what the man does (viz. deposits seed), not to what the woman does (viz. conceives).



3.
The pronoun "she" in "she judged" is not in the original; a pronoun had to be supplied, so the translators could've just as well used the pronoun "he."



4.
The next verse continues on about Abraham saying, "Therefore from one man," emphasizing Abraham's faith, not Sarah's. Besides…


5.
Sarah never really did seem to show much faith when it came to her having children; maybe it was because that not only was she past the age of being able to conceive, but she couldn't even bear a child when she was young! {For opposing view, see Jimmy Allen’s Survey of Hebrews.} Also…

6.
Consider the similarity in verse 23 in which the faith of someone besides Moses was spoken of, even though it says, “By faith Moses.” However…
Either way this verse is interpreted, the main point is still the same: Paul's readers needed to be like Abraham &/or Sarah and "judge Him faithful who promised"! As with Sarah, they just needed to sur-render to God's timing (the same thing that the folks of 2 Pet. 3:4 & 9 needed to do).

VERSE 12:

Therefore from one man, and him as good as dead, were born as many as the stars of the sky in multitude—innumerable as the sand which is by the seashore.
According to the literal language, there's indeed very little doubt that by the phrase "him as good as dead" refers to Abraham's reproductive abilities as being … let's say … unresponsive (cf. Rom. 4:19). {For an explanation on Abraham's "apparent" children later by Keturah, see Coffman or MacKnight.} Therefore…
By means of an impotent man, God miraculously brought forth an innumerable people—the Israelite nation. (And I do believe in this context that Paul had reference to the literal people of physical Israel, not spiritual Israel.) So…

Since Isaac was supernatural, then, in a sense, all the Israelite nation was supernatural and thus a special people who brought forth another supernatural person—Jesus. Coincidentally…

Just as the miracle baby, Isaac, brought Israel into God's favor, so the miracle baby, Jesus, re-moved them from God's favor, replacing them with the melting pot nation of spiritual Israel. So…
The strength of faith in this case was that there was simple confidence in God in the fulfillment of a promise where all human probabilities were against it.

VERSE 13:

These all died in faith, not having received the promises, but having seen them afar off [were assured of them], embraced them, and confessed that they were strangers and pilgrims on the earth.
"These all died in faith" means that not only did these men live by or in faith, they also died in it.

"The promises" here actually refer to "the things promised." And what were they?



~ Numerous descendants for Abraham (Gen. 13:16, 15:3-5, 17:2-4, & 22:16).



~ God would be God to him and to his descendants (Gen. 17:1-8).



~ An everlasting inheritance to them (Gen. 12:7, 13:15, 15:18-21, & 17:8). And that…


~ All nations would be blessed through them (Gen. 12:3 & 22:18). Furthermore…

We must remember that there were two sides to all of these promises: a physical fulfillment and a spiritual fulfillment, a physical family and a spiritual family, a type and an antitype.

The clause "having seen [the things promised] afar off" obviously includes both the physical and the spiritual promises fulfilled, and Jesus referred to one of the spiritual ones that they saw when He said, "'Your father Abraham rejoiced to see My day, and he saw it and was glad'" (John 8:56).

"Embraced" is from a word which can be and has been translated as "saluted" or "embraced," so it must be interpreted according to its context; here the word "saluted" or "greeted" would probably be the best rendering due to the clause "having seen them afar off" or at a distance, because the word "embraced" would call for closeness, not distance (cf. Young's, ASV, RSV, et. al.).

Like the clause "having seen them afar off," the clause "confessed that they were strangers and pilgrims on the earth" literally reads, "having confessed that they were…." So this sentence might be better understood today if the last clause were placed first. If so, here's how it would read with our other comments included…

"Having confessed that they were strangers and pilgrims on the earth, these men, having not received the promises, died in expectation of them; but, having seen them at a distance [by the eye of faith], they saluted them."

This makes me think of sailors on a ship searching for an island that they were convinced existed, but, because they were torpedoed, could only salute it as they got within eye-shot.


As with verse 11, this verse teaches that true trust doesn't require God to meet our time tables!

VERSE 14:

For those who say such things declare plainly that they seek a homeland.
There's very little difference between "strangers and pilgrims" (v. 13): "strangers" are foreigners, while "pilgrims" are those who don't have citizenship where they live; Abraham said to the Hittites, "'I am a foreigner and a visitor among you'" (Gen. 23:4a). Why? Because he was looking for "the city … whose architect and builder is God" (v. 10). (Abraham, even as the first generation of Christi-ans, realized his citizenship was in Heaven, not on Earth (Php. 3:20].)

People like Abraham look (or in his case wait) for "a homeland," a place where they have citizenship and therefore rights as citizens. Incidentally, the Greek term for “a homeland” here is patris and can be rendered as "the fatherland" or perhaps even as "the father's country."

VERSE 15:

And truly if they had called to mind that country from which they had come out, they would have had opportunity to return.
Besides the fact that their faith was strong enough so as to give them the determination to live as nomads-in-waiting for a homeland that they would never see, it also gave them the determination to remain as nomads-for-life in a land not their own when they could've easily returned home.

It's as if their faith had them so excited about the promises of God that they didn't even consider turning back and losing favor with God; Abraham, in fact, charged his steward Eliezer to swear that he would never allow Isaac to go back to Abraham's native land (Gen. 24:1-9).

Surely we can see how this corresponds to Paul's audience! Even though at first glance this verse may seem to be somewhat unimportant in the scheme of this chapter, it’s perhaps the most signi-ficant verse so far.

The point is, they (whether Abraham's clan or these Hebrews) were not being forced to follow God's desires for them; if they desired to turn back and were willing to bear the consequences, they were certainly free to do so. But that's just it: there would be severe consequences in rejecting God's will!

VERSE 16:

But now they desire a better, that is, a heavenly country. Therefore God is not ashamed to be called their God, for He has prepared a city for them.
It is believed by some that the term "now" is logical, not temporal. In other words…

It’s believed by some that this word is here used logically, not temporally; i.e., they believe, and I agree, that Paul was using it in the form of argumentation, not of time. However…

I have no problem believing that Abe’s family was still alive and in his care in Paradise at this time (cf. Luke 20:27-38 & 16:19-31); so since the fullness of the kingdom was on the verge of arriving, I see no reason why now can’t be taken normally. Anyway…

They were desiring “a better … country,” a place better than Chaldea and even better than Canaan, better because it would be of a heavenly nature or from Heaven (cf. 2 Tim. 4: 18, Heb. 12:22, & Rev. 21:2 & 10, and perhaps even 1 Cor. 15:44-49, the “body” &/or the “man” equaling the kingdom).
The clause "God is not ashamed to be called their God" refers to the idea that God doesn't object to being called things like "The God of Abraham," or "The God of Isaac," or "The God of Jacob," or "The God of _______," provided they have the kind of obedient faith that Paul has been discussing.

The clause "He has prepared a city for them" is prophetic in tone; prophecy is very often spoken as having been accomplished when, in earthly time, it hasn't been. For example…

In a prophecy about Jesus God said, "'Out of Egypt I called My Son'" (Hos. 11:1).

Why is prophecy often in the past tense? Because if God says it will occur, it will occur! So to emphasize that, it’s spoken of as if it is done! This form of speaking or prophesying is often called the “already-but-not-yet” principle.
VERSES 17-18:

By faith Abraham, when he was tested, offered up Isaac, and he who had received the pro-mises offered up his only begotten son, of whom it was said, "In Isaac your seed shall be called" (Gen. 22:1ff)…
So far we've noticed Abraham's faith when he didn't know where he was going (vv. 8-10) or how God's will would be achieved (vv. 11-12) or when God would fulfill His promises (vv. 13-16); now in verses 17-19 we see Abraham's faith when he didn't know why God was doing what He was doing.

"When he was tested" actually refers to the idea of "when his faith was [again] put to the test."

God had worked on Abraham's faith for many years, putting him through various trials (e.g., calling him to leave his native land and relatives to become a wanderer in a foreign land, mak-ing him wait 25 years for the promised son, and having him kick Ishmael out of his home). So…

This case seems to be what proved, once-and-for-all, that Abraham had finally reached a pla-teau (an area of stability) in his faith (cf. Rom. 4:19-20: "being not weak in faith … he did not waver….")

This is in the perfect tense indicating “intention”; i.e., in Abe’s mind Isaac had been sacrificed. There was simply no doubt in his mind that he’d obey God’s wishes; along that two- or three-day trek to the moun-tain, it was to him as if it were “already” (though “not yet”) all done and over with. Notice just how strong Abe’s faith was:
VERSE 19 tells us that Abraham was…

…accounting that God was able to raise him up, even from the dead, from which he also re-ceived him in a figurative sense.
Not only did Abraham believe that "God was able to raise [Isaac] up … from the dead," but a state-ment he made to his servants seems to indicate that he expected that to happen: "'Stay here …; the lad and I will go yonder and worship, and we will come back to you'" (Gen. 22:5).

Remember the Shunammite woman's story in Second Kings 4? She could have no children, so God (through Elisha) miraculously gave her one; so when the child died, she believed that God could also miraculously raise her son from the dead … which He did. Likewise…

Abraham was given a son miraculously, and (by this time in his life) he believed that not only could God miraculously raise him from the dead in order to fulfill His promises, but that He would raise him from the dead; and because God recognized this no-doubting kind of faith in Abraham, He just saved Himself the trouble, as well as Abraham and Isaac the pain, by keeping Abraham from killing Isaac in the first place.

The term for "figurative" here (as in 9:9) is actually the Greek term normally translated "parable,"
a story or an event that (like a shadow) mirrors something like it. So of what was Isaac's being "snatched from the jaws of death" a reflection? His rising from the dead, of course, for nothing usually rose from a sacrificial altar.

Side-Note 1: Although I believe that this incident typifies Jesus' death and resurrection, I don't believe that sentence structure or context demands that such was what Paul had in mind when he used the word "figurative" here. If, however, Paul DID have Jesus' death and resurrection in mind, perhaps it was at this point that Abraham "saw" Jesus' day "and was glad" (John 8:36); I can only wish I knew when this occurred.

Side-Note 2: Perhaps Paul was also indirectly indicating to these Hebrews that, "Yes, God may very well expect you to suffer death for His Cause (cf. Rev. 6:9-11); but, then again, He might save you just when things look the most bleak." Well, as we conclude…

Let's keep in mind that Paul's obvious and primary point through all of this was that his readers, like their forefathers, needed to keep the faith concerning God's promises, because they would be fulfilled … in God's time (and, in their case, it was actually going to be in just "a very, very little while" [10:37]).

[Tony E. Denton, 11/06.]
Hebrews 11:20-31
As mentioned in our last installment, we're studying The Hall of Faith—Hebrews chapter eleven—wherein (according to 12:1-2) Paul pictured his Jewish-Christian readers as runners in a race within the confines of a coliseum; and within the stadium seats are all the faithful who had run the race before them, cheering them on to victory.

I see all the faithful from Abel (11:4) to the fulfillment of the promise (11:39-40) as one team running against sin, as it were, somewhat like a relay race; so, since the brethren Paul was writing to were on the verge of finally reaching the finish line, they were winning for all who had gone before them. 

When we look at it in this way, we can see all the more how tremendously important it was that these brethren keep pushing on—it wasn't just for their salvation as individuals that they were running, but, in a sense, it was for each and every child of God before them … AND after them! So…

After having studied Abel through Abraham in verses 4-19, let's continue with Isaac through Rahab. In-cidentally, the faith of the next three men (vv. 20-22)—Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph—wasn't only spoken of when they were facing death, but while facing death when they hadn't received the things promised as well, something these Hebrews needed to think about. So… 
VERSE 20:
By faith Isaac [when he was dying] blessed Jacob and Esau concerning things to come.

In reference to his faith in the promises of God (10:36), and in reference to his faith in things he hadn't seen but only hoped for (11:1), Isaac blessed his twin sons.

This means to sanctify or set apart for service; so this verse means that Isaac sanctified each one of his sons for the individual parts they’d fulfill within God’s promises to Abraham about his posterity. 
Although blind Isaac was initially upset that he had blessed Jacob as the leader instead of Esau, he didn’t revoke it, trusting that it happened just as God intended. So…

As Isaac blindly trusted that God’s will would be accomplished (even if he didn’t understand how or why it would be executed differently than he expected), so these brethren needed to trust that God was in control, even of those things they couldn’t see or understand. 
VERSE 21:

By faith Jacob, when he was dying, blessed each of the sons of Joseph, and worshipped [God], leaning on the top of his staff.
This time Jacob (renamed Israel by God), in reference to his faith in the promises of God forwarded to him by his father Isaac, and in reference to his faith in things he also didn't get to see but only hoped for, blessed Ephraim and Manasseh.

Jacob (who was going blind like his father and who, no doubt, re-membering his father at this point) just trusted that he’d bless these boys as God desired them to be blessed, whether he could see them or not. As in Isaac’s case, the younger was again blessed as being greater than the firstborn. God was in control, so all things worked out just as planned. 
The phrase "worshipped [God]" makes me wonder if Paul was thinking about how Jacob gave God praise even though he knew he himself would die before the promises were fulfilled.
The "worshipped, leaning on the top of his staff" part of this sentence very likely refers to an earlier event (Gen. 47) that occurred when Jacob had Joseph swear that he would bury him in Canaan (the promised land), not in Egypt where he died, for Canaan was where Jacob's faith told him that God's promises would be fulfilled. Besides; his father and grandfather (Isaac and Abraham) were already buried there. This interpretation leads perfectly into…

VERSE 22:

By faith Joseph, when he was dying, made mention of the departure [lit. exodus] of the children of Israel and gave instructions concerning his bones.
"Made mention" is from a term meaning "to remember or to remind"; so as he was dying, Joseph not only remembered God's promises concerning Abraham's posterity and reminded Israel of them (Gen. 50:24), but he also informed them about God's prophecy concerning their deliverance from Egyptian bondage which would soon be fulfilled. And when that happened…

Joseph, like his father, wanted to be buried in Canaan, so he instructed Israel to take him with them when they left Egypt for the promised land (Gen. 50:25), which they did (Jsh. 24:32).

Joseph, a great example of unwavering faith(fulness) in the midst of terrible trials, said at the end of his life that God meant it all for good (Gen. 50:20); thus Joseph, like all those Paul has already mentioned, not only lived in faith, but also "died in faith" (v. 13). Would these Hebrews follow in their footsteps?

VERSE 23:

By faith Moses, when he was born, was hidden three months by his parents, because they saw he was a beautiful child; and they were not afraid of the king's command.
"Beautiful" is from a term that means "comely." Who was Moses "comely" to? To God: Stephen, using the same original term, said of Moses that he "'was well pleasing to God'" (Acts 7:20). 

God evidently revealed to Amram and Jochebed (Moses' parents) that Moses was important to Him as well as to Israel; so knowing by faith that God was with them, Moses' parents hid him.

Just as Moses' parents weren't afraid of Pharaoh because God was on their side, so these brethren shouldn't be afraid of political leaders like Nero or the great Sanhedrin of Jerusalem.

VERSES 24-25:

By faith Moses, when he became of age, refused to be called the son of Pharaoh's daughter, choosing rather to suffer affliction with the people of God than to enjoy the passing plea-sures of sin…
"When he became of age" refers to, as Stephen said, "'when he was forty years old" (Acts 7:23); i.e., when Moses became old enough so that he could fully exert his faith, he—by his own free will—refused royalty and riches, joining himself to his native people, the poor and suffering Israelites.

Plenty of opportunity for the "pleasures of sin" could be found in Pharaoh's court and in Egypt, espe-cially when power and wealth were possessed.

But Moses was wise enough to know that those pleasures were fleeting in nature, while the pro-mises of His God (about which his mother informed him, no doubt, Exo. 2:1-10) were everlast-ing in nature. Likewise…

These Hebrew brethren, like Paul, needed the attitude of Moses: Paul's attitude can be found in Romans 8:18 when he wrote, "I consider that the sufferings of the present time are not worthy to be compared with the glory that is about to be (mello) revealed in us."

One reason I believe Paul used Moses as an example was to show that there's no middle ground: just as Moses sided with the Hebrews by slaying the Egyptian, so there was no middle ground for these Hebrews; i.e., they couldn't return to Judaism and be neutral about Jesus at the same time. They either truly believed in Him and His soon coming to fulfill God’s promises, or they didn’t. It was that simple in the mind of Paul.
VERSE 26:

…esteeming the reproach of Christ greater riches than the treasures in Egypt; for he looked to the reward.
Many, perhaps even most, of the sufferings that Abraham's posterity or God's people endured were due to who they were. In other words…

Because they were God's people through whom would come the promised Messiah, they likely experienced more captivities and such like than any other nation from the time of Abraham to Israel's demise in AD 70.

Was it because the other nations knew they were God's favored people and were jealous? I think not. I believe…

God Himself was behind their negative (as well as their positive) situations for one grand purpose—to successfully bring His promises to fruition through Jesus. I.e.…

Not only did God arrange things so that the secular world would be in existence in a certain form when Christ came (Dan. 2:21), but He also arranged things so that the religious world of the Jews would be in existence in a certain form when Christ came (cf. 11:3); everything had to be arranged and timed perfectly.

"The reproach of Christ" was obviously used here in reference to any persecution that anyone suffered who was connected with the promise of God; i.e., the suffering of God's people (v. 25) = the reproach of (or due to the coming) Christ (v. 26).

Unlike many of these Hebrews, Moses considered that his maltreatment for God would only re-sult in greater riches than all the treasures of Egypt. In Second Corinthians 4:17-18 Paul wrote…

"Our light affliction, which is but for a moment, is working for us a far more exceeding and eternal weight of glory, while we do not look at the things which are seen, but at the things which are not seen. For the things which are seen [such as our afflictions] are temporary, but the things which are not seen are eternal" (2 Cor. 4:17-18). So later when concluding…

In Hebrews 13:13, Paul, perhaps with Moses in mind, said, "let us go forth … bearing Christ's reproach"; i.e., if our forefathers could do it for Christ so long before He came, surely we can do it now so soon after His first coming and so near His second coming (cf. 9:28 & 10:37).

Milligan made a very interesting point when he wrote, "It may be truly said that all reproach suffered for righteousness' sake since the world began has been suffered for Christ's sake"; the reason I find this intriguing is because it makes me wonder if Jesus thought to Himself, "How can I NOT do whatever it takes to save those who wish to be saved after all the suffering men have endured through the centuries in order to bring Me here for this very purpose?"

"He looked to the reward" literally means that he looked away from the "pleasures of sin" and the "treasures of Egypt" and intently toward the "greater riches" or "the reward" to be had by bearing up under "the reproach of Christ."

This reward is an obvious reference to the eternal one (not the temporal one in the inheritance of Canaan) that was finally about to be realized (cf. Rev. 22:12); i.e., Moses exchanged an earthly possession for a heavenly one. Speaking of "the reward"…

It's very likely that Paul was thinking about how these Hebrews were suffering the loss of ma-terial things because of Christianity (cf. 10:34 & Rev. 13-16-17), so they needed just this sort
of encouragement from the life of Moses.

VERSE 27:

By faith he forsook Egypt, not fearing the wrath of the king (cf. v. 23b); for he endured as seeing Him who is invisible.

There's a lot of debate as to which forsaking of Egypt this is talking about (whether it was when Moses left at the age of 40 after killing the Egyptian taskmaster or when he left at the age of 80 with the Israelites in tow).

"The king" here, as in verse 23, is Pharaoh; as far as which Pharaoh Paul had in mind would depend on which forsaking of Egypt he had in mind.

"Him who is invisible" is clearly an allusion to God as opposed to the many idols of Egypt, besides the fact that Paul has emphasized faith in the invisible various times already since 11:1. So…

Paul's point to these brethren was that faith, not fear, is what should prevail among them.


Whether they were afraid or not was much less important than whether they obeyed or not.

These "believers" needed to learn to see or to focus on seeing what unbelievers couldn't see; after all, that has been Paul’s point all along—faith is seeing what can’t be seen.

VERSE 28:

By faith he kept the Passover and the sprinkling of blood, lest he who destroyed the firstborn should touch them.
"Kept" is from a term which actually means "to make," therefore meaning that Moses instituted the Passover with its attending blood-sprinkling on Israel. So…

Although no one had ever heard of such a thing happening before, and although none of the previ-ous nine plagues had worked, Moses still had faith in God, a faith that provoked him to establish & observe the Passover with the sprinkling of blood in order to keep the death angel from killing any of the firstborn of Israel. And guess what? The death angel came, and Israel was saved from him.

Since this letter concerns the things these Jerusalem Christians were facing that led up to the de-struction of AD 70, and since history claims that no Christians were killed in Jerusalem's destruction, it makes me wonder if Paul was again indicating that if they would just have faith and obey like their ancestors, they, like the firstborn, would escape the wrath of God (cf. Rev. 3:12, 14:1, & 22:4).

VERSE 29:

By faith they passed through the Red Sea as by dry land, whereas the Egyptians, attempting to do so, were drowned.
As with verses 11 & 23, I believe this verse is referring to the unwavering faith of Moses, not the so-called "faith" of the Israelites (cf. Exo. 14:11-14). However…

If Paul did mean the faith of those Hebrews as they seemed to face a no-way-out situation, surely these Hebrews—by faith—could do the same while facing their seemingly no-way-out situation. So…

Either Paul was referring to Moses' faith, or the Israelites' faith, or the faith of the Israelites led by Moses and his faith, which seems to be the idea in the next verse concerning the Israelites and Joshua, Moses' successor. 

By faith the Israelites passed through the Red Sea, but I'm sure it was only due to their fear of Pha-raoh that the Egyptians tried to make it through as well. (Here's where we can see the difference between those who act out of faith and those who act merely out of fear.) So…

Paul's readers were to learn from Moses that true faith means obeying God no matter how bad things SEEM to be and no matter what the PERCEIVED consequences might be! As a side-note…

According to Paul in First Corinthians 10:1-2, this Red Sea incident pictures baptism. I.e.…

As the enemies of God's people were destroyed in the water, alien sins are destroyed by God's power today in the water of baptism (Acts 2:38). And…

As the Israelites were saved from Egyptian bondage after they went through the water (Exo. 14:30), lost people today are saved from sin's bondage after they go through the water of baptism (Mark 16:16 & Rom. 6:1-11).

VERSE 30:

By faith the walls of Jericho fell down after they were encircled for seven days.
Jericho was the first city taken by Israel once she finally arrived in the promised land; and it was a well-fortified city. But, by faith, those fortification walls simply fell down flat (Jsh. 6:20).

This is another case that indicates God's ways are not man's ways; i.e., apparently as another test for His own people as well as a statement to all the inhabitants of Canaan, God asked His people to do something that seemed ridiculous: march around the city seven days, then blow horns and shout on the seventh day to bring the walls down. Can you picture a general having his troops do that today? Certainly not. So…

To do this, perhaps with the citizens of Jericho rolling on the ground laughing at them, took lots of faith, and, in this case, not a recorded word of disbelief was uttered by the Israelites; by hav-ing faith in and obeying God, they overcame—they emerged as victors!

Would God have brought those walls down had Israel NOT had faith and obeyed? I doubt it.

VERSE 31:

By faith the harlot Rahab did not perish with those who did not believe when she had re-ceived the spies with peace.
Rahab is plainly stated to have been a harlot, not just an inn-keeper as some claim; but though a harlot and a Gentile, she (as Tamar, Ruth, and Bathsheba) became an ancestor of the Messiah (Mat. 1:5). Why?


Because of her righteous treatment toward two of God's people. And why did she take this risk? 


Because she believed the reports concerning what Yahweh had done for His people Israel.

She knew about their deliverance from Egypt and their crossing of the Red Sea (Jsh. 2:8ff), so she said that Yahweh, not some Jerichoan idol, is "'God in Heaven above and on Earth be-neath.'" And…

She (as all the other Jerichoans) knew that the Lord had purposed to give Israel her people's land, so she (unlike the other citizens except her family) yielded to Yahweh's will by willingly welcoming and hiding two of God's people with peace—with pure motives. In fact…

The phrase "not believe" isn’t from the usual term for unbelief or lack of faith, but from a phrase which refers to disbelief manifesting itself in disobedience. I.e.…

It speaks of the failure on the part of the citizens of Jericho to believe that God had given the land to the Israelites, manifesting itself in their refusal to surrender. Incidentally…

Rahab's name reflects her people, for it means insolence, violence, and pride. So…

If these Hebrews couldn't have as much faith as a Gentile harlot, then shame on them! Besides, if God rewarded this Gentile harlot for her faith, surely He would reward these Hebrews for their faith.

[Tony E. Denton, 11/06.]
Hebrews 11:32-40
Allow me to begin with pretty much the same introduction once again as we conclude our study of The Hall of Faith—Hebrews chapter eleven—wherein (according to 12:1-2) Paul pictured his Jewish-Chris-tian readers as runners in a race within the confines of a coliseum; and within the stadium seats are all the faithful who had run the race before them, cheering them on to victory.

I see all the faithful from Abel (11:4) to the fulfillment of the promise (11:39-40) as one team running against sin, as it were, somewhat like a relay race; so, since the brethren Paul was writing to were on the verge of finally reaching the end, they were winning for all who had gone before them. 

When we look at it in this way, we can see all the more how tremendously important it was that these brethren keep pushing on—it wasn't just for their salvation as individuals that they were running, but, in a sense, it was for each and every child of God before them … AND after them! So…

After having studied Abel through Rahab in verses 4-31, let's conclude in verses 32-40 with Paul's brief remarks about the various types of suffering that numerous other ancestors after Rahab experienced. And, as Paul has stressed before and will again as this chapter closes, all these people endured their af-flictions with only the HOPE of receiving the things promised, whereas these brethren were in the pro-cess of finally receiving them … after 2,000 years of waiting since the promises were first given! So…
VERSE 32:
And what more shall I say? For the time would fail me to tell of Gideon and Barak and Sam-son and Jephthah, also of David and Samuel and the prophets…

By asking the initial question here, Paul seemed to be asking, "Do I need to go on with my list?"

If he did need to go on, he indicated that he'd run out of time because there were so many faithful to God in their past, seemingly shaming them all the more for what they had become known as—apostatizers (cf. 10:25 & context).

Paul went on to briefly allude to five judges, one king, and the many prophets of Israel in general. And why did he list the six he did? Obviously because of the overwhelming odds that each of these particular men faced, odds that required and, by faith, received God's assistance.

Barak was the one who, with only 10,000 soldiers, defeated the army of the Canaanite king, de-livering Israel from 20 years of oppression. How? By faith. But, as with Sarah (in v. 11), Moses (in v. 23) and Israel (in v. 29)—all who, in these cases, depended on the faith of another, it seems that Barak carried out his task by the faith of Deborah, Israel's fourth judge (Jdg. 4—5).

Gideon, Israel's fifth judge, is known as the one who, by faith, defeated tens of thousands of Midianites with only 300 soldiers (Jdg. 6—8).

Jephthah, Israel's ninth judge, is known for his victories over the Ammonites (Jdg. 11—12, and he specifically mentioned God's promises in 11:23-24).

Samson, Israel's thirteenth judge, is known for his victories over the Philistines (Jdg. 13—16), victories that he believed were possible only because of his strength that came from the Lord.

Samuel, Israel's fifteenth and last judge, is known for being a very courageous and nearly per-fectly faithful man, regardless of how immoral and idolatrous the circumstances (1 Sam. 1—28).

David, Israel's second and perhaps greatest king, is known very well for his faith in God (1 Sam. 16—1 Kgs. 1), especially in the case of his victory over Goliath and the Philistines. And…

By Paul merely saying "and the prophets," he knew that these Hebrews knew of the faith of all these men all too well to even name them! So…

Although none of these people were sinless, at critical times in their lives they boldly trusted God when the odds were against them; and through their obedience to the Lord, God saved His people, the same thing He would do for these Hebrews—they just needed to trust and obey!

VERSES 33-34:

…who through faith subdued kingdoms, worked righteousness, obtained promises, stopped the mouths of lions, quenched the violence of fire, escaped the edge of the sword, out of weakness were made strong, became valiant in battle, [and] turned to flight the armies of the aliens.
Joshua subdued the Canaanites; Gideon subdued the Midianites; Jephthah subdued the Ammonites; and David subdued the Amalekites, Edomites, Jebusites, Moabites, Philistines, Syrians, et. al.

"Worked righteousness" could be translated as "enforced justice" (RSV); so it probably has refer-ence to leaders like Samuel and David for being righteous in the execution of God's laws (1 Sam. 12:4 & 2 Sam. 8:15) … not only in Israel, but also among nations of a corrupt nature.

Joshua and Caleb obtained the land of Canaan; Phineas obtained an everlasting priesthood; and David obtained the promise of the kingdom of Israel; in fact, they saw the fulfillment of promises concerning conquests, land, and children.

Samson, David, Benaiah, and Daniel all survived encounters with lions, the most dreaded beast of their time and place.

Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah (Shadrach, Meshach, & Abednego) were delivered from a violent or powerful fire ("violent" is dunamin in Greek); the reading of this could mean that the faith of some quenched the power of the fire, even though they weren't saved like the three Hebrew children.

Moses escaped the sword of Pharaoh; Elijah escaped the sword of Ahab; Elisha escaped the sword of Jehoram; David escaped the sword of Saul; and Jeremiah escaped the sword of Jehoiakim.

Abraham defeated 4 kings with only 318 men; Gideon defeated tens of thousands of Midianites with only 300 men; Samson took out a city all by himself; and David defeated the nine-foot Philistine champion with a rock; as Jonathan said, "'Nothing restrains the Lord from saving by many or by few'" (1 Sam. 14:6c).

Courage in battle can't only be easily seen in all the previous victories referred to earlier, but one can also find numerous others in the books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings.

"Turned to flight the armies of the aliens" reads better as "put foreign armies to flight" (RSV); i.e., when nations such as the Ammonites, Assyrians, Moabites, and Philistines attempted to invade Is-rael's territory, they were made to retreat. How? By faith in Yahweh.

VERSE 35:

Women received their dead raised to life again. And others were tortured, not accepting de-liverance that they might obtain a better resurrection.
There were at least two women who received their dead back to life again: Elijah brought back the child of the widow of Zarephath (1 Kgs. 17:17-24), and Elisha brought back the child of the woman of Shunem (2 Kgs. 4:18-37).

In opposition to verse 34 about many escaping the sword, this verse indicates that God didn't al-ways choose to save the faithful—many died of their torture, but even THEY died in faith; they thought as Job who said, "'Though He slay me, yet will I trust Him'" (13:15), and the three Hebrew children who said that even if God didn't deliver them, they would still serve Him (Dan. 3:17-18).

When Paul wrote of "a better resurrection," the question is, “A better resurrection than what resur-rection?” And the answer is, “A better resurrection than the biological, temporal one that the sons of the women received.” And what would be better than that? A spiritual one, of course—one that would reunite them with their Creator in the “heavenly country” (v. 16)! Incidentally…

Something interesting about this verse is that it confirms that Old Testament saints believed in the promise of some type of resurrection; and it appears that it wasn’t necessarily one of a physical (thus temporary) nature, but one that is “better” than that. And remember, the key term “better” throughout Hebrews is a contrast word for the blessings of the New Covenant in contrast to the lack thereof under the Old Covenant. And by the way…

The term for "tortured" here is from the same root term as the English word "tympani," a kettle-drum; so the particular torture referred to involved stretching a victim over a large drum-like appa-ratus and beating him with clubs until he either denied his God or was pronounced "dead." So…

How can anyone read this verse about OT saints enduring torture for their faith and NOT see the relevance of it to the Hebrews Paul was writing to in their time of severe persecution?

VERSE 36:

Still others had trial of mockings and scourgings, yes, and of chains and imprisonments.
While some were tortured to death on the tympani, there were others who lived to endure an enor-mous amount of torture of various kinds: many suffered the emotional anguish of mockings and the physical anguish of scourgings, things which generally led to chains and imprisonments. So…

Paul covered the whole spectrum: those who escaped death (v. 34), those who died during torture (v. 35), and those who suffered at length (v. 36). 
Samson was scorned and ridiculed by the Godless Philistines (Jdg. 16:25) who also bored out his eyes (16:21); even worse, God's prophets were scoffed at by their own people (2 Chr. 36:16).

Joseph was falsely accused and imprisoned by Pharaoh (Gen. 39:20); the prophet Micaiah was beaten by Zedekiah and imprisoned with only bread and water by Ahab (1 Kgs. 22:24 & 27); and the prophet Hanani (Jehu's father) was imprisoned with rage by Asa (2 Chr. 16:10).

There was one man who endured all of these and more: Not only was Jeremiah mocked by every-one (Jer. 20:7), beaten (20:2a & 37: 15a), put in chains (20:2b), and placed in prison (32:2 & 37: 15), but he was also put into a dungeon (a waterless well) of sludge, into which he sank (38:6).

What was so bad about poor Jeremiah's case (as with many other cases) is that nearly all of the tragedies he suffered were at the hands of his own people whom he was merely trying to warn.

Likewise, the people Paul was writing to at this time (AD 63-65) were experiencing most of their suffering at the hands of their own Jewish brethren. The question was, "Would they respond like Jeremiah and their other numerous ancestral heroes of faith?"

VERSE 37:

They were stoned, they were sawn in two, were tempted, were slain with the sword. They wandered about in sheepskins and goatskins, being destitute, afflicted, [and] tormented…
Naboth was falsely accused and "stoned" to death (1 Kgs. 21:13-14); and the prophet Zechariah was "stoned" to death for his warnings from God (2 Chr. 24:20-22).

Clarke wrote that in a Jewish source called the "Yevamoth it is written that 'Manasseh slew Isaiah; for he commanded that he should be slain with a wooden saw. They then brought the saw and cut him in two; and when the saw reached his mouth, his soul fled forth.'"

The oldest manuscript we have of Hebrews doesn't include the phrase "were tempted" (cf. Earle), which his why many versions don't include it. However…

If we accept it as genuine, then it probably has reference to the "trial" (cf. Young) referred to in verse 35 of being severely tempted (perhaps even threatening family members in the victim's presence) to deny their faith and turn to idols (cf. Dan. 3 & 6 where men were punished for not worshipping something or someone other than Yahweh). By the way…

There were severe consequences for anyone who tried to compel God's people to worship any-thing or anyone except Yahweh (Deu. 13:6-11).
Saul had many of God's people killed by the sword for being on David's side (1 Sam. 22:17-19); the prophet Uriah was "slain with the sword" (Jer. 26:20-23); & Elijah spoke about Jezebel killing many of God's prophets with the sword (1 Kgs. 19:10), which ironically brings up the next thought:

Just as the one man Jeremiah so perfectly epitomized verse 36, so the one man Elijah, "being desti-tute, afflicted, and tortured" by Jezebel, perfectly epitomizes much of verse 37.

Because he was driven from his home by Jezebel (1 Kgs. 19:3-14), Elijah was "destitute" and so had to wear "sheepskin" (cf. 2 Kgs. 2:13, et. al. where The Septuagint has the same Greek term as in Hebrews; this is probably why he was called "a hairy man" in 1 Kgs. 1:8a, not because he had an extremely long beard as supposed by painters.)

Paul used the same term for "afflicted" in Second Corinthians 4:8 when he said of the apostles that they were "hard-pressed" on every side.

One can't read the story of Elijah without at least partially feeling the torment he unjustly en-dured from Ahab and Jezebel, all because he, like John the Baptist (the NT Elijah who also wore hairy clothing), stood for Yahweh against the rulers of Israel.

VERSE 38:

…of whom the world was not worthy. They wandered in deserts and mountains, in dens and caves of the earth.
The idea that "the world was not worthy" of such people of God implies that there were those who were not only in the world but also of the world, while there were those who were in the world but were not of the world (cf. John 15:19 & 17:14-16).

After the apostle Paul spoke in his defense before the Jews in Jerusalem, they said, "'Away with such a fellow from the earth, for he is not fit to live'" (Acts 22:22); i.e., they considered men like him as merely "sheep for the slaughter" (Rom. 8:36). That’s man's opinion! But…

If one were to ask God His thoughts on the matter, He'd say just the opposite—that "the world (not just the people, but the entire kosmos) was not worthy" of such fellows! (Cf. Rom. 8:33ff.)
Probably with Elijah still in mind, Paul informed us where these wanderers wandered and lived: they wandered in deserts and mountains and lived in [lit.] caverns and holes.

When Jezebel was after Elijah, he hid in a mountain cavern (1 Kgs. 19:9), and when Jezebel was killing the prophets of God, Obadiah hid one hundred of them in caves, only able to feed them with bread and water (1 Kgs. 18:4); and let's don't forget about poor David hiding in a cave from Saul (1 Sam. 24:3). By the way…

 
Doesn't all this make you wonder about the veracity of the health-and-wealth doctrine?

VERSE 39:

And all these, having obtained a good testimony through faith, did not receive the promise…
Just as Paul began this chapter by speaking of how God indicated His approval of people who lived and even died in faith (vv. 2, 4, & 5), so here he ended it by speaking of the same.

Not only did these saints receive God's approval in their faithfulness by which they gained a good reputation among the saints, but (as Paul also wrote about in verse 13) they did so even without re-ceiving the fulfillment of "the promise"—the promise of the Messiah, His covenant, and His kingdom. (They did receive some of the things promised to Abraham [v. 33], but not this promise.)
An interesting thought here is that even though the promise of a spiritual land or the eternal king-dom and life through the Messiah is usually associated with Abraham alone, yet those before him (e.g. Abel, Enoch, and Noah) were included, meaning that Paul could've very well had Genesis 3:15 in mind where God said to the serpent (and probably in ear-shot of Adam and Eve so they would pass it down to their children), "'I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between your seed and her Seed; He shall wound your head, and you shall bruise His heel.'"

All these saints pleased God because they not only believed He existed, but that He also would re-ward those who diligently sought after Him (v. 6); i.e., they were convinced that He would indeed fulfill His promises, promises that involved the reward of salvation from sin and its resultant death.

VERSE 40:

…God having provided something better for us, that they should not be made perfect apart from us.
"Something better" refers to New Covenant LIFE as opposed to Old Covenant death (2:14-15); this is the “better” thing that Paul has been discussing all along.

"Perfect" means "complete" here, implying that Jesus' soon coming (10:37) to fulfill the promise (10:36) of "the time of reformation" (9:10) or the "times of restoration" (Acts 3:21) would bring to completion the plan of God for reconciliation to all mankind! And…

Another important “re-” word is right here in this context, something without which reformation, restoration, & recon-ciliation wouldn’t be possible—resurrection (v. 35); it’s the better thing be-cause it’s what makes perfect!  Then…

He said of their ancestors that “they should not [or would not] be made perfect apart from us,” meaning that the reconciling of the Jews, yea the world, would NOT be apart from or without the first century saints, the ones who lived in those days of fulfillment. See…
It was God's plan that all of this be worked out over a long period of earthly time, and now these Hebrew brethren were experiencing the fulfillment of it all; as Paul wrote in Ephesians 1:10, "in the dispensation of the fullness of times He might gather together in one all things in Christ, both which are in Heaven and which are on Earth."

In Luke 10:23-24 Jesus said to His disciples, Blessed are the eyes that see what you see; for I tell you that many prophets and kings have desired to see what you see and haven’t seen it, and to hear what you hear and haven’t heard it. And… 
In First Peter 1:12 Peter wrote, To them it was revealed that, not to themselves but to us, they were ministering the things which have been reported to you … things angels desire to look into. So… 
These Hebrews should’ve been excited over what they were experiencing! 
 [Tony E. Denton, 12/06.]
Hebrews 12:1-3
So far we've studied The Superiority of Christ's Person (1:1—4:13), The Superiority of Christ's Priest-hood (4:14—7:28), and The Superiority of Christ's Pact (8:1—10:18). At 10:19 we began studying the last section of Hebrews—The Superiority of Christ's Principle which concludes the book.

So far in this section about Christ's Principle, we've not only seen how Christ's Faith-Principle Is the Proper Response to Superior Things, but also how It Prompts Superior Actions (10:19—11:40). Today we begin chapter 12 in which we'll see how that Christ's Faith-Principle Establishes a Superior Relation-ship to what man possessed before Christ. So let's begin with chapter 12…

VERSE 1:
Therefore we also, since we are surrounded by so great a cloud of witnesses, let us lay aside every weight and the sin which so easily ensnares us, and let us run with patience the race that is set before us…

The "great cloud of witnesses" includes all the heroes alluded to in the previous chapter; in fact, I'm personally convinced that this phrase refers to every faithful saint from Adam to these Hebrews, es-pecially those who had been martyred in God's service.

The Greek term for "cloud" isn't nephele (an isolated, definable cloud), but nephos (an undefin-able cloud, covering the entirety of the visible sky). The use of "cloud" for a mass of people be-came an idiom: Homer wrote of "a cloud of footmen, a cloud of Trojans," and Themistocles re-ferred to Xerxes' army as "so great a cloud of men." Why? Probably because of the cloud of dust that armies of men, horses, and chariots created in those unpaved days. So…

We shouldn't think it strange that Jesus spoke of His coming against Jerusalem on a cloud (Luke 21:27) since He would do so via the Roman army led by Titus (cf. Rev. 1:7). E.g.…

God spoke of the army of Gog attacking Israel as "'coming like a storm, covering the land like a cloud'" (Eze. 38:9, cf. 38:16).

When God prophesied about His coming against Egypt, He said, "'The Lord rides on a swift cloud and will come into Egypt'" (Isa. 19:1). And how did He do that? Via the Babylonian army under Nebuchadnezzar (Eze. 32:11ff, cf. 30:18). Similarly…

When Jeremiah prophesied about God's coming against Jerusalem via the Babylonian army under Nebuchadnezzar, he said, "'He shall come up like clouds, and His chariots like a whirl-wind'" (Jer. 4:13). Probably because of such apocalyptic language…

Nahum said of God, "The Lord has His way in the whirlwind and in the storm, and the clouds are the dust of His feet" (1:3). So…

Why would we have a problem with Christ's idiomatic, Jewish language when He spoke of coming against Jerusalem via the Roman army "'on the clouds'" (Mat. 24:29 & 26:64)?

The point is this: Let's allow the Bible to explain the Bible in every case possible, remember-ing that, before we can ever accurately apply the Bible, we first must understand how the original audience was meant to understand it; as book on hermeneutics writer says, “A verse can never mean what it never meant” (Fee & Stuart).


The Greek term for "witnesses" is the term from which get the word "martyr." However…

It wasn't always used to refer to those who were slain for a cause; it could also merely refer to those who were (as translated here) "witnesses" to or of something. So, in this case…

Whether they died as martyrs or not, Paul called the faithful saints before his time "a great cloud of witnesses." Witnesses of what? Witnesses of what faith can do! I.e.…

I don't believe Paul was saying that the dead could literally see these Christians; rather, just as God bore witness to the faithfulness of the saints of chapter 11, they were in turn bearing witness of God's faithfulness to these brethren, thus cheering them. By the way…

Since chapter 11 is really just an extended parenthetical statement, meaning that chap-ter 10 actually flows into chapter 12, then we can see how that the comments on 10:39 correspond to what we're saying here. I.e.…

When Paul said, "We're not of those who draw back to perdition, but of those who believe to the saving of the soul," he wasn't speaking as if they had no free-will, but as if he were a cheerleader or an inspiring coach saying…





Paul: "What’re we going to do?!?!"





Paul and Team: "We're going to win!!!!"





Paul: "What’re we going to do?!?!"




Paul and Team: "We're going to win!!!!" So…

Doing what Paul did here in chapter 12 … with the "cloud of witnesses" and even "Jesus" in verse 3 … was a natural form of motivation: just as every succeeding team tries to do at least as well as its predecessors, so these Christians should try to do at least as well as their ancestors, remembering what those forefathers had done to get them to where they were!

"Lay aside" is also translated as "cast off" in Romans 13:12 where Paul said to "cast off the works of darkness" and as "put off" in Ephesians 4:22 where Paul said to "put off … the old man"; concerning Acts 7:58, which speaks of those who stoned Stephen, Young version says that they "put down" the clothes they had on which would hinder them from throwing their rocks.

In the phrase "the sin which so easily ensnares," the word "ensnares" is from a word that refers to something totally surrounding someone, meaning that it's certain to cause him to stumble and fall; because of this and the context of the book in general, I believe Paul was referring to the one and only sin that could cause them to apostatize—the sin of unbelief or doubt in God and His promises.

The "weight" that Paul advised them to put off is from a word referring to bulk or surplus flesh—fat. There are two acceptable interpretations concerning what Paul had in mind by his use of this term:


1.
It could refer to how that going back to or continuing to observe various OT ceremonies, etc. is nothing but a hindrance since they meant nothing anymore: of the Galatians Paul asked, "But now after you have known God, or rather are known by God, how is it that you turn again to the weak and beggarly elements to which you desire again to be in bondage? You observe days and months and seasons and years. I am afraid of you lest I have labored for you in vain" (4:9-11). Or…


2.
It could refer to how that they needed to seriously consider trimming from their lives any-thing that was hindering their progress (regardless of how lawful it may be in and of itself). As one writer said, "All that didn't help, hindered." This interpretation reminds me of how, in his discussion of marrying versus staying single, Paul wrote the Corinthian Christians saying, "to the unmarried and widows: it is good for them if they remain even as I am—single" (1 Cor. 7:8). Why? "Because of the present distress" (v. 26). So…

Not only were they to put off or put down their sin of unbelief, but they were advised to even put off or put down things that weren't necessarily sinful in and of themselves—things that might be lawful, but things that would still hinder them on their course; so, to put it curtly: spiritually, they needed to "bulk down" and "buck up"!

The phrase "let us run" is in the present tense, bespeaking a day-by-day, life-long determination; i.e., they were being told that they couldn't set time limits on God such as by saying things like, "Well, I'll be faithful until such and such a time, but by then things had better be different."

The term for "patience" is the term endurance or perseverance, not mere patience; it's that "keep on keeping on" idea that has been the theme of the book, for no one ever won a race by patience.

Paul was telling them to "press forward, not allowing anything or anyone to keep you from the goal of redemption."

To the Galatian Christians who had or were dealing with similar difficulties, Paul wrote, "You ran well. Who hindered you from obeying the truth" (Gal. 5:7)? Lastly in verse 1…

The word for "race" would likely be better translated as "course"; after all, it was something "set before" them, Paul said. Finally, we move on to…

VERSE 2:

…looking to Jesus, the author and finisher of our faith, who, for the joy that was set before Him, endured the cross, despising the shame, and has sat down at the right hand of the throne of God.

After confronting them at length with their faithful human ancestors, Paul then turned to confront them with their Messiah—Jesus.

"Looking" means "to turn one's eyes/mind from one thing, and fix them on another thing." And…

This was appropriate here because if a runner took his eyes off his course, even momentarily, he'd lose speed or stumble and fall—he had to have total concentration on his task at hand. (Cf. Peter when he was walking on water, then took his eyes off Jesus, Mat. 14:22-33.) Likewise…

These Hebrews had to keep their minds off any weights or sins which would slow them down or cause them to stumble and fall, spiritually speaking! And what &/or who was their goal? Jesus.

And by "Jesus" here, Paul didn't just Jesus as a person, but everything that Jesus symbolized; i.e., Paul was alluding back to the ideas of 10:36-37—Christ's soon coming to wrap up the promises with the fullness of the eternal kingdom!

"Author" is from a word that refers to the leader—the one who began the race and whose example was to be emulated as in our game "Follow the Leader." Jesus said, "'If the world hates you, you know that it hated Me before it hated you. … Remember … since they persecuted Me, they will also persecute you'" (John 15:18 & 20). "'But,'" He went on to say later, "'be of good cheer, [for] I have overcome the world'" (John 16:33).

(By the way, John 16:33 is a classic case of the “already-but-not-yet” principle we talked about in a previously: not only had Jesus not come back to restore all things yet, He hadn’t died yet when He made this statement. This principle just means that God can say something has been accomplished because there’s no way that it won’t be accomplished, for He has seen it happen or has at least set events in motion to make sure it occurs just as He desires.)
"Finisher" is from a term which means "to bring to an end" then "to complete or perfect"; so Jesus wasn't only the One who started the race, but He was also the One who finished it by bringing all things to their fulfillment. In Revelation 22:13 Jesus calls Himself "'the Beginning and the End.'"

"Our faith" shouldn't be translated subjectively as "our" faith, but objectively as "the" faith, referring to the religion of God, especially that of the new, universal, and final testament. So while their an-cestors were heroes and models of God's religion, Jesus was the author and finisher of it.

"The joy that was set before" Jesus appears to be the prospect of what it would mean to sit "down at the right hand of the throne of God," viz. reversing the tragic defeat of humanity in Eden; i.e., Christ's joy is experienced in "bringing many sons to glory" (2:10).

Since the original term for "for" here is anti (meaning "instead of"), not eis (meaning "in order to"), some believe that Paul wasn't saying that Jesus endured the suffering of the cross in order to obtain future joy, but that He suffered instead of retaining past joy—the joy of His preincar-nate life (Php. 2:6-8). However…

Since anti can also mean "for the sake of" (Heb. 12:16), and since the phrase "set before Him" is the same as found in verse 1 with reference to a future course, and since Paul was clearly correlating the two, then "the joy" before Christ here must also be a reference to something that was in His future, not in His past.

Crucifixion was considered a shameful death for at least three reasons: (1) it was reserved for the worst of criminals; (2) the victim was crucified nude; and (3) the victim was considered accursed of God (Deu. 21:23 & Gal. 3:13).

All this is why Paul said that Jesus was obedient, not just to death, but "even [to] the death of a cross" (Php. 2:8). So…

If Jesus "endured the cross" of shame for these Hebrews, surely they should've been willing en-dure their little difficulties for Him. Finally…

VERSE 3:

For consider Him who endured such hostility from sinners against Himself, lest you become weary and discouraged in your souls.
The word "for" introduces the reason why these brethren were exhorted to look to the Author and Finisher of their faith.

"Consider" means "to calculate and compare"; i.e., they were told to calculate the cost of their sal-vation by adding up all the hostility and opposition that their Messiah suffered, then compare that cost to the price of remaining faithful to Him and His cause.

The word for "hostility" refers to "opposition in both word and deed"; this same word is translated "rebellion" in Jude 11. So He experienced hostile rebellion, the likes of which these brethren cer-tainly hadn’t experienced (v. 4), and probably never would.

When concluding his letter to the Galatian Christians who (as mentioned earlier) were dealing with similar difficulties, Paul wrote, "Let us not grow weary while doing good, for in due season we shall reap if we don’t lose heart" (6:9).

Peter, who also wrote to encourage suffering Christians, said, "When you do good and suffer for it, if you take it patiently, this is commendable before God. For to this you were called, because Christ also suffered for us, leaving us an example, that you should follow His steps" (1:2:21).

"Souls" is from a term that simply means "lives"; some versions translate it as "minds."

Being "weary" refers to "tiredness," while being "discouraged" refers to "exhaustion," that which results in giving up or quitting; Clarke indicated that the original language here is what was used of a contender in a game who, due to weariness and exhaustion, yielded to the opponent.

I'd like to conclude my thoughts on this verse with comments by Albert Barnes: Speaking of what Jesus endured, he wrote, "The reference is to the Jews of the time of the Savior, who opposed His plans, perverted His sayings, and ridiculed His claims. Yet, regardless of their opposition, He per-severed in the course which He had marked out and went patiently forward in the execution of His plans. The idea is that we are to pursue the path of duty and follow the dictates of conscience, let-ting the world say what it will about it. In doing this we cannot find a better example than the Savior. No opposition of sinners ever turned Him from the way which He regarded as right; no ridicule ever caused Him to abandon any of His plans; no argument, or expression of scorn, ever caused Him for a moment to deviate from His course."

Paraphrase of 12:1-3: Since we’re surrounded by so many witnesses of God’s faithfulness and of what faith can do, let’s get strict with ourselves: let’s not merely rid ourselves of the sin which causes us to leave our God, but let’s even cut out of our lives things which just get in our way of reaching His goal for us; and we can do this by taking our eyes off those things and placing them only on Jesus—the One who not only conceived this journey we’re on, but who also traveled it and finished it ahead of us. Besides that, consider the extreme difficulty He suffered as our leader in order to aid us in bolstering our determination.

[Tony E. Denton, 12/06.]
Hebrews 12:4-13
In the last installment of our studies in Hebrews, we began chapter 12 by examining verses 1-3 which primarily sum up Paul's point of how that Christ's Superior Principle of Faith Prompts Superior Actions. But, then again, these verses also ease into Paul's main point of chapter 12, viz., that this same princi-ple of faith is what Establishes a Superior Relationship to what anyone ever possessed before Jesus.

In this installment we're going to examine verses 4-13 wherein Paul mainly discussed one of God's pur-poses for allowing these Christians to experience persecution, especially as it related to this time of transition from one covenant to another. He began by reminding them that although they've suffered, it hadn't really even come close to equaling that of their Messiah who he brought up in verse 3.

VERSE 4: You have not yet resisted to bloodshed, striving against [the] sin.

To "resist" means "to stand against," while to "strive" means "to fight."

The consensus among scholars seems to be that "bloodshed" here refers to blood shed in death; so while many of their ancestors and their Messiah as well as Stephen and James had been slain many years earlier, none of these brethren had experienced that yet, implying that their cowardice was that much more inexcusable!

It could refer back to "the sin" of verse 1 where I believe that Paul had in mind the sin of unbelief and doubt in God that leads to apostasy. But…

Corresponding to "the sinners" of verse 3 who Jesus spiritually fought against, it's possible that Paul was personifying sin here as the opponent in the boxing ring of the Roman games; if so, sin here would be a reference to the enemy of Christ and His people, viz. the rejecting Jewish nation that was presently persecuting these Christians. (This would correlate with how Jesus referred to dissenting Jews as instruments of the enemy [satanas] in Revelation 2:9 & 3:9.) Then again…

These two interpretations mesh together so that, in the end, it doesn't matter. Why? Because these brethren were fighting against the temptation to forsake Christ DUE TO the persecution of the enemy; i.e., sin, finding its strength in The Old Law and its defenders (1 Cor. 15:56), was attempting to stamp out Christianity before Christ could complete redemption (Eph. 1:10-14).

The Lord once asked His people through Jeremiah in 12:5, "'If you have run with the footmen and they have wearied you, then how can you contend with horses? And if in the land of peace … they have wearied you, then how will you do in the floodplains of the Jordan?'"

By his use of the word "yet," Paul implied that things were only going to get worse before they got better; and from history we can see that clearly, because once Nero became an ally of the Jews against Christians, things did indeed get worse and soon after this writing. This is why Paul went on to discuss the purpose of the suffering they were experiencing at the present.

VERSES 5-6 (from Prv. 3:11-12):

And you have forgotten the exhortation which speaks to you as to sons: "My son, do not despise the chastening of the Lord, nor be discouraged when you are rebuked by Him; for whom the Lord loves He chastens, and scourges every son whom He receives."
"Despise" here means "to regard lightly," and "chastening" refers to "correction"; so they were be-ing warned not to ignore God's discipline. Job 5:17 says, "'Happy is the man whom God corrects; therefore, do not despise the chastening of the Almighty.'"

Through the wise man, Solomon, God taught in Proverbs 13:24 that parents who refuse to spank their children actually exhibit hatred for their children. Why? Because…

As He taught in 22:15, "Foolishness is bound up in the heart of a child, but the rod of correction will drive it far from him"; and "Do not withhold correction from a child, for if you beat him with a rod, he will not die … [but] you shall … deliver his soul from Hell" (23:13-14). See…

God, as the Father of these Hebrew Christians, not only reproved or rebuked them through Paul, but He also chastised them through suffering, sometimes severely, as signified by the word "scourge" which means "to whip."

Paul called the truth of this teaching an "exhortation" or an "encouragement via instruction." I.e.…

Their Father was allowing them to experience all such discipline for their own good, so they were not to disregard it or become discouraged by it as if God didn't care, but to view it as one of His gifts as indicated in Philippians 1:29. So…

Paul's teaching here essentially implied that it's rank ignorance for a Christian to ask, "Why, if I'm a child of God, does He allow me to suffer so?" Why? Well, it's precisely because Christians are His children that they're disciplined.

{Note: Even if Solomon was thinking about his own son when he wrote such proverbs, God (when inspiring him to write them) was obviously thinking about His children in relation to Him; at least that's the point Paul seemed to be making in 5a by "speaks to you."}

VERSE 7:

If you endure chastening, God deals with you as with sons. For what son is there whom a father does not chasten?
Here the word "if" means "when," and "endure" means "experience"; i.e., Paul was saying, "When you experience adversities, acknowledge that they're actually blessings, for behind your difficulties stands a loving Father who knows what's best for you." Besides that…

Not only did God create all human fathers, but He's also the very epitome of love (1 John 4:8). So "If an earthly father cares enough to know to discipline his children, surely God—the model Father— should be expected to discipline His children as well." Even Jesus, acting as a Father (cf. Isa. 9:6), once said, “As many as I love, I rebuke and chasten” (Rev. 3:19).

VERSE 8:

But if you are without chastening, of which all have become partakers, then you are illegi-timate and not sons.
Not only was Paul trying to give them confidence relative to their standing with God, but I believe he was even encouraging them to acknowledge the necessity of God's chastening. I.e.…

It seems Paul was saying that if they wanted to be those who were "at ease in Zion" (Amos 6:1), those who didn't "suffer persecution" for Christ's sake (1 Pet. 4:16 & 2 Tim. 3:12), then that would be no different than a child disowning his father, making himself (figuratively) illegitimate. Or…

Perhaps picture this converse scenario: a child needing discipline won't accept it, so his father says, "If you don't accept my discipline, then you're not my child." Either way, the point is that…

If they wanted out of the suffering they were enduring for Jesus' sake, especially to the point of forsaking Christ to go back to Judaism, then they were as illegitimate children. (Cf. 2 Pet. 2:20ff.)
VERSE 9:

Furthermore, we have had human fathers who corrected us, and we paid them respect. Shall we not much more readily be in subjection to the Father of spirits and live?
"Human fathers" has reference to those who are fallible, while "the Father of spirits" has reference to God who is infallible. 

In verse 7 we paraphrased Paul by saying that "If earthly fathers care enough to discipline their children, surely God should be expected to discipline His children as well." Now here…

We can paraphrase this additional thought by saying that "If, by their discipline, fallible fathers merit respect, surely, by His discipline, the infallible Father should be respected!" Besides…

Paul went on to tell them that just as submission to earthly parents resulted in life, so submission to the Heavenly Father would result in life.


In Ephesians 6:2-3a Paul wrote, "'Honor your father and mother … that you may live.'" And…

Earlier in Hebrews chapter 10 (the chapter that actually connects to this chapter as noted in our last study), Paul had just told them that "'the just shall live by faith'" (v. 38) and then in verse 39 that "we are … of those who believe to the saving of the soul (life)"—primarily in this case living through the destruction of the Jews. {See notes back at 10:38-39.}

VERSE 10:

For they indeed for a few days chastened us as seemed best to them, but He for our profit that we may be partakers of His holiness.
Unlike the Heavenly Father, earthly fathers only have their children for a short time ("a few days") for disciplinary purposes; and even during that time, being human, their discipline is often improper ("as seemed best to them"). On the other hand…

The Heavenly Father, who has control throughout the entire lives of His created beings, never disci-plines improperly and always with the view toward making His children "holy" as He is holy; i.e., while an earthly father may discipline a child for selfish reasons, the Heavenly Father never does so.

VERSE 11:

Now no chastening seems to be joyful for the present, but grievous; nevertheless, afterward it yields the peaceable fruit of righteousness to those who have been trained by it.
No discipline, whether human or divine or whether verbal or physical, is fun to bear, rather it's very unpleasant when being administered. If discipline were pleasant, it wouldn't have any power to pro-duce its desired result—the im-provement of the one disciplined. Just think of American “justice” and its lack of results.

The desired result will only be achieved if the one disciplined correctly understands its purpose and has the right attitude toward it. ("Trained" is from our word for "gym," a place where one trains.)

"Righteousness" is "peaceable" because the more righteous a child of God is, the closer his relation-ship will be with His Father. However…

Instead of looking at this on an individual basis, it's likely that Paul had a more general applica-tion in mind in reference to these particular brethren in their particular time. I.e.…

Maybe when he spoke of their reaching the goal of "the peace of righteousness" (v. 11) and be-ing "partakers of God's holiness" (v. 10) he had in mind their pressing forward through all their persecution in order to attain their crown of "life" (v. 9) in fulfillment of the promises. In fact…

This is what I believe Paul had in mind when he wrote, "Our light affliction, which is but for a moment, is working for us a far more exceeding and eternal weight of glory" (2 Cor. 4:17).

VERSES 12-13: Therefore (since discipline is for your good, then)…

Strengthen the hands which hang down and the feeble knees, and make straight paths for your feet, so that what is lame may not be dislocated, but rather healed.
"Strengthen" literally means "to make straight vertically," but since it's obvious that Paul was using the physical to illustrate the spiritual, this word (being a plural) means "to encourage one another."

By the phrases "hands which hang down" and "feeble knees," Paul reminded them of the "weary & discouraged" in verse 3; these are those who, through lack of understanding the purpose of trials and therefore the lack of having the right attitude toward them, had caused themselves to become exhausted by their hardships to the point of reconsidering their Christianity.

"Straight" refers to that which is straight horizontally; so by the phrase "make level or smooth paths" Paul (probably referring back to "the sin" and "every weight" of verse 1) meant for them to clear their courses of all unnecessary obstacles, not just for their own personal good, but also so that the "lame" (weak ones) following them wouldn't be "dislocated" (fall totally out of the race).

Paul was urging them all to help one another, especially should the strong strengthen the weak (cf. Rom. 15:1 & Gal. 6:2) in order to "heal" or save them.

This aid may involve helping them to remove some sin or weight from their lives or helping them to regain their "first love" for Christ (Rev. 2:4).

Paul summed up all of this when he told the Thessalonians to "warn those who are unruly, com-fort the fainthearted, and uphold the weak" (1 The. 5:14).

As mentioned in reference to 10:39, this seems to be another place where Paul appeared to be im-personating a cheerleader or an inspiring coach; i.e., "Lift up those hands! Strengthen those knees! Get those lazy feet on the track!" (But, then again, perhaps here he sounds more like a platoon sergeant.) Anyway…

In these verses Paul, being led by the master writer—the Holy Spirit, was alluding to a prophecy in Isaiah 35 that perfectly flows right into the latter part of this chapter about the New Jerusalem that was on the verge of coming in its fullness: verse 22, in fact, specifically told them that "You have come to Mount Zion … the Heavenly Jerusalem"—that which Paul called a kingdom that they were in the process of receiving (v. 28). So…

Using Edom's judgment and destruction to picture the judgment and destruction of physical Zion (Old Jerusalem) in Isaiah 34, Isaiah went on to contrast that with a picture of the glory that would follow such ugliness in chapter 35; so let's read verses 3-4 and parts of 8-10.

3"Strengthen the weak hands and make firm the feeble knees. 4Say to those who are fearful-hearted, 'Be strong, do not fear! Behold, your God will come with vengeance, with the recom-pense of God; He will come and save you.' … 8aA highway shall be there, and a road, and it shall be called The Highway of Holiness. The unclean shall not pass over it, but it shall be for others. … 9bBut the redeemed shall walk there, 10aand the ransomed of the Lord shall return and come to Zion with singing, with everlasting joy on their heads." So…

It appears that not only was Paul explaining to them the purpose and necessity of their trials in order to help them get through them, but it also appears that he was reminding them that Isai-ah had specifically predicted that those who lived as the New Zion was coming to fruition would suffer … a suffering, however, that would turn into joyous redemption! Incidentally…

All this corresponds perfectly with Paul's earlier admonition to "encourage (as in 'strengthen') one another, and so much the more as you see that day approaching" (10:25b).

[Tony E. Denton, 12/06.]
Hebrews 12:14-21
After Paul tried in 12:4-11 to encourage these Jewish Christians through their suffering either by ex-plaining to them or by reminding them of God's purpose and plan for hardship, he exhorted them in verses 12-13 to help one another through these difficult times; i.e., they were expected to work to-gether as a family, for "no man is an island." Now…

In the paragraph under consideration in this study, we'll see how that he continued to urge them onward, as he wrote in Philippians 3:14, "toward the goal for the prize of the upward call of God in Christ Jesus," still emphasizing the need to help one another under their very strenuous circumstances.

VERSE 14:

Pursue peace with all men and holiness without which no one will see the Lord…

"Pursue" brings back to mind the runner in the race of verse 1, because it comes from a word that means "to run swiftly, to run after, to press on with intensity"; it's the same word as used in Philippi-ans 3:12 where Paul (just before speaking of "the prize of the upward call") wrote, "Not that I have already attained or am already perfected [as some were claiming, cf. 2 Tim. 2:18 w/ Php. 3:10ff]; but I press on that I may lay hold of that for which Christ Jesus has also laid hold of me." So…

According to Hebrews 12:2, 14, & 24, their ultimate goal in this race was a perfected relationship with Christ. But what were their immediate goals at the time Paul was writing that would lead them to their ultimate goal? "Peace" and "Holiness."

In the phrase "peace with all men," there's no word in the original for "men"; a word needs to be supplied, but (because of the context) I believe (along with various scholars) the supplied word should've been "brethren." I.e.…

They were to do their best to keep peace among themselves during these very difficult times, for the more discord they had among themselves, the less help they'd be to one another. (Incident-ally, the word translated "with" is often translated "among," cf. Luke 24:5, et. al.) Besides…

As Jesus said, "'Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called sons of God'" (Mat. 5:9); so if they wanted to be among those "sons" in the fulfilled sense of Hebrews 2:10, then they had better be keeping peace among themselves. 

They were also urged to help one another in the pursuit of holiness (cf. vv. 15-16). And…

Because of the modifying phrase ("without which no one will see the Lord"), this was a reminder of another beatitude of Jesus: "'Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God'" (Mat. 5:8).

Another blessing of pursuing holiness was that they could take comfort in knowing that they were being "'persecuted for righteousness' sake, for theirs is the kingdom of Heaven'" (Mat. 5:10, cf. 1 Pet. 3:14), the very kingdom Paul went on to discuss. After all…

As John wrote of this kingdom, "There shall by no means enter it anything that defiles or causes an abomination or a lie, but only those who are written in the Lamb's Book of Life" (Rev. 21:27, cf. Heb. 12:23). Interestingly…

"Peace" and "holiness" here correspond to "the peaceable fruit of righteousness" (v. 11), that which comes from having the correct knowledge, attitude, and response toward hardship (v. 10). Also…

"Peace" and "holiness" are reminiscent of Christ's high priestly ministry as "King of Peace" and "King of Righteousness" (7:1-2). So…

It would seem that one of these attributes cannot be successfully acquired apart from the other, one having to do with our relationship to mankind and the other having to do with our relation-ship to God.

VERSE 15:

…looking diligently lest anyone fall short of the grace of God, lest any root of bitterness springing up cause trouble and by this [the] many become defiled…
"Looking diligently" is from the same base term translated "overseers" in First Peter 5:2 where elders were being addressed. Because of that and because Hebrews 13:7 is believed to have reference to elders, some believe Paul was addressing elders in this verse; however, those reasons aren’t strong enough to warrant that conclusion, especially in this immediate context where Paul had been speak-ing to all the members about working together. (Even in 13:7 the regular members were being ad-dressed.)

The phrase "fall short" is in the present tense, meaning that they were to be watching out for any of their spiritual family members who were in the process of "falling away from the grace of God" or falling out of the race (v. 13) toward God's wonderful gift of His kingdom (v. 28, cf. notes there).

The word "root" is often used in the Bible as a metaphor for a person. Why? More than likely it's be-cause a root produces fruit, whether it be good or bad. So…

If a person were to come or rise up among them and spread falsehoods, not only would it cause bitterness among them, but it could also cause untold trouble, possibly even leading to the loss of the majority of their souls! (By the way, Judaizers would sometimes become pseudo-Christians in order to do just this [Gal. 2:4, Jude 4, et. al.].)

It's obvious that the last part of this verse is another way of saying that a little leaven will infect the entire loaf (1 Cor. 5:6). (Incidentally, when one reads Deuteronomy 29:16-21, it's almost im-possible to deny that Paul had that passage in mind when he wrote our present paragraph, espe-cially since it's the only other place where the idea of "a root bearing bitterness" [or a poisonous plant] is found and that  in the context of the Israelites entering into a covenant relationship with the God who brought them out of Egyptian bondage and kept them from extinction through forty years of wandering in the wilderness.) Now…
Because this verse begins with the participle "looking," it describes or expounds upon the previous verse; i.e., they needed to pursue peace & holiness (v. 14) to keep out trouble and defilement (v. 15). He was essentially saying the same thing here that he said in 3:12-14: "Beware, brethren, lest there be in any of you an evil heart of unbelief in departing from the living God, but exhort one another daily, while it is called 'Today,' lest any of you be hardened through the deceitfulness of sin."

VERSE 16:

…lest there be any fornicator or profane person like Esau who, for one morsel of food, sold his birthright.
Obviously out of pure hatred, Judaizers didn't just try to incite Christians to renounce Jesus as the Christ and come back to Judaism, but they also tried to incite them to commit immorality: Jude 4 reads, "Certain men have crept in unnoticed … men who turn the grace of God into licentiousness."

Per this verse, a "profane person" is someone who uses that which is consecrated to God (or sacred in nature) in order to obtain that which is not consecrated to God (or material in nature), and Esau illustrated this character perfectly by using or selling his birthright to satisfy a physical appetite.

His birthright meant that he was in line to be the next family priest once his father died, but he had no appreciation for sacred things; so in parting with this religious honor for mere food, he declared himself a non-religious person. So how does this apply to these Jewish Christians? Well…

If one of them was incited to become a fornicator for example, he (as one of the firstborn [cf. notes at v. 23]) would in essence be selling his birthright for a physical appetite; he'd lose his privilege of being one of the first ones to be born again and come into possession of the king-dom of Heaven (cf. John 3:3 & 5). According to verses 18-28…

It seems that Paul used Esau (and all that he failed to value) as a parallel (or another type) of these brethren (and what they would lose) if they acted as Esau. By the way…


"A morsel of food" simply means "a single meal" (cf. Barnes & Earle).

VERSE 17:

For you know that afterward, when he wanted to inherit the blessing, he was rejected, for he found no place for repentance, though he sought it diligently with tears.

How could one NOT think of the parable of the ten virgins in Matthew 25:1-13? Try reading that sometime with this passage in mind: Jacob representing the first five virgins and Esau representing the second five virgins.
This also makes me think of a couple of kids: Joe and Ted each have a toy that the other wants, so an agreed upon trade is made; but later when Joe sees how much fun Ted is having with his old toy, he wants it back, but it's too late!

The clause "he found no place for repentance" could mean at least three different things.


1.
It could mean that Esau couldn't conjure up within himself any true sorrow for what he had done, but since the structural antecedent for "it" in the last clause is "repentance," then to say that "he sought it diligently with tears" seems to rule out this interpretation.


2.
As with most sins, it could mean that Esau couldn't find a way to change the consequences of his decision, but I know of no historical evidence that Esau tried to convince Jacob to re-turn his birthright; rather, they simply became enemies for many years. And…


3.
In harmony with the American Standard Version and many scholars, it could mean that Esau couldn't bring about a change in his father's mind, though he tried to do so with passionate tears. This is the interpretation I believe to be correct, mainly because it perfectly corres-ponds to what we read in Genesis 27:34-38, not to mention the parable of Matthew 25. So…

If this third explanation is correct, then the parallel is that if these brethren forsook Christ for Moses, they'd discover in the judgment against the Jews that it was too late to affect a change in God's mind then, which corresponds perfectly to how that Jesus (after He supplied plenty of signs of their end in His Olivet discourse) warned them not to wait too late to take care of things.
VERSES 18-19a:

For you have not come to the mountain that may be touched and that burned with fire and to blackness and darkness and tempest, and the sound of a trumpet…
Although Paul never used the phrase "Mount Sinai" in this context, by the description he supplied, he left no doubt that Mt. Sinai was the place he had in mind.

The reason for listing these various characteristics here was, I believe, two-fold: (1) he wanted to remind them of the awesomeness of the time when Moses received the wondrous yet inferior cove-nant; and (2) he wanted them to compare the fear that God meant to instill in them by the giving of a law that could only condemn.

Although the Israelites were told NOT to touch Mt. Sinai while Moses was receiving the Law (v. 20 & Exo. 19:12-13), that command in and of itself implied that this mountain was tangible; Paul wanted these brethren to be sure that they got that point in order for them to clearly see the contrast between the receiving of the Old Covenant on a physical, earthly mountain and the receiving of the New Covenant on a spiritual, heavenly mountain—Mt. Zion (v. 22).

Not only are we told that they weren't allowed to touch Mt. Sinai, but we're also told that it "burned with fire" because "the Lord descended upon it in fire" (Exo. 19:18); besides that, it was covered in a "thick cloud" (Exo. 19:16), creating a "thick darkness" (Exo. 20:21). (By the way, the original word for "blackness" here is translated "thick cloud" in the Diaglott.) Then…

Added to that was a "tempest" (storm) and "the sound of a trumpet"; Exodus 19:16 tells us that there were "thunderings and lightnings," and 19:18 tells us that "the whole mountain quaked greatly," and 19:16 & 19 tell us that "the sound of a trumpet was very loud," becoming "louder and louder" until it ceased.


Note a couple of things here:

Not only here in our text indirectly, but in the entire book of Hebrews, Paul was dealing with the passing away of the old covenant (e.g. 8:13) and the bringing in of the new. Isn’t it interesting that the old covenant went out in AD 70 in a similar fashion as it came in? And…

Concerning this trumpet, trumpet blasts were a common signal announcing God’s presence and often associated with the giving of a covenant (e.g. Exo. 19:16, 19, 20:18, Mat. 24:31, 1 The. 4:16, & Rev. 11:15).

VERSE 19b:

…and the voice of words, so that those who heard it begged that the word should not be spoken to them anymore.
The people evidently heard God call Moses up to the mountain according to Exodus 19:19-20, be-cause it frightened them to the point that they asked Moses to do the talking to them, not God, lest they die (Exo. 20:19, cf. Deu. 5:25).

The main point of all these negative characteristics in reference to the giving of the Law is that it could only judge and condemn; it could not forgive and save. Now think about a few things here…



1.
While the old law was given by God's voice on the mountain of Sinai, it was in essence re-placed by God's voice on the mountain of transfiguration by a new law (Mat. 17:1-8). (Inci-dentally, just as Moses encouraged the Israelites to not be afraid of God's voice at Mt. Sinai [Exo. 20:20], Jesus encouraged the disciples to not be afraid of God's voice at this mountain after they had fallen down with fear.)



2.
While God led Moses into a 40-day fast before he began sharing with Israel what we today call the old law (Exo. 34:28 & 20:1ff), the Spirit led Jesus into a 40-day fast before He be-gan sharing with the people of His day what we today call the new law (Mat. 4:1-2 & 5—7).



3.
While the old law in its entirety was being given and instilled over a period of 40 years in a literal wilderness, the new law was given and instilled over a period of 40 years (from AD 30 to AD 70) in a figurative wilderness (Rev. 12).


4.
The giving of the old law began with fear, darkness, earth quaking, a cloud, and a trumpet, then later … it ended with the same things, things that denoted judgment (Luke 21:26 & Mat. 24:7 & 29-30 & 34-35). 

VERSE 20:

(For they could not endure what was commanded: "And if so much as a beast touches the mountain, it shall be stoned or thrust through with an arrow."
The statement that "they could not endure what was commanded" doesn't mean that God asked them to do impossible things; it rather means that the command to not even touch the mountain lest they die (Exo. 19:12-13) made this a very awe-inspiring, even terrifying experience. But…

The question is: Why did God command this? Well, there could be at least two reasons:


1.
God may have commanded this just to add to the entirety of the phenomenon, cinching the fact that this would not be an experience easily forgotten. And/Or…


2.
Sinful man just wasn't allowed to approach God's presence, and God's presence was then con-centrated upon Mt. Sinai; even Moses was told to not come too close in Exodus 3:5. Later on…



This idea was pictured in the tabernacle when it was created with two compartments, the holiest of all being God's room, accessible only to the high priest one day a year; so just as the entrance of a non-high-priest would desecrate the holiest of all, the allowance of anyone except Moses (a priest, Psa. 99:6) to touch Mt. Sinai would have desecrated it. In fact…

It seems to me (and some scholars as well) that the reason they had to kill whatever or whomever touched the mountain with stones or arrows was because they weren’t even allowed to touch that which had come into contact with it. (This reminds me of how the people remained aloof from Moses when he came down from Sinai with his face shining so brightly [Exo. 34:30]. Did you ever wonder what would have happened if someone had touched him before the glow disappeared?)
VERSE 21:

And so terrifying was the sight that Moses said, "I am exceedingly afraid and trembling.")

The record of this statement by Moses is not recorded for us; Paul wrote this by inspiration. But…

If I were to take a guess at what point in the narrative of Exodus 19 Moses made this statement, I (along with MacKnight, Milligan, and others) would place it at verse 19. Why? Well because…

1.
It's in the context of the time when (in verse 16) it says that God (by means of all those frightening events, especially the loud horn-blowing) had caused everyone to tremble (just as Moses had done when he first met God on the mountain in Exodus 3 [cf. Acts 7:32]); be-sides, seeing that their leader was afraid would've surely made the rest of them afraid. And…

2.
Verse 19 tells us that Moses said something at the point when the trumpets had become louder and louder, but it doesn't tell us what he said, just like it tells us that God answered him, but also doesn't tell us what He said. Anyway, as we conclude this section…

We must be sure to remember that Paul's main point in verses 18-21 was to remind these Jewish brethren of the terrifying yet awe-inspiring circumstances that surrounded the giving of the old law so that he could go on to demonstrate through contrast that what they were experiencing in the giving of the new law in their time was even greater than what their forefathers had experienced.

[Tony E. Denton, 1/07.]
Hebrews 12:22-29 [The fulfillment of Daniel chapters 2, 7, & 9 are alluded to here.]

According to the outline in our introduction, we're heading toward the close of Paul's thoughts concern-ing Christ's Superior Principle of Faith (10:19—13:25); more specifically, 12:22-29 conclude Paul's thoughts concerning how that this principle establishes a relationship that's superior to that which was possible under Moses. (This implies, of course, that since God spent thousands of years working out everything in order to get to this point, then it would be foolish of Him to accept any type of previously allowed relationship, i.e. any relationship that dodges Jesus, e.g. returning to the Old Law.) So…

In this section, Paul wrote his 7th and last warning of the book: he warned against rejecting God's Christ and the kingdom He was in the process of bringing to fruition. Why? Because only through Jesus and this kingdom could they/we have total forgiveness, redemption, and a once-and-for-all re-stored relationship to their/our Creator, a relationship in which we can acceptably serve Him.

VERSE 22:

But you have come to Mount Zion and to the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, to an innumerable company of angels…

After writing in the previous verses about the awesomeness in the giving of the Law of Moses, Paul began here to contrast something even greater than that! And…

That which is greater is that which they, as Christians, had become part of (1 Pet. 2:5); i.e. they were already part of that which was in the process of being extended to Earth: "We are re-ceiving a kingdom which [unlike that of Moses] cannot be shaken" (cf. "about to come" in 13:14).

What a wondrous thing to be part of that which was even greater than what their ancestors were involved in and experienced! These brethren were involved in and experiencing the giving of the Law of Christ from Zion instead of the Law of Moses from Sinai (v. 18)! (Cf. Gal. 4:22-26.)

"Zion" was another name for earthly Jerusalem, sometimes called "Mount Zion" because Jerusalem was situated on a hill (which is why the Bible sometimes speaks of going "down" to a place that was actually north of Jerusalem, cf. Luke 10:30).

As discussed in chapter 9, God dwelled by the Ark of the Covenant, the only piece of furniture in the tabernacle's Holiest of All; thus, in a sense, where the Ark was, God was. So…

Because King David placed the Ark of the Lord in Jerusalem (2 Sam. 6:12 & 17), it became known as "the city of God" or where God dwelled (Psa. 46:4 & 132:13), which in turn, of course, implies that when God destroyed it, He was indicating that He no longer lived there (cf. John 4:21).

Because God would ultimately live in another Zion—the New Testament kingdom, the term "Zion" is used numerous times in prophecies to refer to it (e.g., Isa. 1:27, 28:16, 33:5, & 60:14).

"The city of the living God" here is the very city that their most beloved forefathers were looking forward to (11:16); it was a spiritual and eternal kingdom, not a physical and temporary one like that of David (2 Sam. 5:7 & 9). I.e.…

It was "the heavenly Jerusalem" (not the earthly one) that Abraham looked forward to (11:10); ac-cording to 9:8, the Old Law didn't make any provisions for men to enter into this wondrous city, the same wondrous city referred to in Revelation chapters 3 & 21—22, words penned to other suffering Christians of that generation. {Read at least 3:12, 21:1 w/ Mat. 24:34-35, & 21:2-3 & 9-10.}

Listing the "innumerable company of angels" here seems to imply that by becoming members of this heavenly city, they had become part of the kingdom that includes the angels of God, reminding us of Ephesians 1:10: "that in the dispensation of the fullness of the times God might gather together in one all things in Christ, both which are in heaven and which are on earth." (There’s that heavens and earth stuff again.) Right after this he wrote that God has “raised us up together and made us sit together in the heavenly places in Christ Jesus” (2:6).
VERSE 23:

…to the general assembly and church of the firstborn who are registered in Heaven, to God the judge of all [cf. Gen. 18:25], to the spirits of just men made perfect…
As indicated in other versions (e.g., NIV), "general assembly" actually refers to an assembly of cele-bration (cf. our English word "panegyric"), and here it's actually directly connected to the angels of verse 22; i.e., verses 22b & 23a should read something more like this: "You have come to a festive assembly of myriads [lit. Gr.] of angels." But what does that mean or imply?



1.
The angels (as part of God's kingdom that Christians were being joined to) rejoiced over sal-vation and those being saved (cf. Luke 15:10 & Luke 2:13-15).



2.
The angels also rejoiced because they were seeing how all of God's labor over the centuries was finally working itself out for this salvation (cf. 1 Pet. 1:12 & Mat. 13:17). And…


3.
Whereas there was terror exhibited in the giving of the Law by angels through Moses (12:18 & 2:2), these first century brethren should've been sharing in the joy that the angels were experiencing in the giving of the Law of Christ by the Spirit through the apostles!

"The church of the firstborn who are registered in Heaven" is a reminder of Philippians 3:20 and 4:3 where Paul spoke of Christians as having their citizenship in Heaven … and in its Book of Life … even though they live on Earth. (As a reminder, the church is that part of the kingdom that exists only on Earth.) Who are the “firstborn” here?



1.
As the complete clause clearly indicates, "the firstborn" here is not a reference to Christ as in 
1:6, but to Christians (the original term being plural in number).



2.
It isn’t a reference to all Christians of all time, but to the first Christians, especially the Jews who submitted to Jesus as the promised Messiah before the holocaust of AD 70. In fact…




~ I believe “the firstborn” here are parallel to the remnant of Revelation 14:1-4. (Note esp.
   John’s terms “Mount Zion” and “firstfruits.”) So…




~ Perhaps we today fit better into the numerous Christians of Romans 8:29 where Paul spoke 
   of Jesus as being "the firstborn among many brethren." By the way…



~ I believe there’s a shadow-substance correlation between the firstborn of Hebrews 12 and
   the firstborn of Exodus 12. (Check it out for yourself to see what you think.)

The phrase "God the Judge of all" (taken from Gen. 18:25) is placed here probably because He is the One who decided who was/is to be registered in Heaven as a citizen and who was/is not to be so registered. (Incidentally, Adam Clarke thought that the word "judge" here is likely merely used in the Jewish sense of the one in authority.)

When he wrote of "the spirits of just men made perfect," I believe Paul was thinking of all the faith-ful saints who had gone on before these brethren, perhaps with special reference to those he had just listed in the previous chapter.

VERSE 24:

…to Jesus the Mediator of the new covenant, and to the blood of sprinkling that speaks better things than that of Abel.
Whereas the old covenant was given through Moses as mediator (Gal. 3:19), the new and better covenant established upon better promises (Heb. 8:6) was given by God through His Son who mediates at His right hand (Heb. 1:3, et. al.).

Next Paul contrasted Jesus' blood with that of Abel. {Read Heb. 11:4.} The question is, "Did Paul have the blood of Abel's animal sacrifice or Abel's personal blood shed by his brother in mind?"

If Paul had Abel's animal sacrifice in mind (Gen. 4:1-4), then perhaps he was contrasting blood that could not forgive sins (Heb. 10:4) with blood that could (Heb. 9:14 & 10:22). But…

If he had Abel's personal blood in mind (Gen. 4:10 & 15), then perhaps he was contrasting the blood of the righteous that cried out for vengeance (Mat. 23:29-39, esp. v. 35) with the blood that was shed for forgiveness (Eph. 1:7).

Either way, mercy and forgiveness are emphasized. Now…

Based on all of Paul's contrasts between the old and new covenants in verses 18-24, he went on in verses 25-29 to warn them against renouncing Christ and His kingdom.

VERSE 25:

See [then] that you do not refuse Him who speaks. For if they did not escape who refused Him who spoke on Earth, much more shall we not escape if we turn away from Him who speaks from Heaven…
The term for "refuse" means "to disown or renounce," and the present tense term for "see" means "to see to it on a continuous basis" (translated "beware" in 3:12); so, putting this together, Paul was essentially saying, "You must see to it that you never even consider renouncing Jesus!"

If one fails to read verse 26 along with verse 25, he may struggle with trying to figure out how Abel "spoke from Earth," since he seems to be the antecedent for the pronoun "Him" in the phrase "Him who spoke on Earth"; verse 26, however, makes it clear that Paul had reverted back to talking about God when He came upon Mt. Sinai to give the Law (Exo. 19:18—20:19 & Heb. 12:18-21) in contrast to His speaking through Jesus from Mt. Zion (cf. Heb. 1:1 w/ 12:22 & 24).

The warning of this verse is actually just a repeat of at least two others found in Hebrews 2:2-3 and 10:23-30; it was a warning based on a logical conclusion: since God didn't let those who refused His previous, inferior law escape punishment (Heb. 3:7—4:5), certainly He wouldn't let them escape an even worse punishment for refusing His superior law!

VERSE 26:

…whose voice then shook the earth; but now He has promised saying, "Yet once more I shake not only the earth, but also [the] heaven[s]." {Cf. bereanbiblechurch.org/transcripts/hebrews/12_18-29.htm.}

The part about God's voice shaking the earth refers, of course, once again to the time when God gave the Law at Mt. Sinai: speaking of God descending upon Mt. Sinai, Exodus 19:18 says that "the whole mountain quaked greatly." 
The latter part of this verse is a quote from Haggai 2:6, a prophecy that found its ultimate fulfillment when the old law was replaced by the new; that's the context in which Paul placed it here in Hebrews 12 (yea, the entire book of Hebrews), and it also corresponds to Joel 3:16, the context of which speaks of the coming of the New Covenant administration at the destruction of the Old (cf. Joel chapters 2—3).
Joel 3:16 says, "The Lord also will roar from Zion and utter His voice from Jerusalem [just as we've been discussing, cf. Luke 24:47]; the heavens and earth will shake; but the Lord will be a shelter for His people…." By the way, Isaiah 2—3 are parallel to Joel 2—3. And…

In Isaiah 2:19 & 21 we can read about God would "shake the earth mightily" at the time of the exchange of covenant administrations that was obviously fulfilled in the last generation of the Jews between Pentecost and Holocaust (AD 30—AD 70).

When studying Hebrews 1 we discussed at length how that the apocalyptic or prophetic usage of the phrase "heavens and earth" is most often used in reference to the demise of one administra-tion for another (see notes at Heb. 1:10). (Cf. Isa. 51:4-6, 15-16, 65:7 & 17, & 66:22; also see Mat. 5:17-18, & 24:29, 34-35, verses which can refer to nothing else but the time of AD 70.) So…

It isn't difficult for one to see how that the literal shaking in Exodus became the basis for the Jews' figurative expression "the shaking of heaven and earth" which denotes a change in administra-tion or law, that which Paul had been dealing with throughout Hebrews. Incidentally…

I agree with Clarke who said that the prophetic writings often used this terminology: "earth" to describe the land or city of Jerusalem and "heaven" or "heavens" to describe its political and religious constitution. So in AD 70…

When Jerusalem and its temple were destroyed, their heaven and earth—their world—were removed so that a new heaven and earth could be established (cf. Rev. 20:11 & 21:1).

VERSE 27:

Now this, "Yet once more," indicates the removal of those things that are being shaken, as of things that are made, that the things which cannot be shaken may remain.
Paul drew attention to the phrase "Yet once more" because it indicates something that's final, mean-ing that the new heavens and earth would be the last administration because it would be so perfect that there would never be a need for another.

This verse provides another indication why Paul was not referring to the literal heavens and earth: whatever would be shaken and removed was in the process of "being shaken" at the time he wrote (2000 years ago), corresponding to 8:13 where, speaking of the first covenant, he wrote that it was at that time "becoming obsolete and growing old … ready to vanish away," or, as he said in Second Corinthians, it was "passing away" (3:7-13).

The "things that are made" or created is obviously a reference to the physical (that which was temporary) as opposed to the spiritual (that which is eternal); i.e., all those physical things like Jerusalem (the specific city to which Jews had to come) and the temple (the specific part of Jeru-salem to which the Jews had to come) would all be replaced with something spiritual and eternal.

The things that were being shaken (the old, temporary Jerusalem, etc.) were on the verge of being supplanted with something that cannot and will never be shaken, much less supplanted.

In 13:14 Paul said that in their present circumstances "we have no continuing city, but we seek the one [about] to come"—"the city of God, the heavenly Jerusalem" (12:22).

In 9:11, using some of the same language found in 12:27 and 13:14, Paul wrote, "Christ came as High Priest of the good things [about] to come, with the greater and more perfect tabernacle not made with hands, that is, not of this creation."

VERSES 28-29: Therefore…

Since we are receiving a kingdom which cannot be shaken, let us have grace by which we may serve God acceptably with reverence and godly fear; for our God is a consuming fire.
The word "grace" here could be translated as "thankfulness," implying that only service rendered out of thankfulness (as opposed to merit, especially via the Old Law) is acceptable now (cf. Earle's Word Meanings…, NIV, & NASB); however, and perhaps more in line with this context, it should be trans-lated as "gift" (cf. 2 Cor. 8:4, et. al.) with reference to the kingdom as a gift.

The word "have" in the phrase "let us have grace" here means "to have in the sense of holding onto;" it's translated as "retain" in Romans 1:28 and "I have kept" in Luke 19:20. So Paul was admonish-ing them to hold onto the gift that they were in the process of receiving, for only through it could they truly “serve God acceptably.”

"Reverence" here refers to "respect demonstrated by means of humility," and "godly fear" is from a single term, the same term used with respect to Jesus in 5:7 where it says that His prayers were "heard because of His godly fear."

Since we know Jesus didn't fear His Father in the sense of being scared or terrified of Him, then this helps us to see that here it's simply a synonym for "reverence" or humble respect.

The word for "godly fear" here is from deos which refers to "moving with caution," whereas phobos is the word that refers to the "terror that seizes one when danger actually emerges."

Verse 29 is a quote from Deuteronomy 4:24, a verse found just before Moses repeated the Law given in Exodus 20 after God set fire to Mt. Sinai by His presence (Exo. 19).

According to Deuteronomy 4, Moses warned the Jews against idolatry by reminding them of the fire of Mt. Sinai—"God is a consuming fire." And according to Deuteronomy 9:3, Moses also let them know that God would be "a consuming fire" FOR them against their enemies. So…

These brethren needed to choose if they wanted God to be for them or against them! They needed to choose if they'd side with their rejecting brethren and be consumed in their judgment, or if they'd side with believing brethren and be saved from condemnation. God is not only a God of mercy or love (1 John 4:8), but He's also a God of justice! Let's conclude by reading 10:26-31.

[Tony E. Denton, 1/06.]
Hebrews 13:1-8

After presenting numerous examples of faith in chapter 11, and after presenting many encouragements of faith in chapter 12, Paul concluded in chapter 13 by presenting some evidences of faith, evidences that God expected to exist in their lives if they were really walking by faith and not by sight.

Another way to look at chapter 13 is that (as mentioned in our introduction to Hebrews) after Paul de-monstrated in chapter 12 that the Faith-Principle of Christ Establishes a Better Relationship with God than what was possible through Moses, he concluded in chapter 13 by demonstrating that the Faith-Principle of Christ Is Also the Basis for a Superior Way of Life to that possible under Moses.

VERSE 1:

Let brotherly love continue.

The Greek term for "brotherly love" here is philadelphia, from philia referring to fondness and adel-phia referring to siblings, literally those "from the same womb"; it's translated as "brotherly kind-ness" in Second Peter 1:7. So by this Paul was indicating at least two things.


1.
They were expected to act like siblings would act. You know…


2.
They were brethren, people with the same parent; in this case, of course, that was God, 
implying that it was love among Christians, not non-Christians that Paul had in mind. And…

Even though siblings may fight, just let a non-sibling come between them, and watch what happens—one sibling will protect the other! In fact… 

This is the very reason I believe Paul used philia instead of agape here; i.e., he wasn't refer-ring so much to how they treated each another as much as to how they protected each other from outsiders (e.g. Jews [and soon Romans] who would destroy Christianity, cf. 12:12-17).

The word for "continue" means "to survive" and is translated as "endure" in First Peter 1:25. Speak-ing of love and endurance…

Since Jesus prophesied about these dark days that "the love of many will grow cold, but he who endures to the end shall be saved" (Mat. 24:12b-13), Paul, as he concluded his letter, command-ed them to actively work on keeping this fire alive. Later…

Paul wrote of this to Timothy in (what we believe to be) his last letter penned in the mid 60’s. Notice that the only love some folks would have would be love for themselves: "In the last days perilous times will come: for men will be lovers of themselves, lovers of money, boasters, proud, blasphemers, disobedient to parents, unthankful, unholy, unloving, unforgiving, slanderers, without self-control, brutal, despisers of good, traitors, headstrong, haughty, [and] lovers of pleasure rather than lovers of God" (2 Tim. 3:1-4). So while they would love themselves, they wouldn’t love others or even God Himself. 

VERSE 2:

Don't forget to entertain strangers, for by so doing some have unwittingly entertained angels.
Now, moving from love for those familiar to them, Paul went on to include an admonition to show concern for the unfamiliar—Christian brethren from other places. (Verses 1 & 3 are about Christians.)
In Galatians 6:10 Paul wrote, "As we have opportunity, let us do good to all, especially those … of the household of faith." 

In James 2:15-17 James said, "If a brother or sister is … destitute … [and] you don’t give them … the things that are needed for the body, what does it profit?" And…

In Matthew 25:34-40 Jesus said, "'....'" (note "brethren" in v. 40). So…

I believe Paul's main point to the Hebrews concerned outpost brethren; i.e., in their time there were itinerant preachers who needed places to stay (3 John 5-8), not to mention brethren who had been driven from their homes (as we talked about when we considered 10:33).

Regarding verse 2b here, it's very likely that Paul had the accounts in Genesis chapters 18 & 19 of Abraham and Lot unknowingly (at least initially) entertaining strangers who were actually angels.

During the time these Hebrew brethren lived—the time when supernatural things were coming to an end yet still in existence (1 Cor. 13:8ff & Eph. 4:7ff), there may very well have been a chance for them to encounter angels unknowingly; after all, as we noticed when studying 1:14, angels had a closer relationship to them than they do us today. So NO…

Even if those brethren could've literally entertained angels as Abe and Lot did, I don't believe we ever do today; although, however, we may obtain blessings from our visitors just as Abe & Lot did, which was probably Paul's main point. Incidentally…

Although I believe this principle of hospitality applies today, I also believe the principle of Matthew 7:6a applies today: "'Don't … cast your pearls before swine'"; i.e., we need to use good judgment.

VERSE 3:

Remember the prisoners as if chained with them and those who are mistreated, since you yourselves are in [the] body also.
Common sense alone tells us that the command to "remember" here includes more than just think-ing about tormented and imprisoned Christians from time to time; i.e., it obviously includes praying for them, as well as visiting them and taking things such as food and clothing to them if possible. The idea here is much like in James 1:27 where the term for "visit" means more than just checking on someone from time to time.

By saying "as if chained with them" & "since you yourselves are in the body also," Paul was remind-ing them of their Savior's teaching to treat others the way they'd want to be treated if they were in their shoes, in which, especially at this time, they could very well find themselves! By the way, the definite article "the" isn’t in the original, implying that Paul wasn’t referring to the church body, but to the physical body.

One reason I believe Paul had Christians in mind in this verse is because he wrote "the prisoners," not just "prisoners" in general; besides, the immediate context (as well as all of Hebrews) suggests that Paul was writing about the encouragement of Christians during this time of persecution.

VERSE 4:

Marriage is honorable among all and the bed undefiled; but fornicators and adulterers God will judge.
Although before studying this verse I believed it was simply a declarative statement, I now believe it's an imperative statement; i.e., I believe that the first part of this verse should read, "Let marriage be honorable among all, and let the bed be undefiled." Why?

1.
Interlinears and most versions render it as a command.

2.
This corresponds to the flow of the entire chapter that's full of exhortations to do this or that.

3.
Every verse immediately surrounding verse 4 indicate that it was also meant to be in the form of a command: "Let brotherly love continue" (v. 1), "Don't forget to entertain" (v. 2), "Remember the prisoners" (v. 3), and "Let your conduct be without covetousness" (v. 5).

4.
Before the word "fornicators," Nestle's text has the Greek word gar which means "for" or "because"; i.e., let your bed be undefiled because God will punish fornicators.

It has been suggested that the first clause, "Let marriage be honorable among all," may have been penned by Paul to counteract the mistaken belief by some (e.g. the Essenes and Origen) that celi-bacy was more honorable or holy than marriage; after all, since Paul did tell Timothy that some people would come along and forbid marriage (1 Tim. 4:1-3a), perhaps he was preparing these Hebrews for that if it hadn't already begun (cf. v. 9).


What's the difference between "fornicators" and "adulterers"?



Adulterers are those who commit any sexual act against a biblical marriage.
Fornicators are those who commit any unlawful sexual act period; so fornication includes adul-tery, homosexuality, incest, premarital relations, bestiality, etc., which is why the NKJV usually translates the original term here as "the sexually immoral" (cf. 1 Cor. 5:10, et. al.).

VERSE 5a:

Let your conduct be without covetousness, and be content with such things as you have.
Although the word for "covetousness" literally referred to the "love of money" (as in 1 Tim. 6:10), the word came to refer to "a yearning for better circumstances in general," which is obviously what Paul had in mind in this verse for the following reasons.



1.
The word for "have" in the immediate statement here refers to "that which presently sur-rounds" someone, i.e. their current circumstances, which is reminiscent of Philippians 4:11 where Paul wrote, "I have learned to be content in whatever circumstances I find myself."



2.
In the immediate context Paul wrote of God being their helper and never leaving them (vv. 5b & 6) as well as the fact that they could find themselves mistreated and in prison (v. 3).


3.
In the remote context—the entire Hebrew letter, Paul had been encouraging them to press onward through whatever negative circumstances they found themselves in for Christ. So…

Since the phrase "let your conduct be" simply means to "live your lives," then Paul was in essence telling them to live their lives without yearning for better physical lives under Moses (at least tempo-rarily) because that would result in forfeiting better spiritual/eternal lives under Christ and with God.

Why would Paul feel it necessary to give this exhortation? Because the indication back in 10:33-34 was that some of these brethren had lost much for Christ; so Paul was probably encouraging them here to not use up their time and energies trying to get back what they once had, especially at this point in time when things were coming to an end. "Just be content, placing your lives in God's hands."
VERSES 5b-6:

For He Himself has said, "I will never leave you nor forsake you." [Deu. 31:5-8] So we may boldly say, "The Lord is my helper; I will not fear. What can man do to me?" [Psa. 118:6]
Let me preface my remarks here by saying that…

In English a double negative equals a positive; e.g., to say "He hasn't eaten nothing" actually means that he has eaten something. However…


In Greek the opposite was the case; i.e., the more negatives, the greater the emphasis. Now…

In our translation of verse 5b there's only one negative—the word "never," but in the original there are two negatives before the word "leave," and three negatives before the word "forsake." So what does this mean? It means that…

A literal rendering would have God promising with strong emphasis something more along these lines: "I will never, never leave you! I will never, never, never forsake you!" Incidentally…

The word "forsake" is very strong, referring to leaving someone totally helpless or in dire straits.

The word "boldly" refers to courage; i.e., Paul was saying, "So we, with courage, may say…."

The whole point here then is that, as long as they trusted in God, they needed no one & nothing else; i.e., covetousness (which implies worry and anxiety) for better earthly/physical circumstanc-es was detrimental and wholly unnecessary! Paul's attitude was, "as having nothing, yet possess-ing all things" (2 Cor. 6:10). And…

We might add to this the comforting promise of Romans 8:28: "All things work together for good to those who love God."

Jesus said to His apostles, "I am with you always, even to the end of the age" (Mat. 28:20). And…

I love the exclamation of Isaiah 12:2: "God is my salvation! [So] I will trust and not be afraid!"

What a wonderful way for Paul to begin closing his thoughts to these weary brethren! No matter what would happen to them, the Lord would never, never, never forsake them! They could leave Him (which is why the book was penned), but He would never, never, never forsake them!
VERSE 7:

Remember those who rule over you, who have spoken the Word of God to you, whose faith follow, considering the outcome of their conduct.
The original term for "remember" here is slightly different than the one in verse 3; they are syno-nyms, but because this word is more closely related to the terms for "mention" and "memorial," it's believed that Paul used this term instead of the other one because here he was referring to those who were martyred for the Cause of Christ. And this is probably correct for the following reasons.


1.
"Those who rule" here may be simply translated as "teachers" or "leaders," eliminating the idea of those presently ruling over them (cf. other versions & notes in 2:10). Besides…


2.
The next phrase, "who have spoken … to you," is in the past tense, more literally reading as "who spoke to you."


3.
The clause "considering the outcome of their conduct" indicates that they were dead. And…


4.
Verse 17, being in the present tense, without doubt discusses living, ruling leaders. So…

Paul charged them to do three things with regard to these teachers, preachers, or leaders.


1.
Remember, memorialize, or honor them. No…



He wasn't telling them to worship them in the sense of "sainting" them, putting them up as idols, but (as he urged the Thessalonians in First Thessalonians 5:12-13) "appreciate [respect, NIV] those who diligently labor among you and … give you instruction … esteem them very highly in love because of their work" (NASB). You know…



At least in our country where people are so full of pride and self-esteem, teachers, preachers, and other leaders in the church today receive a lot of things (such as blame), but honor defi-nitely isn't near the top of the list!


2.
Follow or imitate them. (We get our English word "mimic" from this Greek term.)


3.
Consider the outcome of their lives. And what was that? The Lord never, never, never forsook them (cf. 2 Tim. 4:16-17); so, as Revelation 14:13 says, "'Blessed are the dead who die in the Lord … [because] they rest from their labors and their works follow them.'"
VERSE 8:

Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today, and forever.
Paul began this letter by quoting God as saying to His Son, "'You are the same, and Your years will not fail'" (1:12), then here he ended it with the same sentiment. So what's the point here? Well…

Keeping both the immediate and remote contexts in mind, it seems very clear to me that Paul was telling them that just as the Lord has always been with the faithful in the past, so He would be with these brethren in their time and all others from that time onward. I.e.…

Putting ourselves in the shoes of these first century brethren, Paul was saying to them, "As a sac-rificial high priest, Jesus … yesterday … offered Himself for your sin (9:23-28); likewise, as a sym-pathetic high priest, Jesus … today … represents you at the throne of God (4:14-16); besides that, He'll continue to do this for all His people … forevermore (7:23-28)." So…
God and/or Jesus is faithful to the faithful, and because of that, Paul went on in verses 9-17 to talk to them about how they could remain faithful.

[Tony E. Denton, 01/07.]
Hebrews 13:9-17
As mentioned in the introduction of our study of verses 1-8, chapter 13 demonstrates that The Faith-Principle of Christ Is the Basis for a Superior Way of Life to that possible under Moses. And…

As mentioned in the conclusion of that study, since God and Jesus are faithful to the faithful, Paul went on in verses 9-17 to tell them, at least in part, how they could remain faithful.

VERSE 9:

Do not be carried about with various and strange doctrines. For it is good that the heart be established by grace, not with foods which have not profited those who have been occupied with them.

"Do not be carried about" could literally be translated "Stop being carried away." I.e.…

Many or all of those brethren who had already forsaken Christ did so by falling prey to "various" (different) and "strange" (foreign) "doctrines" (teachings). What teachings? Judaistic teachings.

These brethren needed to become those who were "no longer children, tossed to and fro and carried about with every wind of doctrine by the trickery of men" (Eph. 4:14); remember, according to 5:12—6:2, being children in their comprehension was part of their problem.

The last sentence of this verse implies an obvious contrast: what is "good" is that which purifies the heart and conscience—the New Covenant (9:14 & 10:22), not that which never purified the heart and conscience—the Old Covenant (9:9-10).

Paul often wrote against eating (and even not eating) for religious reasons: "Food does not commend us to God; for neither if we eat are we the better, nor if we do not eat are the worse" (1 Cor. 8:8).

In order to compromise with the Jews who refused to let go of Judaistic teachings, many Christi-ans allowed their beliefs into the church just as Paul predicted in First Timothy 4:1-5 where he even specifically mentioned how that some would bind eating and/or not eating. But…

Colossians 2:16 says, "Let no one judge you in food or drink," and Romans 14:17 says that God's "kingdom is not food or drink, but righteousness, peace, and joy."

VERSE 10:

We have an altar from which they who serve the tabernacle have no right to eat.

"They" refers to OT priests, while "we" refers to NT priests (i.e. Christians, 1 Pet. 2:9).

An "altar" was that upon which a sacrifice was made for sin and in worship to God; and, as we'll soon see, the "altar" of this verse (based on typology) is a reference to Christ Himself (cf. Bullinger). So…

The assertion Paul made here (and that he went on to validate) is simply that Christians (like the OT priests) have an exclusive altar. However, as has been the case throughout Hebrews…

The difference is that instead of it being a tangible altar, it's an intangible one. Furthermore…

Being exclusive means that OT priests—yea all Jews represented by those priests—have no right to Christ and His blessings (e.g. salvation) that He provides. Now why was/is this true? Well…


Before we go on to the reason Paul presented here in this context, let's recall some other passages.

In John 6:53-56 Jesus spoke figuratively, of course, of eating and drinking (i.e. assimilating) Him; and to do that they needed to have faith in Him (verse 64). So…

Since to have faith in Him meant that they believed His claim of Messiahship, then to continue worshipping at the altar of Judaism while claiming to be Christians was totally unacceptable. Why? Plainly because while things like the Passover predicted the coming of the Messiah, the Lord's supper proclaims that He has already come (cf. Col. 2:16-17). Incidentally…

While the Jews could not eat of sin-offerings because such would signify that they were forgiven when they weren't, Christians can eat of Jesus because they have been forgiven (cf. Clarke). Well…

Let's consider Paul's reasoning in this specific text, reasoning he applied by means of typology.
VERSE 11:

For the bodies of those beasts, whose blood is brought into the sanctuary by the high priest for sin, are burned outside the camp.
In both verses 10 & 11, Paul was alluding to Leviticus 6:30 & 16:27 where God said, concerning bloody sin-offerings (e.g. on The Day of Atonement), that [1] the priests were not to eat of them, rather [2] they were to be taken outside of the camp of Israel and burned. Now with that in mind…

I'm certain that what Paul went on to say here (i.e. how he went on to apply this) were fightin' words to any Jew who rejected Jesus as the Christ. Listen…

VERSES 12-13:

Therefore Jesus also, that He might sanctify the people with His own blood, suffered outside the gate. Therefore let us go forth to Him, outside the camp, bearing His reproach. So…
Here's Paul's point as well as the proof for his assertion that insistent temple-servants have no right to Christ and His blessings: When the OT priests were submitting to the regulation of taking the sacrificial sin-offering outside the camp to burn it, they had no idea that they were picturing how that one day they would likewise take their own Messiah and kill Him outside of Jerusalem and thus also outside of the temple—the two main symbols of Judaism! So…

Since the Messiah was killed outside of that which represented Judaism, that in itself was a sign that Judaism would cease and that God would ultimately accept, as His people, non-Jews as well as Jews.

Here are two other points Paul made here:


1.
Jesus' blood was shed outside the temple instead of inside it as with the OT animal sacrifices, indicating that He gave Himself as our sacrifice. This is perfectly consistent with John 2:19-21: "The Jews [asked] Him, 'What sign do You show to us since You do these things?' Jesus an-swered … 'Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.' Then the Jews said, 'It has taken 46 years to build this temple, and will You raise it up in three days?' But He was speak-ing of the temple of His body"—that which He gave willingly according to John 10:15-18. And…


2.
Those who claimed to be Christians, those who desired the benefits of Jesus' death, were to forsake Judaism by meeting Christ where He died—outside the camp (John 19:17 & 20); i.e., to eat and drink Christ, one must leave the camp of Israel, for to go back into the camp, to go back to Judaism, would be (as Paul said in 10:26) to leave the one and only sacrifice for sal-vation, for sacrifices made within the camp were no longer accepted. So…

What was Jesus' "reproach"? It was His exclusion—being cast out, which is why He was crucified "out-side" the holy city and which also may be connected to why dying on a cross was considered shameful (Gal. 3:13). (Outside the city they’d let the bodies go unburied for more than one day; cf. Deu. 21:23.)

As those outside the camp carried a stigma either because of uncleanness (Lev. 13:45-46) or ex-communication (Num. 15:30) or guilt demanding death (Lev. 24:14 & Num. 15: 35), early Jewish Christians were exhorted to remain faithful to Christ and accept a similar status of disgrace. I.e.… 

These brethren were to identify with Moses who esteemed "the reproach of Christ greater riches than the treasures of Egypt" (Heb. 11:26, cf. 1 Pet. 4:14). By the way…

While Paul was obviously telling them to "go forth … outside the camp" of Jerusalem in a figurative sense, it wouldn't be long (ca 5 yrs) until they'd have to take this advice literally. In fact… 

I like what Barnes wrote: "The object of the writer seems to be to comfort the Hebrew Christians on the supposition that they would be driven by persecution from the city of Jerusalem, and doomed to wander as exiles. He tells them that their Lord was led from that city to be put to death, and they should be willing to go forth also; that their permanent home was not Jerusalem, but heaven; and they should be willing, in view of that blessed abode, to be exiled from the city where they dwelt, and made wanderers in the earth." So…

Why did Paul exhort these brethren to "go forth … outside the camp, bearing Christ's reproach"?

VERSE 14:

Because here we have no continuing city, but we seek the one to come.
The word "here" obviously means "in this situation" or "under these circumstances" (cf. Thayer’s #5602). What situation or circumstances? The state of Jewish governmental rule. I.e.… 

Due to God's plan from the very beginning that Judaism be temporary, under the Jewish administra-tion there never would've or could've existed a "continuing" or a spiritual and eternal "city" or king-dom of God (cf. 12:26-28).

Now we come to the last time Paul used the term mello: "we seek the city that's on the verge of arriving"; i.e., soon the old, earthly, temporary Jerusalem would be supplanted by the new, heav-enly, eternal Jerusalem; soon the old, temporary covenant of Moses from Mt. Sinai would be com-pletely supplanted by the new, eternal covenant of Christ from Mt. Zion (cf. 12:18-19 & 22-24).

VERSE 15:

Therefore by Him let us continually offer the sacrifice of praise to God, that is, the fruit of our lips, giving thanks to His name.

The word "by" here means "through" or "by means of." I.e.… 

Instead of continually offering unprofitable and unacceptable animal sacrifices to Yahweh as OT priests did, Christians (as NT priests) are expected to "continually offer … praise … to His name" through or by means of Christ—the once-for-all-time profitable and acceptable physical sacrifice.

Peter agreed with Paul when he wrote to Christians, saying, "You … are … a holy priesthood to offer spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Christ" (1 Pet. 2:5).

Giving God "praise" is called a "sacrifice" here in order to retain the contextual parallelism; i.e., just audibly extolling God isn't much of a sacrifice, but by calling that action "the fruit of our lips," Paul paralleled it with the fruit of the field—the firstfruits—and/or the fruit of animal-loins—the firstborn.

The phrase "giving thanks" here is from a term found 23 times in the New Testament and which is always translated as "confessing" or "professing" … except here. So…

The idea Paul meant to express was "confessing or professing His name," not "giving thanks to His name"; if "giving thanks" were the best rendering, then it should read as "giving thanks to Him," not "to His name." So it isn't about speaking to God, but about speaking about God … thru Jesus! Yes, of course, thanksgiving in prayer is a way to praise God; that just wasn't Paul's point here.

But while we're thinking about offerings of gratitude, it's interesting to note that while the thank-offerings were only presented on certain stated occasions (according to Leviticus 7:11ff), the praise of Christians may be, yea is even expected to be, offered "continually."

One other interesting point is that it's quite evident that Paul was quoting one of the Jews' most re-spected rabbis (Rabbi Menachem) who wrote, "'In the time of the Messiah, all sacrifice shall cease except the sacrifice of praise.'

By quoting this, Paul was indicating that this very declaration had been fulfilled, meaning that now (around AD 65) was the time of the Messiah. And, since that was true, then…

Jesus was that Messiah, the Jewish sacrificial system was being abolished, and no other sacrifice would now be accepted of God, except the sacrifice of praise for the gift of His Son (cf. Clarke).

VERSE 16:

But do not forget to do good and to share, for with such sacrifices God is well pleased.
These Christians were cautioned to not allow their praise of God to cause them to neglect the more physical things; even the New Covenant requires a few things of a physical nature.

This is reminiscent of the New Covenant passage of James 2:15-17: "If a brother or sister is naked and destitute of daily food, and one of you says to them, 'Depart in peace, be warmed and filled,' but you do not give them the things which are needed for the body, what does it profit? Thus also faith by itself, if it does not have works, is dead." See…

These Hebrew Christians were to be careful to not delude themselves into thinking that spiritual sacrifices (cf. 1 Pet. 2:5) excluded everything of a physical nature.

Philippians 4:10-20 confirms this because Paul referred to the physical aid that the Philippian brethren sent to him as "an acceptable sacrifice, well-pleasing to God" (v. 18).
These brethren (as all brethren, of course) needed to remember that "the fruit of the hands" (Prv. 31:31) is as important as "the fruit of the lips"; besides, there's normally more sacrific-ing (e.g. in time, talent, & treasure) involved in "the fruit of the hands."

Nothing should've been more important to these brethren (especially at this precarious time) than to make their Creator and Judge happy with them; they needed to imitate Enoch who "pleased God" (11:5, same Greek word), something this text teaches was to be accomplished by praising Him with their lips and serving Him with their lives. So…

Combining verses 15-16, Paul was in essence saying that praise of God in word and deed are insep-arable, or, as John put it, "If someone says 'I love God' yet he hates his brother, he is a liar; for he who does not love his brother whom he has seen, how can he love God whom he has not seen?"

VERSE 17:

Obey those who have rule over you and be submissive, for they watch for your souls as those who must give account. Let them do so with joy and not with grief, for that would be unpro-fitable for you.
As discussed at verse 7, the phrase "those who have rule" refers to leaders; since he called Jesus "the chief shepherd" in verse 20, Paul probably had elders in mind, but that isn't a necessary conclusion; i.e., I believe this injunction applies to all leaders. (And, as a reminder, while verse 7 was about leaders of their past, this verse was about those who were still alive and presently leading them.)

"Obey" means exactly that—"to listen to and comply with"; Paul commanded this because in our world rulers are allowed to possess their authority by their subjects, meaning that if those subjects refuse to obey them, those rulers cannot be effective—they cannot rule. Applying that here, if these members refused to listen to and comply with the teachings & admonitions of their leaders, then the God-or-dained government of the church would’ve been rendered ineffective. Why? Because God won’t force His way against man’s free-will. 

To "be submissive" is different from "obey" only in that being submissive carries with it an attitude, an attitude of humility; i.e., one can obey without being submissive, but not vice versa.

The word "watch" here literally means "to lose sleep over" and refers to the idea of staying awake to nurse a critical case; and this is exactly what leaders are expected to do—to carefully watch over the congregation (Acts 20:28ff). So…

1.
Leaders need to remember that they have this responsibility, or, if they don't fulfill their roles, they need to step down from their position. And…

2.
Members shouldn't get aggravated with leaders for doing their job of watching them by teach-ing or approaching them out of concern; for by becoming irritated or by not listening to them, they’d bring much grief, not only to the leaders, but also to themselves.

The word "grief" refers to the miserable feeling of one who's trying to fulfill a thankless task, all the while reflecting on how unappreciated and perhaps even opposed his work may be. So…

Why would causing "grief" to the leaders prove to be "unprofitable" (disastrous, cf. Bullinger & the Diaglott) for the members? For at least two reasons:


1.
As just alluded to, it could’ve caused them to fulfill their duties in a resentful manner (cf. 2 
Cor. 9:7), bringing on nothing but hostility among everyone concerned. And…


2. 
It could’ve cause the loss of souls when the time of accounting came. Why? Because just as 
          
submitting to parents or civil leaders is submitting to God, so submitting to congregational 
          
leaders is submitting to God (cf. John 13:20, et. al.). Again, Paul wrote…

"Appreciate [respect, NIV] those who diligently labor among you and … give you instruction … es-teem them very highly in love because of their work" (1 The. 5:12-13, NASB). (And concerning how to react toward leaders, see 1 Tim. 5:19-20.) However, when leaders must be approached, they should be approached like anyone else (Mat. 18:15-17). So…

Paul's point here is that the members of the church were obligated by God to cheerfully obey their religious leaders, unless they could clearly & biblically demonstrate that those leaders were in error; by doing this, the leaders would be able to fulfill their duties and give account to God … with joy.

 [Tony  E. Denton, 2/07.]
Hebrews 13:18-25
As mentioned in the introduction of our last study, chapter 13 demonstrates that The Faith-Principle of Christ Is the Basis for a Superior Way of Life to that possible under Moses. Now…

As we consider the last few verses of Hebrews, we'll find that Paul, as was his custom, concluded with various greetings, blessings, and miscellaneous exhortations; so he began to end by asking them to pray for him.

VERSE 18:

Pray for us, for we are confident that we have a good conscience, in all things desiring to live honorably.

The word "pray" here is in a tense that indicates they were already praying for Paul, so he wanted them to continue that noble deed: "keep praying for us" is the idea. Now think about this request for a second: if the inspired, miracle-working apostle Paul needed prayer, surely we need it!

Since Paul couldn't very well vouch for the good conscience of others, and since in the next verse he applied this to himself, the pronouns "us" and "we" here are probably editorial in nature. I.e…


Using "we" instead of "I" is more pleasing when one is asking for something of a selfish nature.

Even with that said, however, one shouldn't be so dogmatic as to claim that Paul wasn't also including his colleagues in the plural pronouns employed here.

The "good conscience" clause is modified by the living "honorably" clause. I.e.… 

Paul seemed to be saying that he was living his entire life with only honorable motives, and that included the writing of this letter with its many instructions and warnings. So…

Since he had nothing but their spiritual and eternal welfare in mind, that should motivate them to want to continue praying for him.

An interesting thing to note here is that even after all the reprimands and warnings in this letter, Paul demonstrated that they were still … at this point … in covenant relationship with God; other-wise, it's very doubtful that Paul would've asked for their prayers. Isn't it amazing what God puts up with?! This should make us feel better about our relationship to Him.

VERSE 19:

But I especially urge you to do this that I may be restored to you the sooner [or ASAP].
As far as where Paul is at the time he wrote to these Jewish Christians in Judea, probably in Jeru-salem itself, we'll discuss at verses 23 & 24.

This verse indicates that Paul had been with these brethren at some point in the past and that he was planning on returning to visit them soon; so since this seemed to be important to him, he asked that they specifically remember to pray for that plan to see fruition. Yes…

He wanted their prayers in general, but (probably due to their precarious, spiritual circumstances) he especially wanted them to pray that his return trip might be expeditious.

Why might not his return to them be expeditious? Perhaps he was in prison in Rome; or maybe he was in the middle of something that he didn't feel he could leave unfinished; or maybe he just desired to arrive without another ship wreck or similar delaying mishap. Anyway…

What is very apparent from these last few verses is that these Hebrew brethren knew exactly who this writer was, and they knew him well, obviously recognizing him to be one with authority.

VERSE 20: Now…

May the God of peace who brought up our Lord Jesus from the dead, that great Shepherd of the sheep, through the blood of the everlasting covenant…

This is a prayer; so after Paul asked them to pray for him, he penned his prayer for them.

Since Paul called God "the God of peace" in connection with His raising up of His Son ("the Prince of peace," Isa. 9:6) "from the dead" (Acts 2:24 & Rom. 1:4), then he very likely had vertical peace (i.e. man's peace with God) not horizontal peace (man's peace with man) in mind here (cf. Rom. 5:1).

As Colossians 1:20 teaches, God made it possible for man to be at peace (i.e. in harmony) with God by virtue of the blood shed by His Son on a cross. I.e…

Sin—that which separated man from God (Isa. 59:2)—is that which Jesus took upon Himself and died with (Rom. 6:6), thereby making it possible for any free-will individual to be reconciled to his Creator (Rom. 6:10-11).

The phrase "from the dead"—being plural—literally means "out from among the dead ones"; in fact, the phrase "from the dead" is found 56 times in the NKJV, and it means this every time. So…

The precise idea here isn't that Jesus was raised from the state of death, but that He was raised up out from among disembodied spirits. What disembodied spirits? The righteous ones in Para-dise of Hades. Jesus Himself spoke of going to "'Paradise'" after He died (Luke 23:43), and, "'Con-cerning the resurrection of Christ,'" Peter said "'that His soul was not left in Hades'" (Acts 2:31).

This point is significant because it demonstrates that Jesus’ spiritual, not His physical, resurrection was the primary goal!
Even though in English it looks as though the phrase "great Shepherd of the sheep" is connected to "the God of peace," in the Greek it's clear that it's a reference to Jesus who called Himself "the good Shepherd" (John 10:11 & 14), whose coming was prophesied (Ezekiel 34, et. al.); furthermore, Peter called Jesus "the Chief Shepherd" (1 Pet. 5:4) as well as just "the Shepherd" (1 Pet. 1:25).
The phrase "the blood of the everlasting covenant" is in the locative case, meaning that Jesus' blood is (figuratively, of course) found within ("of" = "in") "the everlasting covenant" as opposed to the temporary covenant; i.e., His blood is found in the New Covenant not in the old one. Now…

What's interesting about this to me is this: members of the multiple cups churches often argue that because we claim the cup represents the New Testament (Luke 22:20), we have things backwards; i.e., instead of the covenant in the blood, we have the blood in the covenant. Well…

Here we find the Bible speaking of that very idea: the blood in the covenant—that which is per-fectly represented by the use of one cup containing fruit of the vine on the Lord's table; as Jesus said in Mark's account, "'This [the juice] is My blood of [or in] the New Covenant'" (14:24).

According to the original construction (cf. Barnes), the phrase "through the blood of the everlasting covenant" seems to be connected with this verse, not the next, meaning that Jesus was made the "great Shepherd of the sheep" by shedding His "blood" for those sheep, corresponding perfectly with Acts 20:28 which, incidentally, is also in the context of shepherding sheep.

VERSE 21: [May the God of peace…]

...make you complete in every good work to do His will, working in you what is well pleasing in His sight, through Jesus Christ, to whom be glory forever and ever. Amen.
Concerning the first part of this verse, I think some other versions render this more clearly as "May God equip you with everything good to do His will" (cf. ESV, NIV, RSV, et. al.). And through what means would or could He do this? Let us remind ourselves of the context: He’d do this through…  


~ His Word (2 Tim. 3:16-17, cf. Heb. 13:22),



~ prayer (2 Cor. 13:9, cf. Heb. 13:20-21),



~ suffering (1 Pet. 5:10, cf. Heb. 12:5-11),



~ spiritual members (Gal. 6:1, cf. Heb. 12:12-15),


~ leaders (Eph. 4:11-12, cf. Heb. 13:17). And, with that in mind…


Let's not forget that these brethren lived during miraculous times as well (cf. 1 Cor. 14). So…

Since these brethren were in need of maturity (5:11ff) which would aid them to be faithful through their difficulties, Paul prayed for that here. 
The idea of God "working in" them "what is well pleasing in His sight through Jesus" indicates that, apart from God and His Son, man cannot please His Creator; i.e., after exhorting them what they needed to do, he then asked for God to help them wherein they were lacking. (Incidentally, the word "working" might be better translated as "producing.")

As Paul wrote in Philippians, "it is God who works in you both to will and to do for His good plea-sure" (2:13); but, on the other hand, as the verse just before this one indicates, God will not do this apart from man's free-will: "work out your own salvation with fear and trembling"; i.e., God helps those who help themselves, doing for them what they cannot do alone. Furthermore…

Not only can man not please His Creator apart from God and Christ, but Hebrews 13:21 also in-dicates that God does not and cannot work on, in, by, with, through, or for man apart from Je-sus—the very One many of those brethren had forsaken.

The last clause about "glory" grammatically applies to God the Father, but it may also apply to His Son, of course (cf. 2 Pet. 3:18).

VERSE 22:

And I appeal to you, brethren, bear with the word of exhortation, for I have written to you in a few words.

Let's consider the word "exhortation" momentarily.

W. E. Vine wrote in his dictionary that the verb form of the original term for "exhortation" here means "to urge one to pursue some course of conduct"; so it's a strong word, related, in fact, to the term translated as "appeal" here in the clause "I appeal to you…!"

Our English word "exhortation" is from the Latin word "hortatorius" which refers to that which incites or provokes someone to behave in a particular manner. So, interestingly…

While we today (due to our ignorance of Jewish thinking, etc.) may primarily think of this letter in nature as didactic (informative or instructive), Paul, by calling this letter his "word of exhorta-tion" to them in their time, indicated that he regarded it in nature as hortative—something meant to provoke them to remain faithful to their confession of Jesus as the Christ (cf. 4:14 & 10:23).
Another one of the numerous reasons I believe that Paul wrote Hebrews is because he used this exact same phrase in the only place it's found: in Acts 13:15 he used it to speak of a hortatory speech; much like that kind of speech, Hebrews is a letter that could've been a mere hour-long, hortatory sermon. Actually…

If Paul meant for this letter to be didactic in nature, it probably would've been much longer when one takes into account the weightiness of the subject-matter: concerning just one topic, in 9:5 he made the statement that "of these things we cannot now speak in detail."

This, I believe, is why Hebrews (longer than most of his letters) was thought of by Paul to be a short one (one of "few words"). I.e.…

It was considered short because it only touched on very deep OT topics that they already knew about merely in order to exhort them to persevere.
The phrase "bear with" here is a kind way of charging them to simply do what he asked of them; in fact, the exact opposite phrase is found in Second Timothy 4:3 where Paul wrote about those who would "not endure (not bear with) sound doctrine."

The clause "I have written" is from the Greek term epistello, the verb form of the noun (epistole) from which we get our word "epistle" (another word for "letter"). You know…

It used to be said that there have been people who thought that epistles were wives of apostles.

Now even though we know that epistles aren't people and therefore cannot be related to human beings in such a fashion, yet the words "epistle" and "apostle" are related in the sense that they both carry with them the idea of something or someone being "sent." I.e.…

An epistle was a writing that had been sent from one party to another, while an apostle was a person who was sent from one party to another.

VERSE 23:

Know that our brother Timothy has been set free, with whom I shall see you if he comes shortly.
Since the phrase "has been set free" here comes from a term that can refer to a release from prison or to being sent away on a mission, it's impossible to be dogmatic as to its meaning here.

Since Timothy was probably Paul's closest companion, it certainly isn't a stretch to believe that Timothy spent some time in prison just as Paul did. However…

It's also believed that it was at this time when Paul sent Timothy on a mission to Macedonia to discover how the brethren there were getting along (Php. 2:19-24). Personally…

For the reasons presented by Barnes (which I'll not repeat here), I believe Paul had reference to this (or some other) journey from which Timothy would soon return. Either way, however…

Paul's main point is clear: his plans were to visit these Hebrew brethren as soon as he and Timothy met up once again.

VERSE 24:

Greet all those who rule over you and all the saints. Those from Italy greet you.
The term for "greet" (like the Hawaiian word "Aloha") could be used to say (in our American verna-cular) "Hello" when meeting, or "Good-bye" when parting; it meant, "I hope you’re doing well," or "I hope you do or fare-well."
Unless someone is trying to prove that Paul wasn’t in Italy (Rome) when he wrote Hebrews, this sentence would be taken in its usual manner: i.e. he was writing from Italy, and those from Italy wished their Hebrew brethren well. See, some hold that Paul merely had some Italian brethren with him when he wrote this letter. So…
Perhaps in order to alleviate a problem some have with the word "from," some versions read, "Those of Italy greet you." In addition…

The same Greek wording in found in Acts 17:13: in that case, Paul referred to "those from Thes-salonica" while they were still in Thessalonica. This means that, just as in our language today, the word "from" in such a case can refer to people who are in the place that they are from. Besides…
Usually when Paul meant to refer to those who were with him in his travels (as opposed to those he was working with in a given location), he would say something like, "All who are with me greet you" (Titus 3:15, Php. 4:21, & Gal. 1:2).

VERSE 25:

Grace be with you all. Amen.
The term for "grace" here is the Greek term from which we get our word "charity," having reference to favor that one party bestows on another.

In the original it actually reads, "the grace," indicating grace from someone in particular, that some-one, of course, being God; Paul was therefore sharing another prayer of sorts: his prayer to God that He would show favor to Paul's Hebrew, Christian brethren who were under much pressure.

This word is a transliteration and means "certain" or "true" (cf. every time Jesus said "truly"); it con-firms something said. So by using this word here, Paul (and anyone who uses it and knew what it means) was signifying his sincerity in what he desired of God. Incidentally…

This was Paul's way of signing off; this was Paul's signature, so to speak: Rom. 16:20, 1 Cor. 16:23, 2 Cor. 13:14, Gal. 6:18, Eph. 6:24, Php. 4:23, Col. 4:18, 1 The. 4:28, 2 The. 3:18, 1 Tim. 6:20,
2 Tim. 4:22, Phi. 25, & especially Titus 3:15. With so many evidences of Paul's authorship, it's amazing that anyone would doubt that he wrote it! So…

Let’s summarize this great book:
Hebrews was written by the apostle Paul to Jews who had become Christians. Because they had ac-cepted Jesus as the Christ (the One most Jews rejected as the prophesied Messiah), they were be-ing fiercely persecuted in order to cause them to renounce Jesus and Christianity and return to Moses and Judaism. So in order to motivate them to remain steadfast in their profession of Jesus as the Christ, Paul demonstrated that Jesus was indeed the prophesied Messiah and that He and His way were therefore much superior to Moses!

Paul’s motivations included 7 warnings: 


1. against neglect (2:1-4), 


2. against unbelief (3:7-9), 


3. against carelessness (4:1-13), 


4. against immaturity (5:11—6:20), 


5. against willful sin (10:26-31), 


6. against desertion (12:14-17), and… 


7. against rejection (12:18-29). But… 
His motivations also included 7 blessings in connection with the very-soon-to-come (mello), pro-mised kingdom age: the blessing…



1. of salvation (1:14), 


2. of reigning (2:5), 


3. of more power to convert (6:5), 


4. of good things (9:11 & 10:1), 


5. of less persecution (10:27), 


6. of fulfilled promises (10:36-37), and… 


7. of a spiritual and eternal city (13:14)! So…  
Of all the first century Christians who needed to pray the MATTHEW 6:9-13 prayer, these brethren needed to pray it: FATHER … YOUR KINGDOM COME. YOUR WILL BE DONE ON EARTH AS IT IS IN HEAVEN … FOR YOURS IS THE KINGDOM AND THE POWER AND THE GLORY FOREVER. AMEN. 
 [Tony E. Denton, 2/07.]
