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The most ancient of these Fathers is Clemens of Alexandria, of

whom Eusebius relates (vi. 14), that in his Hypotyposes he has un-

dertaken i-ntreTfiTjfievag dcrjyrjaet^ (investigations) respecting all the

books of the Holy Scripture, and in regard to the Epistle to the

Hebrews has come to the conclusion : IlavXov fiev elvai, yeypdcpdai 6s

'E(3patOLg 'EISpaiKTrj (pojv^, AovKav Se (piXoTifiag avrriv iJ.e6epi.ir]v£vaavTa

eKdovvai rotg "EXXtjolv odev rbv avrbv ;^pa3ra evptOKsadai Kara ttjv

kpurjveLav TavTrjg re rijg ImaroXrjg Kol rcov TTpdx£0)v. That Paid was

its author, and that it was written to the Hehreios in the Hebrew

language, hut that Lulie carefully translated itfor circulation among

the Greeks ; whence the resemblance in style between this and the

Acts. But the last words of this citation show clearly enough how
Clement arrived at this view. It is not a tradition which he follows,

but a scientific conjecture which he raises. The dissimilarity in

style between this epistle and the epistles of Paul, and its similar-

ity to the writings of Luke, struck him (justly) ; he perceived that

the epistle cannot have come from Paul in this form ; but as the

general tradition of the East (as we shall see in the following chap-

ter) named Paul as the author, Clement was led to ask : May not

the epistle in its present form in reality, perhaps, have proceeded

from another—from Luke ? Wherefore not, he thought ; how very

possible it is that Paul wrote* to those Aramaic speaking Jewish

Christians in their own language, and that a disciple of Paul (for

example Luke himself, whose style so much resembles that of the

Epistle to the Hebrews) afterwards worked out the epistle for a

wider circle of readers.—But that Clement here in reality gives only

a subjective conjecture, and not an ecclesiastical tradition, appears

most clearly from this, that his disciple Origen departs from the

supposition of an originally Aramaic writing, although he retains the

substance of Clement's view. He, too, notices (in Euseb. vi. 25)

the difference in style between the Epistle to the Hebrews and the

Pauline epistles ; he, too, does not venture to carry back that epis-

tle in its present form directly to Paul ; but he can explain this

phenomenon by a simpler (and indeed a far more probable) conjec-

ture, namely, by the supposition that Paul did not verbally dictate

this epistle, but only delivered in free oral discourse the thoughts

and the development of the thoughts, the composition and elabora-

tion of which he left over to one of his disciples (jd fiev voripara rov

dnooToXov torlv ij 6e (ppdoig kol. i] ovvOeaig dTTOfj,VT]iiovsvGavT6g rivog rd

drrooToXtKa naX (hanepel oxoXcoypacprjaavrog rd elprjixsva vtto rov 6i6ao-

KdXov.) Origen would certainly not have fallen upon this method

of solving the question, if there had been in existence a tradition in

any degree to be depended on in favour of an originally Aramaic

* 'EPpaiiif/ (puvTJ denotes here of course not the ancient Hebrew, which, i:

intelligible only to the learned Jews, but the Aramaic. Comp. Acts xxii. 2,
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writing ; for then he would not have at all needed this new conjec-

ture. That he thought it necessary to modify the opinion of Cle-

ment can be explained only on the ground that this was only an

opinion, only a subjective supposition. We certainly meet this suj)-

positiou also in later Church Fathers. Eusebius himself also re-

peats it (iii. 38) ; he speaks, however, so entirely in the same way as

Clement—in like manner adducing the internal grounds which are

in its favour—that it is a])iiarent he is there only stating the con-

jectures of others. ('E[3paiOtg yap did rfjg narpiov yXb)~Ti]q t'yypc0wf

(l)fH?.T]K6Tog rov HavXoVj ol fxtv lov evayyeXioTTjv AovKav , ol dk tov

Kh]HEvra—Clement of Rome

—

tpurjvevoai Xiyovoi tijv ypa^v o koI

fiaXXov elr} dv dXrjdeg t(o tov onoiov rTj^ (ppdoeuig x^P'^'^'^W^ ''"'F
~^ ~^'^

KXrjiJ,evTog imaToXijv Koi tijv npbg 'E(3patovg d-noocji^eiv k, t. a.) That
this conjecture was one which he had adopted from others and not

the one which was familiar to Eusebius, Bleek has already justly

inferred from the fact that Eusebius elsewhere speaks as if the Greek

Epistle to the Hebrews comes from Paul. (In his Comm. on Psalm

ii, 7 he says that Paul, in the Epistle to the Hebrews, has made
use of the LXX., with which as a voiionaO/jc he was well acquainted).

Jerome, too, (Script. Eccl. 5) says : scripserat Paulus, ut He-

braeus Hebraeis, Hebraice, ut ea quae eloquenter scripta fuerant in

Hebraeo, eloquentius verterentur in Graecum ; but Jerome also

adds : et banc causam esse, quod a ceteris Pauli epistolis discrepare

videatur. (Later, also, we meet the same view in CEcumeuius, Tiie-

ophylact, and Johannes Damascenus). But it is alv.-ays evidently

the old conjecture of Clement which in every case recommended

itself on the simjjle ground, that every one noticed the dissimi-

larity in style between the Epistle to the Hebrews and the Pauline

epistles.

The Church Fathers inform us respecting another book of the

New Testament that it was written originally in Aramaic, namely,

the Gospel of Matthew. But we must beware of placing these two

accounts parallel with each other. In the case of Matthew the tra-

dition respecting its Aramaic origin begins with the Presbyter John

(comp. my Kritik der evang. Geschichte p. 7G7, seq.), and continues

through the whole series of the Church Fathers without being en-

cumbered by the faintest trace of an oi)posite tradition ; nay, it is

confirnu'd by the abundant traces of the existence of a " Gospel to

the HebrewH" distinct from the Greek one of Matthew, which was

still used without hesitation in the first centuries even by the Cath-

olic Church, and only gradually came to be the sole possession of the

Nazarites and Ebiunites, and in their hands was greatly vitiated
;

finally, even the Greek Gospel of Matthew bears, throughout, an

Aramaic colouring, and has quite the nature of a rejjroduction of

an Aramaic original (although not of a verbal translation). Thus,
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for example, it has only one 'paranomasia (Matt. vi. 16), and this,

too, of such a kind as that it may have arisen unconsciously (comp.

my Kritik der evang. Geschichte p. 764-766).

It is altogether different with the Epistle to the Hebrews. The
scanty series of notices respecting its Aramaic original begins, as we
have seen, very late, and begins with an evident conjecture^ which was
afterwards readily adopted by others on internal grounds. There is

nowhere the faintest trace of an Aramaic original of the Epistle to

the Hebrews, and our Greek Epistle to the Hebrews is, in fine, so

original throughout, so evidently thought in Greeh, both in form and
import, that the supposition of its having arisen from an Aramaic
original becomes at once an impossibility.

To begin with what is most external, we would refer to the mul-

titude of Greek paranomasias and plays upon ivords, of which only

some (for example vnord^ai and dvvnoTaicTov, ii, 8 j dnd-iop, dixijrojp,

vii. 3 ; iyyi^o[iev, eyyvog, vii. 19 and 22 ; napai-ieveiv^ ntveiv, vii. 23,

24 ; i]y7]odnevog, i^yidodr], x. 29, etc.) could have arisen unconsciously

in the hands of a translator, while the most are certainly intended

(for example -noXvuepCig kol Tro/ivTpoTTog, i. 1 ; tfj.aOev dcp' (l)v t-rradev, v.

8 ; KaXov T£ Kal KaKOv, V. 14 ', (3pd)naoi Koi nunaot, ix. 10 ; doparov,

6pu)v, xi. 27
;
^ivovaav, iitXXovoav, xiii. 14, etc.). All that can be

directly inferred, indeed, from this mass of paranomasias is, that our

epistle cannot be the literal translation of an Aramaic original ; that

it may have been a free reproduction of such an original is not

thereby set aside.

This reproduction, however, must have been executed in so free

a manner that, in the form and structure of the periods, as well as

in the transference of the ideas, the writer has not bound himself

down to the original ; for the construction of the periods is so gen-

uinely Greek, so rich, so elaborate, the language is so select and ex-

presses modifications of ideas so delicate (for example fxerpionadeXv,

evneploraTog, nLGdarrodoata, etc.), that there are no Aramaic ideas and
words whatever to which these Greek ones would correspond. The
writer must, therefore, have entirely recast his original—and that

not merely as regards the form, but also the matter. All the ar-

gumentations are so subtly, so closely knit and interwoven with the

grammatical form of the subtly constructed period, that if this

form was not possible in the Aramaic original, then must also the

entire development of the thought have been different. Compare
for example Heb., chap. i. 1-3

; chap. ii. 2-4 and 9, 10, and 14, 15
;

chap. iii. 1, 2, seq. ; chap. iv. 9 and 6, 7 ; chap. v. 7-10 ; chap. vii.

5-12, and seq. Let any one only try to render back these passages

into the poor Aramaic language, and he will be convinced that

more than the half of the sentiments, but chiefly and entirely their

delicate connexion, would be lost.

Vol. VI.—38
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To this is to he added, finally, the use which is made of the

IiXX. We have seen in the particular passages that the argumenta-

tions based on Old Testament citations are suhstantiaUy correct, and

really Ibundod on the sense which those citations have in the ori

ginal. But we have in like manner seen, that those argumenta-

tions, in respect of form, correspond to the words and expressions

used in tlie LXX, even in those instances in which the Septuagint,

although rightly rendering the sentiment as a whole, yet docs not

correspond to the most direct grammatical sense of the Hebrew

original. Thus, for exam2)le in chap. vii. 8, the argumentaticjn is

based on the word vnoTdoaeiv, wdiich does not occur at all in the

Hebrew original of the psalm. In like manner chap. iv. 5, seq.
;

chap. X. 5-7, etc. These argumentations also the writer must have

entirely recast.

In short, the entire Epistle to the Hebrews is in form and

matter thought out in Greek. Granted that it really had an Ara-

maic writing for its basis, our Greek Epistle to the Hebrews would

still not be a reproduction of this original writing, but an entirely

neiu and original composition, to which the Aramaic writing bore

the relation of a mere preparatory work, and we should not be at

liberty to say :
" The Epistle to the Hebrews was originally written

in Aramaic," but more correctly would have to say :
" The writer

of the Epistle to the Hebrews made use of another treatise of sim-

ilar import, which happened to be written in Aramaic, as a pre-

paratory work." But herewith the wl\ole conjecture vanishes. For

there are no positive grounds for this conjecture, and, thus modi-

fied, it would not even serve the end which it was intended to

serve by Clement of Alexandria. If Paul had intended to deliver

in writing to the author of the Ejnstle to the Uehreivs a scheme of

contents for the epistle which was to be written, in order that this

author might carry it out, he would at least not have written this

scheme in the Aramaic language. If, however, Paul or any one

else had written and sent an Aramaic epistle to the Jewish Chris-

tians in Jerusalem, and some other (Luke or any one else) had set

himself to translate it into Greek for the more general use of all

Christians, he would, have really translated it, and not have made

Bometlung quite diflferent out of it.

The conjecture of Clement, therefore, is mere conjecture, and in-

deed it is not evenfitted to explain the coincidence of the un-rauliuo

style and the oriental tradition of the Pauliue authorship. In no

danger of being misled by this conjecture, we can now ])ass to the

inquiry respecting the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews.
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CHAPTEE FOUETH.

THE WRITER. a) EXTERNAL TESTIMONIES.

On directing our view, first of all, to the external testimonies

respecting the Epistle to the Hebrews, we encounter the striking

phenomenon, that the entire Eastern Church decidedly and from

the very first holds the epistle to he Pauline, while the Western

either makes no use of it until the time of the Arian controversy,

or, if it uses it, does not reckon it among the Pauline epistles, or,

finally, declares it to be decidedly un-Pauline. The Eastern Church

had no other opinion than that Paul ivas the author of the Epistle to

the Hehreivs. As the first witness Clemens Eomanus (a.d. 96) is

wont to be adduced, who has certainly a greater number of allu-

sions to the Epistle to the Hebrews than to any other epistle of the

New Testament. (In the 36th chapter of his Epistle to the Cor-

inthians he gives pretty large and literal extracts from Heb. i. 4,

seq. ; more than once he repeats the words Heb. iii. 2, etc., etc.

See the passages in Kirchhofer's " Quellensammlung zur Geschichte

der neutestamentlichen Kanons," p. 233-238). But nowhere does

Clement name the Epistle to the Hebrews, nowhere does he name
Paul as its author. Now, as there is no necessity for supposing

that his partiality for this epistle was occasioned by his partiality

for the person of its author, seeing that the contents of the epistle

might quite as well account for this partiality—further, as the per-

son of the author might have been especially dear to Clement even

although he had not been Paul himself, but one of those fellow-

lahourers mentioned in Phil. iv. 3, it follows that no certain con-

clusion can be drawn from Clement's partiality for the Epistle to

the Hebrews, that he recognized this epistle as Pauline. Still less,

indeed, can any inference be drawn against its having been written

by Paul from the fact that Clement does not name the title and

author. For, in his allusions to the Epistle of the Thessalonians

(Clem. 1 Cor. xxxviii.), Galatians (1 Cor. xlix.), Eomans (chap,

xxxiii.—XXXV.—xxxviii.—xlvi.), Colossians (chap, xxi.), Ephesians

(chap, xlvi.), Timothy (chap, xxix.), etc., he also names not the

title and author ; only (in chap, xlvii.) when he cites the first of

Paul's epistles to the Corinthians does he remind the Corinthians

—having special occasion to do so—of that which Paul had already

written to them.

The series of properly Oriental witnesses for the Pauline author-

ship of the Epistle to the Hebrews begins with Pantaenus. Clement

of Alexandria appeals to him, the fiandpiog npeaftvrepog, for the in-

formation that Paul had put no inscription to the Epistle to the
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Hebrews, because he did not wish to urge his apostolic authority on

the Je^\'ish Christians. {"iWrj dt d)^ 6 ^laKapiog tAr}'e -npeafSuTepo^^

enei, 6 Kvpiog aTToaroXog cjv rov navTOKparopog, dTteardXi] rrpbg 'E/3pa/ovc,

did nerpioTTjTa 6 UavXog, u)g dv elg Ta tOvi) d-neaTaXp-tvoq, ovk iyypdcpet

kavTov 'EiSpaicjv dnoaToXoVj did re ttjv -rrpbg rbv Kvpiov rififjv, did re rov

ix TTEpiovaiaq Koi rolg 'Ef3paioig imariXXeiv Idvdv KTJpvKa ovra Kai diroa-

ToAov.) In like manner Dionjsius of Alexandria (in Euseb. vi. 41

:

'E^sKAivov 6e Koi v7Tavex(^povv oi ddeXcpol Kalryv dprray^v tcjv

vTTapxovTUv, 6fioio}g tKeivoig olg koi HavXog tfiaprvpTjoe, ^erd

Xapdgnpoaede^avro, comp. Heb. x. 34). In like manner, Alex-

ander of Alexandria (in Socr. i. 3, Theodoret. h. e. i. 4), Metho-

dius of Lycia (a.d. 290) conviv. decern virginum, oratio 10, pag. 96

and 116, cites the passages Ileb. x. 1 and xii. 1 with the words Kara tov

drroa-oXov and Kara tov diSdoKaXov IlavXov. A Synod held in Antioch

about the year 2G4 against Paul of Samosata, cites in its Synodal

writing (in Mansi coll. cone. torn, i., pag. 1036) the passage Ileb. xi.

26 as the words of Paul. That Clement of Alexandria held Paul to

be at least the original antJior of the Epistle to the Hebrews, nay,

that it was just the tradition respecting the Pauline authorship that

induced him to devise that conjecture about an originally Aramaic

writing in order to explain the difference in style, we have seen

from the j)assage already adduced (in Euseb. vi. 14) in which, in-

deed, he appeals also to Pantaeuus in support of its having been

written by Paul. In another passage also (Strom, vi. p. 645), he

cites the Epistle to the Hebrews as Pauline ('Errei koi UavXog h ralg

imaToXaig ov cpiXoaocpiav diafidXAojv (paiverai. ^H ndXiv, <pT]al^

Xpdav K%£Te TOV diddoKeiv ifidg, Tiva Td OTOixeia, etc. Heb. v. 12

—

cjoavTug Kol rolg i^ 'EAAr/vwv tniOTp^cpovai KoXoaoaevar /SAt'Trere, etc.

—

Col. iv. 8.)—Origen likewise cites the epistle as Pauline (comm. in

Joh. opp, iv. p. 60 : koI iv t^ Trphq 'Ei3paiovg 6 avTog IlavXoq (p7}aiv—
then follows Heb. i. 1, 2 ;—in like manner in his comm. in op, ad

Roman, opp. iv. p. 579 and 659). Origen too was driven only by

this general tradition of the Pauline authorshif) to tliat conjecture

whicli has been formerly mentioned, and wliich (in Euseb. vi. 25)

he expresses in the following words : 'O x^pc-x^'hp 'f/C XK^e(i)g TTjg rrpbg

'V.f3palov(; iTTiyeypajtpevrjg i-taToXTj^ ovk t^ei Tb Iv Aoyo) IdnoTiKbv tov

dTTooToXov, bjioXoyTiaavTog avTov 16iu)T7]v elvai roj A6)'(iJ, TOVTtOTi ry

(ppdaer dXXd ioTiv ij iTTiOToXfj ovvOioti tt/^ At'fecjf kXXi]viK(j)Ttpa, tto^ 6

kmoTdfitvog KpivEiv <j)pdaeAi)v Siacpopdg bp.oXoyT]aai dv. lldXiv 6t av, oti

TO, voTipaTa Tjjc iniOToXi'ig Oavfidoid tOTt, koL ov devTepa tCjv d-roOToXiKibv

biioXoyovjiivutv ypa}ijidTU)v, koX tovto dv avfi^/jaai elvai dXrjOtg -rrdg 6

Trpoaex<^v T^q dvayvwaei Ty aTToaToXiK'y.—'Eya» r5t d7TO(poiv6fievog t-oifi''

dv, oTi Ta ptv voi'ijiaTa tov drrooToXov ioTlv, ij 6t (f)pdatg Kol i] ovvOeoig

dTTOfiVTjiwvevaavTog Tivog tu dnooToXiKa, Kal ojarrspd oxoXioypacp/jOavTog

Ta elp7]piva vnb tov didaoKuXov. Ei Tig ovv iKKXtjaia t;^et TavTi]V ttjv

iTtiOToXi'jv <l)g IlavXov, avTTj evdoKifieiTU) Kal IttI tovt(i}' ov yap elKi} ol
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dpxatoi dvSpeg d)g UavXov avrrjv napaded^Kaai. All the following

Greek Church Fathers name the epistle as Paul's : Eusehius places

it in his canon among the Pauline epistles (Euseb. iii. 25, see far-

ther on this below), in hke manner Antonius, Athanasius, Didy-
mus, Theophilus of Alexandria, the two Gregories, Basil, EpipJa-

anius, James of Nisibis (in Galland. bibl. patr. tom. 5. p. 16 and

53), Ephraim of Syria, the two Cyrils, Chrysostom, etc.

Nevertheless, some have ventured to call in question the an-
tiquity and unanimity of this oriental tradition. Bleek (i. p. 108)
thinks that by the dpxaXoi dvSpeg to whom Origen refers might also

be meant merely Pantaenus and Clement of Alexandria ; not only,

however, is it improbable that Origen should have designated these

his immediate predecessors and teachers by so vague an expression,

but the usus linguae is directly against this. (For example, Euse-

bius ii. 1, where he narrates the death of the Apostles, says : Koi

ravra [lev (hg t|' apxatoiv laroptag elpijadoj ; in iii. 24, he says, the

Gospel of John has had the fourth place assigned to it rightly by the

apxaloc.) Chiefly, however, is the context conclusive against that

interpretation. For Clement of Alexandria had 7iot unconditionally

held that Paul was the immediate author of the Epistle to the He-
brews ; how then can this Clement be brought forward among those

to whom those churches might appeal which held the epistle to be

directly Pauline ? The sense of the passage is plainly this : The
Alexandrians cannot, indeed, believe that this epistle, with this style,

was thus composed by Paul himself; but whosoever will yet hold Paul

to be the immediate and proper author (therefore in opposition to

Clement !) we can do nothing against him, since even the ancients

have handed down the epistle to us as one of Paul's."

And, accordingly, a second objection also is herewith refuted

(Bleek p. 107). In the words a rtg ovv iKK/irjaia tx^i TavTTjv rrjv

i-ntoToXriv o)g UavXov there evidently lies the presupposition, that

only a few churcJies at that time held the Epistle to the Hebrews

to be a work of Paul. But the question treated of in the context

of this passage is not at all whether the epistle was written by

Paul or came into existence without Paul having any thing to do

with it. That the ancient tradition imputed it to Paul was a set-

tled point, and only the certainty of this tradition could induce

Clement and Origen to form those two conjectures, by which the

un- Pauline style at variance loith the tradition might be explained.*

—The question with Origen is rather, whether the epistle, precisely

as we have it in Greek, can have come directly from Paul. The old

* How altogether untenable is the opinion of Bertholdt (Einleit. iv. 2914, seq.), that

the Alexandrines—those who observed and always so strongly urged the un-Pauline

character of the style—were the first who raised the conjecture of a Pauline authorship

and that "on exegetical grounds."
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tradition called it Pauline ; the un-Pauline style had, however,

justly struck the Alexandrians ; it had become the settled opinion

among them that the epistle in its present form could not he directly

from Paul ; either it is a translation of an Aramaic original (as

Clement wrongly supposed), or, according to the preferable conjec-

ture of Origen, Paul did not dictate the words of it but gave only

the vo/juara for it. These views, under the influence of the catechist

school in Alexandria and the neighbourhood, may have been gener-

ally spread ; hence Origen carclessl}- mentions them ; but then it

may have struck him that this hypothesis might give offence, that

there might possibly be churches which would zealously maintain

the immediately Pauline origin ; against these, he says, we can not

take any steps as the ancient tradition names the epistle simply as

one of Paul's. That the words liolds it as Paul's according to the

context, form the antithesis, only to the view of Origen, and not to

an opinion according to which the authorship of Paul would be ab-

solutely denied, is indeed clear as the sun.

Origen, certainly, also presupposes an absolute denial of the

Pauline authorship as possible, but only as 2:>ossible, when (in Matth..

xxiii. 26) he says : Sed po7ie, aliquem abdicare epistolam ad He-
braeos, quasi non Pauli . . . sed quid faciat in serraones Stei)hani,

etc. ? The learned Father may have heard something of the West-
ern views concerning the epistle to the Hebrews ; at all events, he

would not have spoken thus {jponc, aliquem) if (as Bleek will have

it) there had been around him entire churches and countries which

held the Epistle to the Hebrews to be un-Pauline ! He there also,

as well as in ad Afric. chap, ix., distinctly takes it for granted that

some might feel themselves compelled to doubt the authority of the

Epistle to the Hebrews on internal grounds, namely, on account of

the passage Heb. xi. 37 (where prophets are spoken of who were

saicn asunder, while no such case is recorded in the canonical books

of the Old Testament).

Again, reference has been made to the fact that Eusebius reck-

ons the Epistle to the Hebrews among the antilegomena, inasmuch

as he relates of Clement of Alexandria that in his Strom, he made
use of proofs also d-nh -Cjv dvriXe^'o\iivi,)v ypa(j)voi', namely, from the

Wisdom of Solomon, Sirach, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and the

epistle of Clemens Rom., Barnabas and Judas. But that the Epistle

to the Hebrews is here reckoned among the antilegomcna is very

simply explained from this, that Eusebius himself (vi. 25) knew and
mentions that some held Luke, others Clement of Rome, to 1)C the

proper and immediate author of it, and that (Euseb. iii. 3; vi. 20) the

whole western church entirely denied it to be Paul's. In this sense

he might call it an dvri}.r)r>}i^vov. But how firmly settled that tra-

dition of the Pauline authorship in general was in the east is evi-
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dent from this, that Eusebius in his principal 'passage on the Canon

(iii. 25) does not adduce the Epistle to the Hebrews among the an-

tilegomena, and was therefore conscious of having akeady included

it among the ''ettiotoXoI^ liavXov -" accordingly, the same Eusebius

cites it as Pauline in not less than twenty-seven passages. (Comp.

Bleek, p . 149, 150, Anm. 173).

Finally, the learned and extensively read Jerome, who made use

of the library of C^esarea, and therewith of the entire Christian lit-

erature of the first centuries, says, that the Epistle to the Hebrews

was ascribed to the Apostle Paul non solum ah ccclesiis orientis, sed

ah omnih^is retro ecclesiasticis graeci sermonis scripttorihus (ep, ad.

Dard. p. 608).

Thus, then, the thesis is fully confirmed

—

that the primitive and
general tradition of the East is infavour of the Pauline authorship.

It is also confirmed by the remarkable circamstance, that the Epistle

to the Hebrews, as is still evident from the numbering of the Keph-

alia in the cod. B, originally stood between the Epistle to the Gala-

tians and that to the Ephesians, and was not till a later period in

the fourth century placed after the Epistle to the Thessalonians (as

in cod. A and C), and still later, after the Pastoral Epistles.

It was altogether different in the West. That Bishop of Lyons,

Irenaeus, who was among the first to follow the practice of citing

the New Testament writings by their titles and authors, has, as is

commonly supposed, not at all cited the Epistle to the Hebrews, at

least not by its title and author ; nay, there is a notice, certainly a

very late one, to the effect that Irenaeus held the Epistle to the

Hebrews to be un-Pauline. Meanwhile these points would need a

special examination. Only the second, viz., that Irenaeus never

names the Apostle Paul as the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews,

is beyond all question true. There are serious doubts, on the other

hand, against the first, that Irenaeus was not at at all acquainted

with the epistle, and did not make use of it. Eusebius (v. 26) no-

tices a writing (now lost) of that Church Father with the express

remark, that in it Irenaeus " mentions also the Epistle to the He-

brews." 'AAAa ydp Trpof Tolg drrododeXaiv lEllp7]vaLov ouyypdfifiaac kol

Tolg imoroXalg (psperai kol fiifiXcov tl diaXe^ecov 6ta(})6po)v, tv (L rrjg

TTpbg 'EjSpaiovg eniOToXijg Koi rijg X£yojj,evT]g aocpiag I^oAOficJVTog fivrniovevei,

pijrd Ttva tf avTGJv 7tapa6Ep.evog. These words may have a twofold

sense. Either the apj)Osition Txa^aO^nevog serves to state more pre-

cisely hoiv and in howfar he mentions the Epistle to the Hebrews

(" he mentions it by adducing passages from it")—and then Ire-

naeus may not, perhaps, have so much as named the title " kmaroXri

Txpog 'EPpaiovg, but only have cited particular passages of the epistle

—or TTapadifiEvog serves to specify the occasion on which he has really

" mentioned" the Epistle to the Hebrews, as such, i. e., has named
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it (" he mentions it on the occasions on which he adduces passages

from it")—and in this case Irenaeus must in these citations have

actually called the epistle by its name " Epistle to the Hebrews."

In favour of the latter interpretation is the circumstance that a mere

making us" of prjrd from the Epistle to the Hebrews, irithoxt naming

this epistle, occurs also in the writing adv. haer., and could not be

adduced as an exclusive peculiarity of the writing " SiaXE^ei^ ;"

meanwhile, those mere allusions are so few in number, and, besides,

so doubtful, that they may easily have escaped the notice of Euse-

bius. However this may be, little, on the whole, depends on which

of those two interpretations is held to be the correct one. Accord-

ing to each of the tioo Irenaeus at least knew the Epistle to the U'bnws

;

but from neither can it be inferred that he must have held it to be

Pauline. That he knew the epistle, is certainly confirmed in some
measure by those allusions in the writing adv. haereses. True, in-

deed, when he describes God as faciens omnia, et visibilia et invisi-

bilia et sensibilia et insensata, et coelestia et terrena,^yer verlum vir-

iutis suae, there might be in this latter designation (certainly a very

unusual one) an accidental coincidence with the pyiia tt/^ dwdneag

avToVj Heb. i. 3. As little can it be with any certainty inferred from

the words : onov ye 'Evw;^; evoQea-ijaag T<p 6eu) h> oionari nerf-tOr], tjjv

jinddeaiv tujv 6iKaiu)v irpoiirjvvoyv (v. 5, 1) that the Bishop of Lyons

was acquainted with Heb. xi. 5, as these words might quite as well

be explained from our acquaintance with Gen. v. 24 (LXX). On
the other hand, in a third passage (iv. 11, 4): Quae (munditiae ex-

teriores) in fguramfuturorum traditae erant, velut timhrae cvjnsdam

descriptionem faciente lege, atque delineante de temporalibus aeterna,

terrenis coelestia, it would be difficult not to see a recollection of pas-

sages in the Epistle to the Hebrews (x. 1 ; oKidv ydp ^\;wv 6 vofio^

Tcjv fieXXovTijiv dyaOoJv
; comp. viii. 5, OKia rwv tTxovpaviuiv ; ix. 23,

rd vnoSeiyfiara roiv Iv rdlg ovpavoTg).

The supposition that the Epistle to the Hebrews was entirely

unknown to Irenaeus is therefore quite untenable. On the other

hand, theix is not the slightest trace of his having ever declared it to

be Fdulinc. On the contrary', it is thought that there is a trace of

his having held it to be un-Fanline. Stephanus Gobarus (living in

the si.xth century) records (in Plintii bihl. cod. 232, ed. Bekk. p. 201)

that Ircna(Mis and Hipj)olytus held the Ej)istlc to the Hebnnvs to be

un-Paulinc. Ilijtpolytus has manifestly (Phot. cod. 121) denied the

Pauline origin of the Epistle; but whether this saying of Stephanus

in reference also to Irenaeus is founded on definite positive state-

ments, may be very much doubted. For had such statements been

to be found in the writings of Irenaeus, then Euscbins would assur-

edly have adduced the substance of these statements, in the passage

(v, 8.) in which he brings together all that Irenaeus had exDressed
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respecting the biblical books. It is therefore far more probable that

Stephanus presumed, from the rare and scanty use which Irenaeus

makes of the Epistle to the Hebrews, from his silence respecting

the author, and, finally, from the view entertained by his disciple

Hippolytus, that his teacher also, Irenaeus, must have held the

Epistle to the Hebrews to be un-Pauline. Was this conjecture right?

I believe we shall have to decide this question by a docta igno-

rantia. It is certainly not impossible that Irenaeus held our epistle

to be un-Pauline; but it is quite as possible that he had brought

with him from Asia Minor to Lyons the tradition respecting the

Pauline origin, hut that he loas unwilling to urge this on the Western

Church. He may, therefore, have cautiously avoided citing the

Epistle to the Hebrews as Pauline in contradiction t . Jie universal

opinion and tradition of the West; for an ecclesiastical tradition so

general demanded respect and forbearance, according to Irenaeus'

own principles (comp. his second fragment on the Passover contro-

versy in Eusebius, v. 24). As he was, nevertheless, unwilling to

deny the tradition which he had brought with him from Asia Minor,

he therefore in general avoided making any particularly frequent use

of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and he might do so all the more
easily as the point of this Epistle was directed against Judaism,

whereas the point of his own polemics was directed against Gnosti-

cism, so that the Epistle to the Hebrews was in reality for him not

so indispensable.

But that in the West this Epistle, at the time when tradition,

even that respecting the canon {i. e. respecting the books to be read

in the churches), was fixed, i. e. shortly after 100, was as yet by no

means generally known and spread, is apparent from numerous facts.

In the Novatian controversy (from 251 onwards) Novatian could

have found in the whole of the New Testament no more convenient

proof of his principle, that Christians who in persecution had denied

the faith ought not again to be received into the fellowship of the

Church, than the passage Heb. vi. 4, seq. As Novatian, notwith-

standing, makes no use of this passage in his writings (see these in

Galland. bibl. patr. iii. 287, seq.), he must, therefore, either have

not at all known the Epistle to the Hebrews or have held it to be

no authority. Victorinus (a.d. 303), the Muratorian Canon, and
the presbyter Gajus (about 190), count only 13 Pauline epistles.

(On Gajus comp. Euseb. 6, 20, seq.) Cyprian says in two passages

(adv. Jud, i. 20 and exhort, mart. 11) that Paul wrote to seven

churches; besides Eome, Corinth, Ephesus, Colosse, Philippi, Thes-

salonica, and Galatia, there remains here no place for the ^'Hebrews."

And no weight is to be given to the consideration, that Cyprian may
not have counted the Epistle to the Hebrews because its readers (as

we saw) formed no church; he reckons the province of Galatia as a



602 APPENDIX.

church! Tertullian, in a passage (de pudic. 20) where everything

depended on his being able to confirm the authority of the Epistle

to the Hobrews, with great decision and candour names Barnabas

as its author. From the second to *hefourth century, then, in Italy

as in Africa, the Epistle to the Hehreivs ivas held to be un-Pauline.

As yet at the time of Eusebius, at least in Rome, the doubts as to

the Pauline authorship had not entirely disappeared, as Eusebius

(iii. 3) records {"Otl ye firjv riveg yOerj'jKaoi rrjv rrpbg 'Ejipaiovg, rrpbg ~j]g

'Po)naio)i' tKKXr]aiaq u)q /u?) IlavXov ovaav avryv dvrt/JyeaOai (pi'jaavreg, oh

dUaiov dyvoelv. Comp. Euseb. vi. 20: tnet Koi elg devpo rrapa

'PoofxaMV Tiolv ov voiii^erai rov d-noaroXov elvai). For, of earlier

opponents of the Pauline origin of the Epistle {rjOer/jKaat) he says,

that they had appealed to "the Roman Church;" of his own time

he says, that some in Rome held the Epistle to be un-Pauline.

First in the time of the Arian controversy, then, there took

place a revolution of opinion on this question in the West, and a

complete victory over the Western tradition by the Eastern brought

about, doubtless, through the influence of the oriental Xicenes, who

now indeed found their most faithful allies and fellow-sufferers in

the Western Church, and came into the most active contact with it.

Hilary of Poictiers (a.d. 368), Lucifer of Cagliari, Ambrose (398),

Philastrius, Gaudentius, Jerome, etc., consider the Epistle to the

Hebrews as a w^ork of the Apostle Paul.

Now, just as the attempt has been made to overthrow the fact

that the primitive tradition of the East declared the Epistle to be

Pauline, so, on the other hand, it has also been attempted to do

away with the equally certain fact, that the West in the fourth

century held the Epistle to be un-Pauline. Stuart has conjectured

that the West was originally at one with the East on this question,

and that Marcion, who came to Rome in the time of the i)rosbyter

Gajus, first infected tlie West with his doubts as to the Pauline

authorship—a conjecture which needs no refutation. Tertullian,

the energetic opponent of Marcion, who in his opposition to the

Gnostics, never fails to impute to Marcion as a crime his every doubt

respecting the authenticity of a biblical book, does not in a wugle

syllable cliarge him with holding the Epistle to the Hebrews to be

un-Pauline (adv. Marc, v. 20), and he himself declares the Papistic

to be a work of Baruubasl Assuredly he would not have adojitcd

this from Marcion!—Hug likewise tliinks that the Western Church

originally possessed the Ei)istle to the Hebrews, but when the j\Ion-

tanists appealed to Heb. vi. 4, seq. (Hieron. adv. Jovin. ii. 3), from

opposition to them, it was first ignored (as was done by Irenaeus),

and then declared to be s])uriou8. But Tertullian also, who was

himself a Montanist, or had been, had no other opinion than that

the Epistle proceeded from Barnabas! And how, in general, would
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the whole immense Church of the West have declared an epistle to

be spurious, which according to tradition was apostolical, merely in

order to' be able to get rid of a single argument of a sect! It might,

on the same principle, have declared the entire New Testament to

be spm-ious, on account of the Gnostics and Ebionites!

These two theses then may be considered as thoroughly con-

firmed, that the tradition of the East held the Epistle to he Pauline,

that, on tlie other hand, the West came to hioio it in general at a

later period, and then very decidedly held it to he wi-Pauline. The
question now arises, what critical inferences are to be drawn from

this phenomenon? Not a few draw from it the simple result, that

" the external testimonies contradict each other, and, consequently,

that the internal reasons alone must decide." Such a procedure,

however, deserves to be characterized as hasty and groundless. The
eastern and the western traditions are not two equal, but opposite,

mathematical quantities which cancel each other and reduce each

other to nothing, but they are facts which are to be iveighed, nay

more, which are to be explained.

In weighing the two traditions against each other, that of the

East is the heavier in the scale. First of all, it is reasonable to ex-

pect a surer and more general knowledge concerning the author of

an epistle in the district to which that epistle was written, than in

ihsitfrom which it was written. In Jerusalem, whither the epistle

had been sent, it must have been known and learned who the author

was ; for, although he does not name himself in the inscription, the

bearer of the epistle would certainly not deliver it with the words :

" Here I bring you an epistle out of Italy from somehody;. who that

somebody is however you must not know"—for then had the au-

thority of the epistle been but ill cared for ! but the bearer must,

in all probability, have brought to the teacher of that circle of

readers an additional private writing, and to the circle of readers

themselves have mentioned and certified the name of the author.

From thence, along with the epistle (which soon indeed came to

have a high significance for the whole of oriental Christendom,

being, as it were, a divinely authenticated document for the loosing

of the band between Christianity and Judaism), the knowledge

of its author, too, must have spread—first, and most surely, to

Lesser Asia, Sp'ia, Egypt ! What we learn there respecting the

Epistle to the Hebrews we shaU have to consider as the surest in-

formation.

It was altogether different in Italy, where the author wrote.

True, he writes salutations from the Italian Christians, but this

surely does not necessitate the supposition that he first sent round

everywhere to the Christian churches of Italy, announced his inten-

tion to write to some Jewish Christians in Jerusalem, and obtained
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authority from them to send their salutations. The sahitation,

chap. xiii. 24, is in so vague and general a form as to lead to the

supposition, that the author ventured to wnrite it at his own hand.

Let it be granted, however, that in the author's immediate neigh-

bourhood the notice would be spread that he was writing to Chris-

tians in Jerusalem, this notice would be forgotten in the next

months, years, decades. The Western Church did not happen at

first to see the epistle itself. Very natural ! The epistle, in respect

of its import, had an interest only where there were Jewish Chris-

tians who from piety observed the Levitical law ; such there were

in Palestine, Syria, Alexandria, doubtless also in Lesser Asia. In

Italy the Jewish Christians were small in point of numbers, and

gradually decreasing ; there they were from the commencement

more mixed with Gentile Christians. The Epistle to the Hebrews

came also into the Western Chm-ch, but late and slowly ; it was not,

so to speak, waited for and read with avidity as a practically impor-

tant writing. It came thither slowly, by means of copies. No Paul

had named himself in the inscription ; it was therefore not at all

imagined that the epistle was Pauline. In the beginning of the

second century it was not yet received into the ecclesiastical collec-

tion of books prescribed to be read (the canon) of the Western

Church ; now as from the beginning of the second century, from the

death of the last apostle, the Church clung with tenacity to all old

tradition, the Western Church also made no change in its canon
;

the Epistle to the Hebrews indeed gradually spread, but the old

tradition of the West had not reckoned it among the canonical e^is'

ties; consequently it was allowed to stand outside the canon, and,

least of all, was there any inclination to acknowledge it as Pauline.

Now, that in the fourth century the Western Church followed the

oriental tradition so soon as that Church came into more lively con-

tact with it, can only be explained from the fact, that the Eastern

Church must have had lucijhty positive reasons in support of it. In

general, the Eastern dilfers from the Western tradition as regards

the Epistle to the Hebrews in this, that the former bears a positive,

the latter a negative character. The former starts from the knowl-

edge that the epistle was Pauline, and only afterwards were doubts

awakened (in the Alexandrians) on account of the style, which,

however, could not overthrow that tradition, but only led to attempts

to reconcile them with it. Nor was there any doubt in Alexandria

as to who was the first and proper author, but only as to who was

the translator, or who had elaborated it, whether Clement of Kome
or Luke. It was a settled point, that Paul was the proper author.

The tradition of the Western Church, on the contrary, starts from

an ignorance of the epistle, an ignorance of the author, and we meet

nowhere any positive statement respecting the person of this author,
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with the single exception of that of Tertullian. True, when he

names Barnabas, Tertullian seems to express not a subjective con-

jecture but a tradition; at all events, however, this tradition was

only a local one, and in all probability rested, in its^rst origin, only

on a conjecture. Origen (in Euseb. vii. 25), when he brings together

all the opinions respecting the Epistle to the Hebrews, knoivs noth-

ing of that of Tertullian; Jerome (cat. 5) adduces it as "juxta

TertuUianum," and has therefore regarded it as entirely a subjec-

tive view of this Church Father.

These considerations will suffice to convince us, that the critic

—

let him, if he will, form an oj^inion respecting the author of the

Epistle to the Hebrews only on internal grounds—is, at all events,

not at liberty to set up any hypothesis which leaves it unaccountable,

liow the Eastern Church came to the consciousness of having got

this epistle as one sent hy Paul.

And now if, in the second chapter, it was left an open question

whether the Ej)istle to the Hebrews was written in the year 62 he-

fore—or in the year 64 after the death of Paul, the decision abeady
inclines to i\\Q first of these dates. For, let it also be granted, that

the Eastern Church had actually erred in considering the apostle

Paul as the author, even this en-or would cease to be exphcable, if

the Epistle to the Hebrews absolutely came first into the East after

the death of the apostle. Think only of Heb. xiii. 19.

CHAPTER FIFTH.

CONTINUATION. b) INTERNAL REASONS.

Let us now look at the epistle itself; let us inquire whether it con-

tains any special intimations respecting the person of its author
;

let us consider its doctrinal import, its diction and style, that we
may see whether the epistle can be Pauline.

A) PARTICULAR INTIMATIONS.

Against the possibility of the Pauline authorship of the Epistle

to the Hebrews is generally adduced the passage chap, ii. 3, where

the author distinguishes himself from the Apostles, while Paul is

elsewhere wont studiously to lay stress on his apostolical authority

(Gal. i.; 2 Cor. xi.—xii.).—But unjustly. The author, in that pas-

sage, does not distinguish himself from the apostles as one who is

not an apostle, but, as one who was not an eye-witness he distin-

guishes himself from the eye-witnesses of the life and labours of
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that Son of God who brought the salvation. The author is not ad-

dressing those who cast doubts on his authority, and the question

in the Epistle to the Hebrews is not whether Paul derives his

office as immediately as the twelve from Christ, or whether he has it

from men ;
but the antithesis in that passage is between the word ot

the laiv, which was spoken by angels on Sinai, and the word of the

New Testament salvation, which has been made known " to us"

first by the Lord himself and then by car-icitncsses (therefore is

perfectly sure—comp. f[3eOaiu)di]). Paul himself could not have

written otherwise here ; he too could and must include himself,

along with his readers, among those who had not themselves been

witnesses of the life of Jesus. Accordingly, on the supposition of

the Pauline authorship, the yndg explains itself admirably even

when taken as the 1 plur. communicative which is not even neces-

sary. For i]nd^ is said in opposition to the contemporaries of Moses,

and only denotes generally the Christians ; and if the author, in the

course of the period, ver. 3, continues in the 1 jilural with which he

had begun, he had in view there certainly, as apjjears from the con-

text, not so much himself as his readers. " How can we escape,"

etc., is only a milder form of :
" How can ye escape ?" and the

1 plur. is not so much communicative as insimiatory. This passage,

then, nowise presents any hindrance to the supposition of the Pau-

line authorship. Quite as little does the passage chap. xiii. 19

;

comp. our remarks on that passage.

On the other hand, again, no inference can be drawn that the

Apostle Paul was not the writer, from the circumstance that in

chap. xiii. 23 the author speaks of his " brother Timothy." Paul

certainly gives him the same designation in Col. i. 1. But why

may not another helper of Paul, for example a Luke, a Mark, have

given to Timothy as his fellow-helper the name " brother ?" Only

so much can be inferred from the postscript chap. xiii. 20, seq., that

the author must have been a man who belonged to the spccially-

rauline circle, and was in Rome either in the year G2 or in the

year G4.

b) the doctrinal import.

The argument which some have founded on the doctrinal con-

tents of the epistle against the authorship of Paul will not stand

the test. It is maintained that there is no trace of such an alle-

gorical interpretation of the Old Testament in the Pauline epistles.

There is already a mistake here, however, in speaking of an "alle-

gorical" interpretation. That interpretation is called allegorical in

which a symbolical sense is arbitrarily sought in a passage which is

to be understood in tlio simple natural sense. When, in the account

which is given of the feeding of the five thousand men, the twelve
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baskets full of the remaining fragments are explained of the twelve

apostles whom Christ left over, or left behind to the world, as the

twelve bearers of that bread of life which he himself had not yet

distnbuted—this is an allegorical interpretation. Such interpreta-

tions are certainly not found in the Pauline epistles, but as little are

they to be found in the Epistle to the Hebrews. We must distinguish

the objective type from the subjective arbitrary allegorical interpre-

tation. Types must arise from this, that preliminary and imperfect

fulfilments precede the final perfect fulfilment of the promises of

salvation . The deliverance from Egypt was really a fulfilment of

the promise given in Gen. xv., but it was not yet the true fulfil-

ment ; the promise that all nations should be blessed in the seed

of Abraham was not yet fulfilled. The kingdom of David was

really a higher and more perfect step in the possession of Canaan
than the conquests of Joshua, but still not yet the last. Here,

then, the preliminary fulfilment is really in itself, and objectively,

a type of the perfect, just because both refer to one promise, and
correspond to one promise. Thus, the intercourse between God
revealing his presence in the Holiest of all, and the people repre-

sented by the Levitical priests and sacrifices, was really a type of

the perfect reconciliation of God with the New Testament Israel,

that divine community into which all nations of the earth were to

be received, in order to be blessed in it ; but the one was a type of

the other, just because, in the former, there was only an imperfect

fulfilment of what was perfectly fulfilled in the latter. The sup-

posed " allegorical interpretation" of the Old Testament in the

Epistle to the Hebrews, or, more correctly, the typology in this

Epistle, consists simply in the author's showing, that the types were

only types, i. e., in other words, that no prophecy found a perfect

fulfilment in the old covenant, that all fulfilments rather pointed

always again to a further future. It was, for example, no arbitrary

allegorizing, but pure objective truth to say, that the state of sep-

aration between God and the people under the old covenant, the

existence of two compartments in the tabernacle, a Holy of Holies

and a first tabernacle (npojTr] GKrivq,) the necessity of ever-repeated

sacrifices, pointed to a relation of man to God which was not yet

established. Tliis typology, however, we find also in Paul's writ-

ings. When Paul, Gal. iv., sees in the two wives of Abraham and
their sons—of .whom the one was by nature the elder, and yet was
rejected, while the other, as the possessor of the promise of grace,

was the heir—a typical foreshadowing of the relation between the

natural posterity of Abraham, the legal, righteous, natural Israel, and

the New Testament Israel holding fast the promise, this is just such

a typology as we find in the Epistle to the Hebrews, nay, a bolder

instance of it. But the fact that such typologies occur seldom,
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and by the by, iu Paul's writings, while in the Epistle to the He-

brews they form the substance of the work, is naturally accounted

for by the aim and ohject of the Epistle to the Hebrews, which is,

to consider the Old Testament institutions with the intent to dis-

cover whether, and in how far, they point forwards to something

more ])crfect. But a difference which can be explained by consid-

ering the object of a work, ought not logically to be made a ground

from which to infer a different author.

Nor is it otherwise with reference to a second consideration, viz.,

thai the doctrine of the resurrection, which 2ilaijs so imjwrtajit a

part in Faid's tvritinc/s, is not treated of in the Epistle to the He-
hreios. It was necessary that Paul should develop this doctrine in

detad when writing to the Corinthians, because they disputed it
;

in like manner to the Thessalonians, because they had flilse appre-

hensions of it. But in what part of the Epistle to the Galatians,

for example, has Paul even made mention of the resurrection ? The

objection would only have any force if, in the Epistle to the He-

brews, there was some indication of the non-existence of the resur-

rection being presupposed. But, indeed, the antithesis between the

humiliation and exaltation of Christ, the suffering and glorification

of believers, forms rather the ground tone upon which the whole

symphony of ideas in the Epistle to the Hebrews is built ! Comp.

Heb. i. 3, ii. 5-9, and 10-15, x. 19, seq., xi. 5, xii. 1-3, and 18-24,

and 26-29, xiii. 14.

A third objection is founded on the circumstance of the Pauline

doctrine, that the Gentiles also are called to the gospel, not being

found in the Epistle to the Hebrews. Very naturally ! This ques-

tion had been settled in the year 51 in Jerusalem (Acts xv.) ; and

in the year 55, in opposition to the Galatian false teachers. From

the fact that this question is not again touched in the Epistle to the

Hebrews, the only reasonable inference that can be drawn is, that

the readers of the Epistle to the Hebrews did not doubt the law-

fulness of the baptism of uncircumcised persons ; only the emanci-

pation of 7iative Israelites—of the circumcised, the Jewish Chris-

tians—from the ritual of the temple, was not yet clear to them.

But that the author, on his part, must have been convinced of the

right of the uncircumcised to be received into the Church, follows,

as the must necessary consequence, from the whole doctrinal posi-

tion of this epistle ! If even the Jewish Christians are to go out

from the TTaf,F!i,ioXri (xiii. 13), how much less could he expect the

Gentile Christians to enter into this -apFUi'loXi] ?—But why does he,

in chap. ii. 16, i)lacc the " seed of Abraham" in opposition to the

angels, and not humanity as a whole ? Just because the " seed of

Abraham" forms here the antithesis to the angeh, and not to the

Gentiles, it follows, that this expression (which is therefore used
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there in reality not in the empirico-historical sense, but with evi-

dent reference to Gen. xxii. 18, consequently, in the prophetico-

ideal sense) must embrace the entire Messianic Church, the spiritual

seed of Abraham,* and is used therefore quite in the Pauline sense

(Rom, iv. 16).

A fourth objection, that the opposition between works and faith is

not developed, has more apparent reason. But neither, for example,

is this opposition developed, nay it is not even touched, in the

Epistle to the Thessalonians. Tholuck, indeed, thinks that we
were entitled to expect that antithesis precisely in the Epistle to

the Hebrews, as the error of the Hebrews consisted in an unintelli-

gent cleaving to the works of the law. But this may be very much
doubted. The Levitical ritual acts might certainly be designated

as works of the law ; but this could be done^ properly only in so far

as any one considered these to be meritorious services on his part.

This the Galatian false teachers did. They were proud of their ex-

traordinary perfect fulfilme^jt of the ritual and ceremonial ordinan-

ces, and thought that they could thereby acquire righteousness be

fore God, and deserve heaven. The readers to whom this epistle

was addressed appear in a quite different position. Their malady

was not pride and self-righteousness, but fear and scruples of con-

science. They thought not that they did and deserved something

great when they kept the law, but they believed that they needed.

the Old Testament means of atonement in order to be free from

guilt. They were not work-righteous, on the contrary they were

earnestly desiring atonement (nowhere does the author find it neces-

sary to prove to them that an atonement is necessary), but they

could not yet believe that the one sacrifice of Christ was suflScient.

Thus, in their case, the opposition could not be that between works

of law and faith, but only that between the shadow of the law and

the fulfilment. In dealing with such readers Paul also could cer-

tainly not write otherwise than is written in the Epistle to the

Hebrews. For no one will fail to perceive, that the difference be-

tween the doctrinal system of the Epistle to the Hebrews and that

of the Epistle to the Romans is only a formal one. The Epistle to

the Hebrews represents precisely the same thing in its objective-

historical aspect as is treated in the Epistle to the Romans in its

subjective-psychological aspect. Moreover^ the latter is not altogether

wanting even in the Epistle to the Hebrews. We refer to chap. iv.

" the word which did not mingle itself with faith in those who

* Those are certainly wrong, who think that the idea of a spiritual seed of Abraham
is there expressed expUciie ; but it would, in like manner, be wrong to understand the

word in the empirical sense (=people of the Jews). The idea is evidently this : God

has not given such promises as Gen. xiL, xv., xxii., etc., to the angels, but to the seed

of Abraham,, therefore to men.

Vol. VI.—39
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heard it," and the " living word with which we have to do" (ver.

2 and ver. 12, 13). Further, comp. our conchiding remark at

Ileb. X. 15-18, and our introductory remark to the section Ileb. xii.

18-29.

The last objection rests on this, that Paul always represents

Christ only as the sacrifice, not as the priest, while it is precisely the

reverse in the Epistle to the Hebrews. But here also there is no

material difference. For if Paul in Eph. v. 2 teaches that Christ

gave himself iva offering and sacrifice (in like manner Gal. ii. 20), and

if the Epistle to the Hebrews speaks of a priest who offered himself

(vii. 27, etc.), then Paul certainly considers Christ not merely as

the offered but also as the offerer, and the Epistle to the Hebrews

considers him not merely as the offerer but also as the offered. One

might really suppose that the two propositions : Christus sacerdos

immolavit se i/isum, and : Hostiam immolavit, Christus sese ipse^

come pretty much to the same thing! There remains, therefore, at

most only the question why Paul does not elsewhere also designate

Christ as the true " priest," why he has not applied the word Upev^

to him, if (as Tholuck says) " he had become conscious of the idea

of the Messiah's priesthood in the lofty form in which it appears in

our epistle,"—But whether or not Paul might use the word kpevg^

he at all events opened up the view and the representation of a

priesthood of Christ when in Eph. v. 2; Gal. ii. 20, he wrote: Christ

offered himself as a sacrifice. Here certainly he did not tliiuk of

Christ as a lay person, who offered himself to another priest instead

of an animal! And in Rom. viii. 34 he ascribes also the priestly

work of intercession to Christ.—But that the word lepeig is used pre-

cisely in the Epistle to the Hebrews finds its natural explanation in

this, that the point from which the author of the Ei)istle to the

Hebrews started in his argumentation was the priestly institution,

and he proved that this institution of the Old Testament also is ful-

filled in Christ. In Eph. v. and Gal. ii., on the contrary, he starts

from the icork of Christ, and touches only slightly and casually on

the analogy between it and the Old Testament sacrificial ritual- -

just as much so as, for example in 1 Cor. v. 7, he touches on the

analogy between Christ and the Old Testament passover lamb.

There is, therefore, in the doctrinal system of ViC Ej)istlc to the

Hehreivs no peculiarity which forbids us from ascribing its authorship

to the Ajjustle Paul.

On thr contrary^ Oiere are in the Ejristk to the Hebrews a multitude

of most peculiarly Pauline id'.as. The designation of (Jod as the one

by whom and for whom are all things, is Pauline (with Ileb. ii. 10,

seq., comp. Ilom. xi. 3G; 1 Cor. viii. 6); the idea of the Son as the

pxact image of the Father (with Heb. i. 1, seq., comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4;

Col. i. 15, seq.); the exaltation of Christ above the angels (with
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Heb. ii. 9, comp. Phil. ii. 9, seq.) into heaven (Heb. iv. 14, vii. 26,

and Eph. iv. 10), besides, the remarkable and quite special idea that

God the Father alone is excepted in the subjection of all things to

Christ (Heb.ii. 8, 9; 1 Cor. xv. 27); that the exalted Christ inter-

cedes with the Father for his own (Heb. vii. 25; Rom. viii. 34); that

he has destroyed death and its power (Heb. ii. 14; 1 Cor. xv. 54,

seq.: 2 Tim. i. 10); again the remarkaUy special combination of ideas,

that Christ, having died once, cannot die again (Heb. ix. 26, seq.,

x. 12; Eom. vi. 9, seq.); farther, that Christ died for every creature

(Heb. ii. 9; Eph. i. 10; Rom. viii. 22); that when he comes again,

he will come not as a Saviour but as a Judge (Heb. ix. 27, seq.;

Tit. ii. 13; 2 Tim. iv. 1 and 8; Rom. viii. 24, xiii. 11); that, till

then, he rules and reigns at the right hand of God (Heb. i. 3, x. 12,

13; 1 Cor. xv. 25).—In like manner that the law cannot save, and is

destined to be abrogated (with Heb. iv. 2, vii. 16-19, ix 9-13,

viii. 7, X. 14, xiii. 20, comp. Rom. ii. 29; 2 Cor. iii. 6, seq.; Gal.

iii. 3, iv. 3 and 9). The designation of the law as a shadow (Heb.

viii. 5, X. 1; Col. ii. 17). The putting together of tke tXnl^ with

the TTtarif and with the dydixT) (Heb. vi. 10, seq., x. 22, seq.; comp.

1 Thess. V. 8; and 1 Cor. xiii. 13). The request to be interceded for

(Heb. xiii. 18, seq.; Phil. i. 25, ii. 24; Philem. 22), and the anti-

thesis between riXecog and vijmo^ (Heb. v. 13, 14; 1 Cor. iii. 1,

xiii. 11; Rom. ii. 20; Eph. iv. 14).

Especially remarkable, however, is the agreement of the Epistle

10 the Hebrews with Paul in the reference to the second psalm

(Heb. i. 5, seq.; comp. Acts xiii. 33, seq.), and in the inference,

drawn from Abraham's readiness to offer up Isaac, that Abraham

believed in the possibiHty of a resurrection of Isaac.

This Pauline complexion of the doctrinal system does not, indeed,

necessitate our coming to the conclusion that Paul was the author

of the Epistle, but still leaves room for the possibilty of another

author; this other, however, must at all events be sought for among

the disciples and helpers of the Apostle Paul ; our epistle must

have emanated from this circle; only thus can the recurrence of

Pauline ideas and combinations of ideas—even in the minutest

particulars—be accounted for.

C)WOKDS AND PHRASES.

Many dogmatical expressions peculiarly Pauline are also found in

our epistle. The doctrine that Christ intercedes for us with the

Father (Heb. vii. 25; Rom. viii. 34), is expressed by the same word

tvTvyxdvetVj that of his having destroyed death by the same verb

Karapyelv (Heb. ii. 14; 2 Tim. i. 10.) Further, the phrase o debg ^wv

(Heb. X. 31), used elsewhere only by Paul, the expression ^'iKMoq



612 APPENDIX.

Kara mariv (Heb. xi. 7), the use of KavxdaOai (Heb. iii. 6; otherwise,

for example, Jam. iv. 16). Further, comp. Heb. ii. 4 with 1 Coi.

xii. 4—Heb. xiii. 20 with Kom. xv. 33, xvi. 20; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; Phil,

iv. 9; 1 Thess. v. 28—Heb. xii. 1 with 1 Tim. vi. 12; 2 Tim. iv. 7.—
Finally, the genuine Pauline expression TrepcaaoTepug, Heb. xiii. 19,

and TrtrroiOa^ Heb. xiii. 18.

There are again indeed dogmatical expressions which do not

recur in other Pauline epistles. The frequent use of reXeiovv can

scarcely be adduced as belonging to this class, as the word is also

found in Phil. iii. 12; the frequency of its occurrence in the Epistle

to the Hebrews is to be explained from the object of the writing,

namely, to shew the fulfilment of all the Old Testament types, and

does not therefore point to a different writer. In like manner, the

designation of Christ as the aTToaroXog Oeov to men (iii. 1) is explained

from the context, as we have seen in the interpretation of the pas-

sage, and Paul himself would have been able to find no other word

to express the appellative idea of nin^ ^xVu without, at the same

time, expressing the Gentile idea " angel."—On the other hand,

reference may justly be made to the use of djioXoyia (iii. 1, iv. M,
x. 23), tyyi^eiv ru) OeQ) (Heb. vii. 19) and the allusion to John x. 1

(Heb. xiii. 20). These, however, arc still no conclusive proofs against

the Pauline authorship. Particular expressions not occurring else-

where are found in every epistle of Paul, and it must have been a

a strange, and not very accountable solicitude on the part of the

apostle, if, in any epistle, he had set himself to avoid all such ex-

pressions as he had not already used in former epistles.

If, now, we look at the remaining phrases, in a dogmatical point

of view indifierent, we are at once struck with a great dissimilarity

from the Pauline style consisting in this, that far fewer and weaker

Hebraisms occur in the Epistle to the Hebrews than elsewhere in

the Pauline epistles. Hebraisms are, indeed, not altogether want-

ing also in our epistle; but they are found, partly, only in those

passages in which reference is directly made to Old Testament

declarations and expressions* (for example kox//, vii. 1, peculiar to

the usage of theLXX.; tv Ty do(l)vi dvai, vii. 10), or they are piirases

which were entirely naturalised in the speech of the Christians, and

whose foreign origin was no longer felt by any one (yeveaOai Oavdrov,

I6dv Odvarov, ovx evpioKerOj XaXdv = nan, p/jiia = prophecy.) Or

finally, but only seldom, there are loose connexions of sentences

which are indeed conceived in Ilehrew, but are at the same time also

tolerable for the Grecian ear, and cannot be said to be not Greek, as

for example chap. xii. 9, nal (^i]no\iEv for Iva ^Cnu-v. There occur also

the expressions 'Xap^v, Xepoviilp., ^lepix^ used indeclinably; finally,

* Hebraisms in tho citations properly so called from the LXX. (for example, chap.

vi. 14) are, of course, not at all taken into view.
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also, genitives of quality, for which the classical Greek would rather

have used adjectives. All these single instances, however, are very-

far from giving to the writing as a whole that Hebrew colouring

which belongs to the Pauline epistles; in it all is tliought in Greek,

in the writings of Paul the Semitic connexion of the ihonyhts is every-

where apparent. Now this can certainly indeed be explained by the

circumstance, that Paul has, in this composition carefully elaborated

a treatise, and not surrendered himself as elsewhere to the impulse

of his feelings. It would, in fact, be wrong to deny that a man of

the mind of Paul, if he had made it his aim to write good Greek,

such Greek as that of the Epistle to the Hebrews, might have ac-

complished it. But it will be all the more difficult to perceive, why
he should have studied to attain so elaborate a Greek style in writing

precisely to the Hebrews.

d)the style.

This leads us now to the style as a whole. No small portion of

the peculiarities which are commonly adduced as arguments against

the Pauline authorship may, more correctly considered, be reduced

to this, that the Epistle to the Hebrews is written in a more select

style than the Pauline epistles. To this belongs the use of sonorous

compounds as niada-nodooia, dpKUfioaia, then such turns as oaov—
ToaovTujj KOivuveXv with the genitive of the thing (while in Eom. v.

17 ; 1 Tim. v. 22 it is used with the dative), oKorog as masculine

(while with Paul it is always neuter), farther, the frequent use of

the elegantly connecting adverb odev (for which Paul uses dio, did

TovTo), Ldvne.p (for which Paul uses etye and dnep), elg to ScTjvsKEg, did

navTog (for which, except in Rom. xi. 10, Paul always uses the more

homely Trdvrore, while this occurs only once in the Epistle to the

Hebrews, chap. vii. 25). Now, this more select style aifords cer-

tainly an indirect argument against the Pauline authorship ; for,

although the circumstance that the Epistle to the Hebrews has the

nature of a treatise and was worked out with more scientific com-

posure and care, may in some measure account for the author's hav-

ing paid more attention to the diction than he did in other epistles

properly so called, it still remains unaccountable, as has been already

observed, that Paul should have aimed in so high a degree at an

artistic style when writing precisely to the Jeiuish Christians in Je-

rusalem, while he gives himself free scope in writing to the Ephesians,

clorinthians, Romans, etc. That so elegant a structure of period as

we find, for example, in chap. i. 1-3 ; chap. x. 19-25 ; xi. 32-38
;

xii. 18-24—that so elegant an arrangement of the words as we find,

for example, in Heb. vii. 4 {deojpelre de, TrrjXiKog ovrog, cj ical deKaTTjv

'A/3padjit eiJw/cev ifc twv aKpodivicov, 6 naTpidpxrjg') was not natural to the
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apostle Paul, is but too apparent from the Pauline epistles ! In

such passages he must not merely have written more composedly

and can^'fully, hut must have made the style ju'ccisely the subject ol

artistic study, and that he should have done so is in the least degree

credible in the case of a missive intended for the Jewish Christians

in Palestine.

In addition to this, there are certain expressions of a more trifling

kind, which are all the more important precisely because they can-

not be reduced under the general head of style, but have their origin,

doubtless, in unconscious habit. The author of the Epistle to the

Hebrews uses in comparisons -rrapd with the accusative (four times),

which never occurs in Paul's writings ; he uses the word f^iaKpodv^iia

(vi. 12 and 15) to designate an idea for which Paul always employs

the proper favourite expression vtto^ovtj ; he uses KadH^eiv intransi-

tively, which Paul, with the exception of the single passage 2 Thess.

ii. 4, always applies transitively in the sense of " set ;" he says

in seven passages 'Itjcovc; (especially remarkable in chap. xiii. 20),

and 'Irioovg Xpiarog only in two passages (xiii. 8 and 21), while Paul

never says Irjaovg alone, but (according to Stuart's enumeration)

'l7]aovg XptoTog 68 times, and yipiarog 198 times, and d* Kvpioq 147

times ; finally, he cites Old Testament passages with the words

TTvevfia At'yet, or, merely Aeyti, while Paul usually introduces citations

by yeypaTT-at (only in 1 Tim. iv. 1, and Gal. iii. 16 by nvevp.a Xtyei).

The Rabbinical controversial formulas, too, so common in Paul's

writings (for example, when an objection is introduced with the

words aAA' tpel ric) are entirely wanting in the Epistle to the He-

brews.

That the Epistle to the Hebrews always strictly follows the

Sept. in the citations, while Paul often cites freely, is a circumstance

to which, considered in itself, no weight can be attached. To ac-

count for this it has only to be remembered, that the author of this

epistle wrote withthe Sept. in las hand, and with the intention that

his treatise should \)(i forvially studied hy h\9 readers and compared

with the Sept. It is a circumstance of more importance that the

citations of our epistle follow the recension which is contained in the

cod. Alex., while 1;hose of Paul, when he follows the Sept., for the

most jjart agree with the cod. Vatic. (Bleek, p. 369, seq.).

But what seems more significant than all this is the manner in

which Oip tltmirjlits themselves arc arranif'l and the proofs adduced. The

method of passing, immediately at the conclusion of a section, to

the theme of a new section, and in this way intimating that theme,

is nowhere to be found in Paul's writings. (With the transitions

Heb. i. 4 ; ii. 5 ; iii. 2 ; iv. 1 and 14 ; v. 10, etc., comp. the abrupt

transitions Rom. iii. 1 ; v. 1 ; vi. 1 ; vii. 1 ; viii. 1 and 12 ; ix. 1 ;

xii. 1 : 1 Cor. v. 1 ; vi. 1 ; vii. 1 ; viii. 1 ; ix. 1 ; xii. 1 ;
xv. 1, ctc.^i
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Paul generally adduces his proofs immediately, by appealing to the

inner experience (for example Kom. vii.), or when he actually de-

duces propositions from propositions, he simply makes one proposi-

tion follow another with a " because," and carries forward the chain

of ideas without logical arrangement, now looking backwards now
forwards (comp. for example, Rom, i. 19, 20 ; ii. 14-16 ; iii. 4-8),

and often interrupts himself by accessory ideas (for example, Rom.
V. 13-17). In the Epistle to the Hebrews we find everywhere a

strictly syllogistical arrangement of the members composing the

proof, and that generally in such a form as that the conclusion is

forthwith inferred from one of the two premises, while the other

connecting premiss is brought in afterwards (comp. our remarks on

Heb. xii. .10).

All these considerations are so forcible and conclusive that we

can say nothing else than this : While the spirit and doctrine of the

epistle is Pauline, we yet cannot suppose that this diction should have

comefrom the hand of the Apostle.

CHAPTER SIXTH.

CONCLUSION. THE PARTICULAR HYPOTHESES.

After having without prejudice ascertained the particular phe-

nomena external and, internal, which fall to be considered in the

question respecting the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and

after having carefully examined every one of them, it will now be

an easy matter to test the different opinions which have been put

forth concerning the person of its author. We may divide these

opinions into iliree classes. First, that of those who hold the apostle

Paul to be the immediate and proper author of the epistle (as

Gelpke, Hug, Klee, Paulus, Stein) ; a second class embraces the

views of those who exclude the Apostle Paul from all share in the

production of the Epistle to the Hebrews ; a third class is formed

by the conjectures of those who, as already Origen, hold that the

epistle was written in the name of and by commission from the

Apostle Paul, under his authority, nay, under his special influence,

but not written with his own hand nor verbally dictated by him.

The view which belongs to i\iQ first class has commonly been too

roughly handled, and set aside as insipid. That no argument against

it can be drawn from the external testimonies, we have already seen

at the end of the fourth chapter of this inquiry, and have come to

the conclusion, that precisely in the supposition of a Pauline au-

thorship does the positive tradition of the East, in like manner as the
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negative tradition of the West, find its explanation. The inference

also whicli is wont to he drawn from Hcb. ii. 3 against tlie Pauline

authorship, lias already, chap. v. at the beginning) appeared to us

to be of no weight. One argument only remains in full force against

that view—viz. the peculiarities of style. Only by a forced process

may these peculiarities be broken down, and in this state, one by

one, weakened of their effect ; in fact, it cannot be proved with

mathematical certainty that it was absolutely impossible for the

Apostle Paul to throw liimself for once, into a diiferent kind of style
;

but no positive reason can be discovered, by which the Apostle Paul

should have been induced to write in a style so different from that

to which he was accustomed, and a sound critical mind will be ever

and again forced into the conviction, that in the Epistle to.the He-
brews another hand than that of Paul held the pen.

The case stands no better with the second class of hypotheses,

how great soever the number of those whose views are to be ranked

under it. Already must reasonable doubts be awakened by the sin-

gle circumstance, that criticism has arrived at no judgment in any

measure certain as to who the author can have been if it was not

Paul. Criticism has split itself into many hypotheses on this point,

against every one of which there arc substantial doubts. The most

untenable of these is the conjecture w^hich makes Ckment of Rome
the author ; it remains untenable even when separated from the

auxiliary conjecture with which it ajjpears in ancient times to have

been connected (in Euseb. iii. 38), namely that Clement only trans-

lated the epistle from an Aramaic original (it "is so separated by

Eusebius and Calvin, who, besides, expresses himself hesitatingly).

This conjecture as a whole evidently rests on the circumstance that

many ideas of the Epistle to the Hebrews recur in the Epistle to

the Corinthians of Clement. But we have already seen (chap, iv.)

that the relation between these two epistles does not resemble that

between Paul's Epistle to the Romans and his Ei)istle to the Gala-

tians, or that between the Epistles to the Ephesiuns and the Colos-

sians—in other words, that it is not one spirit and one doctrinal

system from which the two epistles, our Epistle to the Hebrews and

the Epistle of Clement, have proceeded with equal originality—but

rather that Clement, in ixtrlicular 2)assa(j€s of his epistle, alludes to

'particular passages of the Epistle to the Hebrews, citt.;s them, and

thus places himself in a relation of dependence on the Epistle to the

Hebrews, just as he places himself in dependence on the partic-

ular Epistles of Paul. The qnrit of Clement's epistle—in so far as

Clement does not give citations but writes independently— is alto-

gether different from the spirit of the Epistle to the Hebrews. His

relation to it was evidently the relation in which one stands to the

writing of another
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In like manner untenable is the opinion that Mark was the

author of the Epistle to the Hebrews ; not because Mark, as be-

longing to Jerusalem (Acts xii. 12), must have been better ac-

quainted with the temple than our author, from a false exegesis of

chap, ix., is made out to have been, but because Mark did not belong

to the Pauline circle* either in the course of his outer life (comp.

Acts XV. 37-40 ; 1 Pet. v. 13), or in his inner character,—because

he did not stand in the near relation to Timothy described in Heb.

xiii. 23, and moreover, as regards his style, deviates still more than

Paul from the Epistle to the Hebrews.

Nor can Aquila be thought of as the author, inasmuch as he was

not living in Italy in the years 62, seq., but in Ephesus (2 Tim. iv.

19), while the Epistle to the Hebrews was written in Italy (comp.

our explanation of xiii. 24).

With greater confidence have J. E. Chr. Schmidt, Twesten, UU-
man, and recently Thiersch declared Barnabas to have been the

author. But, as we have already seen (chap, iv.), appeal must be

made in support of this hypothesis to aiiytliing rather than ancient

ecclesiastical tradition, with the exception of Tertullian. On the

other hand, it is not to be objected to this hypothesis, that such a

supposed want of acquaintance with the temple as is found in the

Epistle to the Hebrews would not be conceivable in the case of a

Levite (Acts iv. 36). Nor can any argument against it be drawn

from the so-called " Epistle of Barnabas," which is altogether un-

like the Epistle to the Hebrews, as this epistle, although written by

a man of the name of Barnabas, can hardly have been written by

that Barnabas who is mentioned in the New Testament. With
more reason is reference made against this hypothesis to the circum-

stance, that Barnabas (according to Acts xiv. 12), was inferior even

to Paul in the gift of eloquence, while the author of the Epistle to

the Hebrews far surpassed Paul in skill in the use of language.

To this is to be added, that Barnabas, from the time spoken of in

Acts xiv., completely retires from notice, and disappears from his-

tory. In the Pauline epistles written from Eome mention is no-

where made of him.

Titus also was at that time in Dalmatia (2 Tim. iv. 10). Even

on this account, we are not at liberty to suppose that he can have

been the author, nor has any one in reality suggeated him.

On the other hand, Luther, Clericus, Semler, Dindorf, Ziegler,

DeWette, Tholuck, Olshausen, and Bleek have conjectured that

Apollos was the author. He was, indeed, an eloquent man and

mighty in the Scriptures (Acts xviii. 24 ; comp. 1 Cor. i. 4), who

from the very first was wont to disput* with the Jews (Acts xviii.

* He was, however, for a while ia Rome at the sama time with Paul, according to

Col. iv. 10 ; Philem. 24.
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28). And as exccediupjly littlo is known of him, a number of con-

jectures are possible in regard to him
;
he 7/iay have laboured in

Palestine, he may have acquired great influence there ; he 7?jay have

had in view in the expression my brother Timothy, Heb. xiii. 23,

merely the general brotherly relation of the Christian to the Chris-

tian
;
for, he cannot have stood in a special relation to Timothy be-

fore the year 64, which is the latest date that can be supposed for

the composition of the Epistle to the Hebrews ; nor can he have

been in Italy at the time of Paul's imprisonment, as Paul never

mentions him. And there are certainly no inconsiderable difficulties

which stand in the way of this hypothesis, and which can bo ob-

viated only by a very unnatural explanation of the passage Heb.

xiii. 24. Besides, it is not very probable that Apollos can have

coincided so thoroughly with the Pauline system of doctrine, from

the intimations which we find in the Acts of the Apostles and in

the Epistle to the Corinthians.

With much more reason may it be supposed that Silas or Luke

was the author. The former view has been defended, although but

weakly, by Bcihme and Mynster, the latter by Grotius. Against

Luke, something has been made of the circumstance that he was a

Gentile Christian (Col. iv. 14, comp. with ver. 10, seq.), while the

Epistle to the Hebrews must of necessity have been written by a

Jewish Christian. This latter is inferred from the ftxct that the

author in chap. i. 1, speaks of the " fathers," where it is evidently

the people of Israel that are meant, and that in chap. xi. 2 he calls

the believers of the old covenant ol Trpea^vrepoi. Had he spoken of

" our fathers," then there would be some ground for the inference
;

but it is difficult to see why an author, writing to Jewish Christians,

should not have been able so far to forget himself or his readers as

to say :
" Beforetime God has spoken to the fathers by the pro-

phets." Surely the Gentile Christians, too, had with Jesus the

Messiah, received also the word of prophecy ; surely they too, had

entered into the right and relation of children among the people of

God 1 And that same Luke speaks of the events which haiipened to

Jesus among the Jevn-^^h j^^ople as Trtyn tu>v TTpayfidriov tv yulv

ne-nkT]po(()opr]iitvo)v. Such passages, therefore, as Heb. i. 1 ;
xi. 2,

cannot be made to bear against the authorship of Luke. On the

other hand, the circumstance speaks for Luke, that from the year

G2 onwards he was with Paul in Italy, and a fellow hel])cr with

Timothy (Philein. 1 and 24); Silas stood in the same relation to

Timothy (comp. 1 Thess. i. 1); true, in the year 62, Silas was not

in Italy, but he was certainly there with Peter "tV lia,ivX^n" in the

year G4, immediate after the death of l*aul (comp. 1 Pet. v. 12).

Now, as the Epistle to the Hebrews must have been written either

in the year G2 or in the year 64 (see above chap, ii.), in the
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former case Luke miglit be held to be the author, in the latter case

Silas.

This hypothesis would certainly, so far as we have gone, be the

most tolerable; but there is one reason also for rejecting it, the

same by which this entire second class of hypotheses is overthrown.

Thefirmness and unanimity of the oriental tradition remains altogether

inexplicahle, if it he not supposed that the Epistle to the Hebrews came

to Jerusalem, under the name and the authority of Paul. (See above

chap, iv. at the end). And thus, indeed, there is not wanting the

" occasion" demanded by Bleek (p. 393) for supposing, that " pre-

cisely Paul" was, at least, the indirect author of the epistle.

This brings us to the third class of conjectures, which, however,

has received but small accessions since the time of Origen, so that

we are spared the trouble of enumerating various particular hypo-

theses, and instead of this, can immediately pass to a positive con-

struction of the right view.

The data at which we have arrived in chap. iv.—v. form the

starting point

:

(1.) The tradition of the East is capable of explanation only on

the supposition, that the epistle was handed to the readers under the

name of Paul.

(2.) That the Western Church was at first unacquainted with

the epistle, is fully accounted for by the circumstance of its having

been designed for the Jewish Christians of Palestine, and the igno-

rance of that Church at a later period, respecting its author, is ex-

plained bj the want of an inscription, and the un-Pauline style.

(3). The author stood in a near personal relation to Timothy.

(4). The doctrine is Pauline, the diction un-Pauline.

Let us now call to mind a very remarkable circumstance already

hinted at in the explanation of chaj). xiii. 19 and 22, seq., but which

has as yet been entirely unobserved, viz., that chap, xiii, 22-25, can-

not have been written in the name of the person who wrote chap.

i. 1—chap, xiii. 21, nevertheless, that it must have been written by

the same hand. The postscript is not in the name of him in whose

name the epistle is written ; for the person in whose name ver, 19

is written was, against his will, so situated as to be prevented from

setting out on a journey to the readers. This did not depend on

his own will ; nor did he by any means hope to be shortly set free,

but he admonished the readers to pray that he might be restored

to them : he therefore took it for granted that he should be stiU in

confinement when the readers should have received the epistle into

their hands. On the other hand, the person in whose name ver.

22-25 is written is already about to set out on a journey, and it

depends only on the speedier or later coming of Timothy, who had
just been set free, whether he will set out towards the east along

with him or alone.
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And yet, the postscript is written and composed by the same

hand that wrote and composed the epistle. For, in vcr. 22, the

author of tlie postscript apologizes for several harshnesses in his ad-

monitions, and asks the reader to excuse these on account of the

short and compressed character of the writing. The postscript,

therefore, does not proceed from an amanuensis to whom the epistle

had been verbally dictated, hut from one to whom the material had
been given ivhile the diction teas left to himself.

Who then was the author ? who the composer ? The com-

poser was a friend or fellow-helper of Timothy (xiii. 23), hut was

not, precisely at that time, in the same place (xiii. 23), tdv ....
tpxT]rai) in which Timothy had, up till about that time, been im-

prisoned. Now, we found (see above, chap, ii.) in the Ejnstle to the

Fhilijjpians, the clearest traces of an imprisonment of Timothy.

Paul would like to send Timothy into the East, but cannot yet do

so ; he hoj^es, however, to be able shortly to send him thither.

When Paul lorote the Epistle to the Philippians, in the year 62,

Timothy teas accordingly in prison, but luith the hope of being soon

released. At that time Luke ivas not iDrecisebj in Rome itself ; for

Paul sends no salutations from him to the Philippians, who were

so w^ell known to him. Shortly afterwards, we suppose the Epistle

to the Hebrews to have been finished, certainly a few days after the

departure of Epaphroditus, (Phil. ii. 25). Paul we suppose,

had fully talked over the subject with Luke, perhaps had given

him a scheme or preparatory work in writing ; he himself was

deprived of the leisure necessary for the composition by the legal

procedure against him, which precisely at that time (Phil. ii.

23) had passed into a new stage. Luke worked out the epistle

for Paul, and as in his name, not however in Kome, where perhaps

he himself might have been involved in the procedure against Paul,

but in another place in Italy, somewhere in the neighbourhood of

Theoi)hiIus. When the work was finished, the news reached him
that Timothy had been set free in Rome. He himself purposed to

set out for the East, though not directly to Palestine (^for, in xiii.

23, he takes it for granted that the Epistle to the Hebrews would

be in the hands of the readers before he should see them personally);

Timothy, too, in company with whom he wishes and hopes to make
the journey (ver. 23) was (according to Phil. ii. 23) shortly to direct

his course to Lesser Asia. How exactly do the most particular, the

most trifling notices harmonize here !

I think I am even warranted in saying that this hypothesis

leaves nothing unexplained. First of all, it completely explains

the internal ijhenomcna of the epistle. Commissioned by the

apostle Paul to execute tlie writing, Luke wrote assuredly in the name
of Paul (xiii. 19) only in that part where he added the personal
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concluding requests (which had possibly been given to him in writ-

ing by Paul) ; nowhere did he affect to speak in the name of Paul,

or to allude to events in the life of Paul ; nowhere, indeed, with the

exception ofi chap. xiii. 19, does a first person singular occur, while

the omission of an inscription becomes also perfectly intelligible.

On the other hand, it becomes also perfectly intelligible how Luke,

writing in virtue of a commission from Paul, might speak of the

members of the Old Testament covenant simply as " the fathers,"

the " elders." This hypothesis explains the combination of thor-

oughly Pauline ideas and doctrinal forms of expression with the un-

Pauline diction ; it explains, also, the circumstance that of all the

New Testament writings, precisely those of Luke have most simi-

larity in point of style with the Epistle to the Hebrews (in so far,

namely, as Luke has not interwoven notices prepared by others into

his Gospel and Acts of the Apostles). How similar in style are the

two introductions, Luke i. 1-4 and Heb. i. 1-3 !

Secondly, the origin of the ecclesiastical tradition becomes in-

telligible on this hypothesis. The bearer of the epistle, who is un-

known to us, delivered it to the readers as an " epistle which Paul

sends to them," and thereby as a Pauline epistle. Assuredly he

did not fail to communicate to them what was necessary respecting

the peculiar manner in which it had been prepared, to teU them
that the epistle was written by the hand of Luke, and. at the same
time not verbally dictated to Luke, WitJwut such a notification

none of the readers could have understood the postscript, especially

ver. 22 and ver. 23. But, in a way which is easily conceivable, the

notification was soon lost.

What the readers found in the epistle was kept and considered,

with reason, as the teaching and the admonitions of the apostle.

And thus the epistle was regarded as one of Paul's ; it was written

autoritate Pauli, and, in reality also, Paulo autore,—wheresoever

the epistle spread, it carried with it the information that Paul was

its author. And how highly important did this epistle, designed at

first only for a very limited circle of readers, become, even in the

course of the next ten years, for the whole of Palestine, Syria,

Egypt, for Asia Minor, too, in short, for all quarters where were

parties of Jewish Christians who had not yet raised themselves to
,

the Pauline stand-point. This epistle was, indeed, a document

which contained a divine warrant for the complete severance of

Christendom from the maternal bosom of the temporal Israel ! For

the Western Church, which from the first was entirely under Pauline

infl.uence, the epistle for the same reason did not possess this prac-

tical importance ; it had long before been rendered superfluous here

by the Epistle to the Romans ; the state of things as a whole which

occasioned the necessity for an Epistle to the Hebrews in the East,
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had been obviated long before in Italy by the Epistle to the Rom-
ans. What wonder, then, that the Epistle to the Hebrews should

have spread there late and slowly ; and if it did not spread there

until after tlic Church of the West had closed its caqon (in the be-

ginning of the second century), if it did not spread until the period

when every Church carefully adhered to ancient tradition, it is then

easy to comprehend, how hesitation should have been shown in

opening again the closed door of the canon for the Epistle to the

Hebrews, till then unknown ; it is perfectly conceivable how this

epistle, which had no inscription, and was un-Paulinc in its style,

should not have been acknowledged as Pauline ; and if, now, there

had actually been preserved, say in Rome, from the time of Clement
onwards, a notice of the existence of this epistle, but at the same
time also a notice that Paul had not composed it himself—does not

the opposition of the Western Church to the Pauline authorship

become doubly intelligible ?

In the third place, the conclusion to which we have come res-

pecting the circle of readers for whom this epistle was intended,

beautifully harmonizes with our hypothesis, that Paul was, at least

indirectly, the author of it. The question indeed has been asked,

why precisely the apostle of the Gentiles should have come to write

to Jewish Christians in Palestine, We know, however, that the

epistle was not written to churches, not even to a church, not to

the Church of Jerusalem, but to a limited circle of individual Jexo-

ish Christians in Jerusalem, whose conversion had taken place not

very lonrj before. May it not have been such Jewish Cinistians as

had been converted just about the time when Paul was taken pris-

oner in Jerusalem (Acts xxi. seq.), who perhaps were first awaken-

ed by Paul himself, during those seven days when as yet he went

out and in in freedom (Acts xxi. 27), and were brought to embrace

Christianity by his powerful address (Acts xxii.) ? What a great

and profound crisis arose in those days among the Jews themselves,

is evident from Acts xxiii. 9 ; even in the company of Paul's bit-

terest enemies there were those who sought to frustrate the plot

which was formed to murder him, by betraying it to the nephew of

Paul (Acts xxiii. 16). But, be this as it may, Paul was from that

period so firndy rooted in his love for the Church in Jerusalem

(Acts xxi. 17), and he so identifies his cause with that of this

Church, thut this of itself already suffices to explain, how he may
have adtlressed a treatise to individuals among the Jewish Chris-

tians of Jerusalem. For, let it be granted, also, that these indi-

viduals were not gained over to Christianity precisely through

Paul's personal infiuencc, still Luke remained those two years in

Jerusalem (Acts x.xi. 15, seq. ; xxvii. 1, seq. ; comp. Luke i. 3,

TTapqKaAovOijKort ~dmv a«pf JaJr), and thus the readers were certainly
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well enough acquainted at least with him, so that at his suggestion,

and through him, Paul might address a writing to them. The

notice, too, respecting the former zeal of these readers (Heb. vi. 10

;

X. 32, seq.) thus obtains a sufficient explanation.

Finally, this hypothesis throws light on the passages which refer

to an impending persecution, as well as the reference to the martyr-

dom of the -qyov^evot (xiii. 7). The Epistle to the Philippians had

been written in the year 62, and the Epistle to the Hebrews sent

soon afterwards to the East. Just at that time the apostle James,

son of Alpheus, had been stoned ; the news of his death would just

have reached Italy when Luke was writing the epistle. Shortly

afterwards, Luke, as well as Timothy, set out on a journey east-

ward, first to Asia Minor, but Luke (Heb. xiii. 23), certainly, also

to Palestine. Luke returned back to Paul earlier than Timothy

(2 Tim. iv. 11), standing faithfully by his spiritual father even to

his death. Timothy also received a pressing charge to return (2 Tim.

iv. 21), and would doubtless comply with it. Paul suffered mar-

tyrdom in the beginning of 64. Among the revelations of the Holy

Spirit, whose instrument he was, and which he had left behind him

as an everlasting legacy, the Epistle to the Hebrews occupies a very

important place. It is the knife which completely severed and de-

livered the new-born church of the New Testament Israel from the

maternal womb of the Old Testament theocracy. And therefore, it

not merely had a significance for the Christian Church at the time

when the Lord visited with judgment the unbelieving seed of Abra-

ham, but it has a permanent significance, as a writing which wiU be

lighted up anew in flaming characters every time the attempt is

made again to drive back the Church, which has been perfected for-

ever by one sacrifice, within the limits of a Levitical sacrificial ser-

vice and a slavish hierarchy, and again to hide behind a veil the

access to the sacrifice of Christ, which stands freely and directly

open to every individual.

LITERATURE.

In the Patristic period we find, in Origen, only fragmentary ex-

planations. The commentary of Theodoret is well known, and
m many respects justly celebrated ; but Chrysostom, in his 34

homilies, penetrates still deeper into the spirit of the Epistle to the

Hebrews.

In the Reformation period Erasmus has furnished, in his Anno-
tations (1516) and his Paraphrasis (1522), an excellent preparatory

work for the grammatical interpretation of the epistle ; Zuingle,

Calvin, Beza, Piscator, have, each in his own way handled the Epis-

tle to the Hebrews along with the rest of the New Testament
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writings ; there are special commentaries by Oecolompadius (ex-

plan, ad. Epist. ad Ebr. 1734) and Breiiz (1751). After that, it

was especially Reformed theologians who applied their excgetical

labours to the Epistle to the Hebrews. Chiefly to be named are

Hyperius (Zurich, 1587), Junius (1590), Drusius, Ludwig de Dieu,

Jac. Capcllus the elder, Ludwig Capellus, Cameron (Adnot. in Ep.

ad Hebr. 1G28, op. posth.), Heinsius, then Cucceius (Leyden 1659),

together with a whole series of Federalists, in England Hammond
and Whitby, the Arminians Limborch (Rotterd. 1711), Clericus,

Wetstein, and Grotius. Of the Lutheran theologians only Hunnius
(Frankf., 1589), Joh. Gerhard (Jena, 1641), Seb. Schmidt (Strasb.,

1680), Sigm. Jac, Baumgarten (Halle, 1763), and Calov (in the

Bibl. illustr.), are to be noticed in connexion with the Epistle to the

Hebrews.

In the nationalistic period: Morus (Leipzig, 1776), J. D. Mi-

chaelis (Frankf. and Leipz., 1780), Zachariii (Geitt. 1793), Heinrichs

(Gutt., 1792), Hezel (Leipz., 1795), Ernesti (Lect. Academ. ed Din-

dorf, Leipz., 1795).

Belonging to our own century, are Storr (1809), Bcihme (Leipz.,

1825), Kuinoel (Leipz., 1831), Klee (Mainz, 1833), Paulus (1833),

Menken (special commentaries and homilies on Heb. ix.—x., and

Heb. xi., 1821 and 1831), Tholuck (Hamb., 1836 [3 Ausg, 1850]),

especially, however, the thorough and copious commentarj' by

Bleek (Berlin, 1828-1840. [Lunemann, Gdtt., 1855. Delitzsch,

Eslangen, 1857.]

END OF VOL. VI
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