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INTRODUCTIOR

Jur Problem, ag the title informs one, is to dis~

gover, if possible, who is responsible for the FHew Testament

Lottexr to thae Hebrews; 2nd if ve are not able to :irive ot
any definite and conclusive conclusion, to set forth such
theorica 8 ve f£find and to give as many of their arguments
ag ve are able.

To accomplish our task we have divided our work into
thr o prrtse The first takes up the faulinc theory of
authorship ané is, thorefore, the lengthiest of the thraee
Thne second tyente all other proposed authors save Bwrnabga
and Apollos who later beccme the topic of discussion in
the thi:d andé 1 st chapter.

It is with dcep apprecintion for the ald rondsres us
by our adviscr, Dr. .irndit, "nd our reader, Dr. laeteh,
and esppecially far the divine assistance granted in answer

to our prayers, th t ve commend our efforts to the rao:dex.



CHAPTER I
VWAS IT PAUL 7

The oritics of the Farly Church, East and Vest,
after three centuries, finally arrived at the conclusion that
Paul was the author of this Epistle. And for many years it
was s0 accepted, but then, in the days of the Reformation,
scepticism broke loose once more until today there are few
who will unconditlonally accept the Pauline theory of author=-
ship.

The pro and con arguments for this Pauline theory
may well be divided into two sections according to thair
source: Pro and Gon According to External Data and Pro and

Con According to Internsl Data.
PART I

Pro and Con According to External Data.
The testimony of the Church Fathers seems entirely
confusing and nonconclusive. Much of it can be taken for either

(2)
slde.

(2) Kendrick, A.C., Com. Oon the Ep. to the Heb. (Hovey, Alvah,
Editor, An Im. Uom. Eﬁi N. ®., Philadelphis:
Americen Baptist Fublicatlon Soclety, Vol. VI)
Introduct:l.on.



Eastern Church

(3)
Pantaenus: According to Fusebius, Clement writes thus:

"But now, as the elder used to say, since the Lord, /
being the Apostle of the Almighty, was sent to the
Hebrews, Faul, through modesty, since he had been
sent to the Gentliles, does not inscribe himself as
the apostle to the Hebrews, bhoth to give due defer-
ence to the Lord and because he wrote to the Hebrews
also out of his sbundance, heing a preacher and apos=-
tlo to the Gentlles."

As to whether FPantaenus 1s here giving hisa
parsonal observation, or the consensus of the Alexandrian
School is difficult to ascertain. The words, "as the elder
used to say" seem to lean towards a singular anc(l .'s.ndividual

4
opinion as exiating elone in the mind of Fantaenus.

But whosoever's opinion it expresses, its con-
tents raise many questions iIn our mind. Pantaenus here makes
Paul responsible for the letter and yet he, st the same time,
glves us an intimation that there was a doubt existing, if
not in his own nind, thon in the minds of others. Ve draw

this from the apologetical character of the quotation and

(3) Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, Vol. VI, 14.

(4) "The blessed presbyter reﬁrra§ %o (...) may be concluded
to have been Pantaenus (Cfr. XZusebius, H. E., Vol. V, 11;
VI, 13) (Stromates. 1. Par. ii)" Farrar, F.W., Int. to the
Ep. of Paul 0 the Heb. (Spence, H.D.M..’ }28011, 5-5-,
ﬁ!i)ora > The Fu.IEIE domanta;z. New York: Funk & Wagnalls
Co. s PP =X ®

"Bleek thinks that the Pantaenus reference gilves
merely a view in the Church of that dey as against his
own 710'0“ u°11, G-B., The kEp. to the Iliab. (Lﬂnse,J.P..
Schaff, P., translators and editora, A. Com. on the Hoé!
Soriptures, Vol. VIII. New York: Charles Scr T a Oy
'IBEB})),_'ﬁdriek, A.C., trans., Int., pp. 2=10.



wa feel safe In saying that there was a genuine doubt in the
Alexandriaen Church or he would not have spoken thus.

One must not, however, lean too far to one side,
since it is also true that Pantsenus does state that Paul
wrote Hebrews. He lived near Palestine and must, therefore,
have been ascquainted with the prevailing opinion on the sub-
Ject and his testimony may be repgasrded as a falrly good proof

thi(: ';:he Epistle was genrerally accepted as Faul's in that
5
reglon. But still, one cen mee that a fog still hangs over

this testimony(g!)zioh is difficult to 1lift in favor of one
sldeg or the other.

Clement: "And as for the Eplatle to the Hebrews, he says in= A
eed that it is Paul's, but that it was written for the
Hebrews In the Hebraw tongue and that Luke, having care-
fully translated 1t, published 1t for the Greeks; hence,
as a result of this translation, the same complexion of
style is found in this Eplstle and in the Agtas but that
the (words) 'Paul, sn apostle' were naturally not pre-
fixed. For, says he, 'in writing to the Hebrews who had
concelved a prejudice against him and were suspicious of
him, he very wisely did not repel them at the beginning

by putting his name.'" (7)

Here agnin 1t is impossible to determine whether
Clement gives his own conclusions, drawn from personal compar-
1son of the Letter to the Hebrews with the other Fauline Let-
ters, or whather in his circles he found evidence which spoke

(8)
agalnst Paul.

(56) Barnes, Al., Notes on the N.T. (London: Blackie and Son),
Vol. IX, Int., pp. vVii=xl.

(6) The question of the lack of Fauline greeting will be dealt
with later; suffice to say that the explanation of Fan-
teenus is not generally accepted.

(7) Euﬂebiua'. E.ll., VI. 14.

(8) For appreciation of this difficulty, cfr. Bleek, Fr.,

Einl. in das N.T. (Berlin: George Lgimer, 1886), pp.252-280.



Once again we have the unrestricted statement the t
Paul is the ultimate author, but once sgain there is a hint of
doubt in Clement's mind, forcing him to meke a clarifying
statement. The fog still hangs between us and .the past.

That Luke was the translator of the Hebrew original
has been ruled out by Inearly all the better oritics. This
the_o::_y, however, will he dealt with arain in the next chapter.
f_fOriEen\: He gives us the most information concerning our

problem but he also cdoes not offer sufficient to
form a definite conclusion.

"That the character of the diction of the Epistle en-
titled to the Hebrews has not the apostle's rudeness of
speech, who gonfessed himgself rude in speech, that 1s, in
atyle; but that the Epistle is better Greek Iin the framing
of 1ts diection, will be admitted by everyone who is able
t0 discern differences of style. But again, on the other
hand, that the thoughts of the Epistle are admirable, and
not inferior to the acknowledged writings of the apostla,
to this also everyone will consent as true who has given
attention to reading the apostle.

"But as for myself, if I were to stete my own op=-
inion, I should say that the thoughts are the apostle's,
but that the style and the composition be longa to one who
called to mind the apostle's teachings and, as it were,
madae short notes of what his master said. If any church,
therefore, holds this Lpistle as Paul's, let it be com-
mended for this also. For not without reason have the men
of old time hended 1t down as Paul's. But who wrote the
Epistle, In truth God knows. Yet the account which has
reachaed us (is twofold), some saying that Clement, who
was bishop of the Romans, wrote the Epistla, othars, (9)
that i1t was Luke, he who wrote the Gospel and the ActS..."

"This opinion of Origen's, thus expressed, is of
palcultlar value; not only on account of the early age in which
he lived, with all the facta that aould then be known before
him, but also hecause of his competence to form a sound

(9) Eusebius, E. H., VI, 25.



Judgment on such a subject; and the fact of his having been an

original and somawhat frae thinke? m;,da to, rather than de-
10
tracts from, the value of his verdict."

For the third time we find that also Origen, al-
though he proclalia tho Letter to the Habrews as baing Pauline,
knows of definite doubts and opinlons againat such a conclu=
slon and therefore is cumpelled to give up the idea of a
personal writing by Paul and, instead, ascribes merely the
contents to(%ﬂh For the first time, however, we have an
intimation as to how great and influential these doubts of

the Jarly Church were.

"Hardly dgas one dam derive from the statenent of i Ep yaio
’?:Jng; 2 Ui eurg e de v mi.sz ﬁd?dﬁfhwfgﬁ' %%’Eé

athars as one ca anoep a au author; beceusa /
such 8 conclusion would he for Origen espacially w:lth ref=-
aerence to the Fast, Imnossible; without a doubt Origen had
only a few anrlier scholars in mind, who accepted the Let-
ter as Paul's and passed 1t on as such, ss, for instance,
Pantaenus and Clement. (12) ‘he expression 7o

zr doas not necessarily, as Hug would have It] refer

‘to men of the Apostolic age or as Tholuck would have 1it,

at the bheginning of the second century. If there had been
othaer writers who had eémphatically pointed to raul aa the
writer, Fusebius, who gathered ruch of such material,

would not have ounitted it, but he g:l.vea no indication of
such writers.

Without a doubt, Origen -round next to the tradi-
tion of Paul as the author another which went back to Luike,
both out of early times and hoth out of his locality be=-
cause he is writing to the African Church. Now he tries
to unite the two traditions es Clement did before him." (13)

(10) Fal'mr. Fovl'., OPe cit.’ PP- 1i-x111.

(11) Derived from a @ trenalation of Vette, W.M.L.D.,
Lshrbuch der hiat.-h-:l.t. L:lnl. in die kanonische Buecher

ar eorge er,

(12) WaIsa 7Weisa, IJ.B., Lehrbuch der kinl. in das M.T. (Berlin:
Wm. Hertz, 1888), p. oLs./ helleves this reiers GO
Pantaenus and Glement. as do practically all others.

(15) Bleek, ODe Git-, 64 .



==

"Origen rapestedly cites the Epistle as Faul's
(De Orat. P27, where 1t is coupled to the Epis'alc; to the
Xphesisns, in Foann, t.2, three tines oiting as Paul's the
passagea: Heb. 1,25 2,9; P.6 and vi. 16, P.1ll; in Huaer.,
Hom. 1ii. 3; in ¥p. ed Rom. vii. P.l, ix P.36). In one place
he rerers to the fact that some denied the Fpiatla to be Paul's,
and promises %o glve alsavhare confutation of their opinion
(Ep. ad africanum, 9). But in his homilles on tho Lpistle, of

which extants have been proserved by Fusebiua (vi., 25), he
shows himself to have become deeply impressed by the differen-
ces of style and hae storts a theory as though the thoughts
ware Faul's, etcsl..fz“

In relation to the previous teatinonies of Fantsenus
and Clement, Origen's 1s not nearly es sure (in respect %o
Paul's suthorship) and therefore as restriocted and limited. He
dogs not, it is trve, dispute the original Fauline origin of
the Letter. His theory is compatible with many other theories
of the time: translatorial, secrotar':l.al, ete. His words, "But
who wrote the Epistle, in truth God knows" show us unmistaken-
ly that the Alexandrian Sghool came no where near unanimously
accapting the authorsghip of Faul, and we must leave it at that.

However, "on Origen's testimony have been based the
defense of Paul's authorship by Semler, leyer, Cramer, Starr,
Gelpke, Paulus in Haidelbarg (1833), Catholic Klee, Stein,
Cauasen, Wordawl(:z]::t)h“ Thoir footing, to say the least, is

(14) Salmon, Gaeorge, A Hist. Int. to the Studg of the Books of
the N.T. onaon: on Narxray, » Do .

(15) Moll, op. oiE., p. 6. nRARY

PRITZLAFF MEMORTAL LIB
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precarious. Mo, the reader must agree, there is no doninsting,
conclusive proof here pro or con Peul's having bheen tha writer.

The Early Eastaern Church in General: "The sncient Alexandrisn

church leaders wore favor-
ably inclinsd towasrds their church's decloration, but they still
felt @ difficulty in ascribing this Lplstle to Paul, and they

ap;(:igz)' 0t to he ehla to stand upon eny definitc and sure

ground." " That fai:‘t-ly)well sums un the situation. At least we
7

may not say, ea Nuz does, "I cannot see how the lata critics

can attach the suthorship to en Alexandrien when right in the
Alexandrian circlea the view was for Faul already at the end
of the firat cantury. Vho should know 1f thoy don't?"

But the raader night be mora intareated in s faw
varbatln opinions of the better critics than in an analytic
synopsls of than.

"Phis balief in Paul's authorship was natural, sas Faul was
the supreme letter writer of the early church; but it wss
far from haing unanimous even in Alexandria, vwherc the
beginning of the third century revealed divergent opinions
(traditiona) attributing 1t tc Paul, Clament of Romc, or
luke; while Origen refuses to connact it with Faul except
by medium of a (ireek sditlon or (Rom. 16,22) amanuensis.
"The acholars of the Alexandrien Church, where it
firat gained ¢ canonical position, felt obvious difficul-
ties In the Pauline authorship which was bound up with its
claims of canonicity. Origen elso felt the discrepanciles
between the style of Faul and the style of Hebrews." (18)

(16) A free translation of \latte, Op. cit., p. 344.
(17) Hug, L.J., Einl. in die Sohri!'pﬁn des N.T. (Stuttgart
snd Tuobingen: J.U. Cotta 'schen Buchhsndlung, 1821),
. Pe. 432. Also a freo translatlon.
(18) Moffat, Jemes, op. cit., pp. 420ff.
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"Thae testimony of the Church at Alexandria was /
uniform after thae time of Origen, that 1t was the pro=-
duction of Paul. Indeed there seanas never to have haen
any doubt about it thera, and from the commencement 1t
was admitted as hils production. Tha tesatimony of the Church
"and the school is particularly valuable becsuse (a) it was
near Palastine vwhere the Epistle was probably sent (19);
{(b) Clement particularly had travelled much and would be
likely to understand the oprevailing sentiments of the East;
(c) Alexandria was the seat of the nost celebrated tneo-
loglcal school of the early Christian ages, and thoae who
ware at the head of this school would be likely to have
correct Information on a point like this; and (d) Origen
is adnltted to have bheen the most learned of the UGreek
Fathers, and his testimony that the sentiments were those
of raul mauy be regarded of peculiaer value." (20)

"The weighty esuthority of the Alexandrian Fathers,
Pantaenua, Clemeunt, and Origen, turna, from our point of
view, rather against the Paulino authorship, when we re-
flaoct that 1t was probahly because the stamp of Avpostolic
authority was daemed naecessary by tham to its canonical
validity, and they could give it this suthority only by
gssuming that Paul was, at least Indirectly, i1ts asuthor.
Their raaasons for denying to the spostlae its ilwmedlete, and
80 to speak, liversry authorship, sre weightier than those
which lead them to hring 1t within the apostolic circls.
within thut clrcle no nume but thut of Paul could be
connected wivh the Lplatle to the Hebrews, and they had
the discornuant o see the wide difference oi' styie and
manner hatwaen thils work and the acknowledged writinga of
the apoatle." (21)

Origon's and Clament's "testimony on this point is
rather strengthenad than weakened by the fact that each
of them had a theoory of his own about the composition of
the Iplstle." (22)

"There appears to be onae, snd only ona, way of ac-
counting for so ganeral an agreement as to the suthorship
of an anonymone latter. It is this. Vhen the Chriastians,
wno hsd escaped to I'alla befora the sliege of Jerusslem
found themselves precluded from returning to the captured
city, they would be likely to go and settle, some of them

slg; Two destination thgor.‘..e: 1:;.1“:‘;6 (Our view); 2. Jerusalem.
2 Barnes, Al. Op. Glte P Vv .
(21) Kendedsk, loo—eTtr
(22) Kay, Int. To lleb. (Cook, F.C., editor, The Holy Bible
w om. London: John Murray, 188I, Vol. 1V), p.4f.
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in Pslestine snd Hgypt, others in Syrla, and Agia Minor
(ofr. Acts 6,5.9; 8, 19, 19-20), carrying with them their
coplas of Hha Eplstle,-Now, efter the overthrow of the
temple, more pracious to them then over. Thelr statements
as %o ths asuthorsghlp would of courase he accented every-
where." (23)

"eeothia testimony of the Alexandrisns mesy not
(with Nichhorn, Schaidf, David Schulz) be referred baock to
puraely hypothetical essumptions; compare Stenlein's Hist. Test-
ilnonisa of the first four centurles ragording the suthor.

"Es ist hierhach klar, dsss dis Poulinlsche Abfas-

sung dcs HB auch 1ln der Alexandrinischen Kirche keine
Geme Indauebarliafarung, sondarn nur eina Schulmeinung wanr,
wolche einzelne Genelinden in guten Glauben angenommen

ha ttan.”" (25)

The reader may randily see, from these faw srgu-
ments, the® 1t i1a an Inpoasible thing to be sure either that Faul
wrote the Enistia or thet ha--:l:l.d not. Critics sro s%#ill guessing
on this evideunce with the majority of their muessas against Paul.
As long es they are not sura as to what the TFethers kmew, wa shall

be forged tn remain in doubt and merely add our guass.

Later Kastarn Church: "That the sane view (Pauline origin) pre-

vailed in tha Church of Fsliestine, Syria,
and Asis l{iinor, is nov queationad (I;usglz;gl:)la).“ Yes, 1t is -true,
from Origen on we find in the Eastern Church a strange but de=-
finite unity of agraemsnt on the Pauline authorship. Gradually
evan thers sinka 1n1;o' obsouricy the tranalgtion theory. It is
almost necessary to name hera the most important personages and

bodies who tastify to thils consensus.

(23) Moffat, James, op. eit., p. 420 f£f.
(24) Noll, s 2 clit., Pe 6o

(25) \‘:'eils, EE. Clte; P. I25.

(26) I{HY’ Fh‘\.’ ope. citd, Pe 40 f£.
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(27) (28) (29)
Justin llartyr, Polycarp end Dionysius (250) give

evidence in thelr writings that thay helieve Paul to be the
author and the Letter to be ganuine. TFourteen yesrs later the
Synod of Antioch (284) coupled passsges from Hebrews with

paaaages from Corinthlens as thonsh they carn from the sane
(29) (29) (29)
author. Cyril, bishop of Jzruarlen (286), Llexander (312) and

Jacob, Bishop of Wisilbis (325%), follo-ired)the trend, the last
29
oclting 1t as frorm sn anoatle, presumably £rom Faul.

¥uaahlos of Csaserda, the historian of the era,
ascribes fourtaen enistlos to Peul (F.H. 1131, 3,5).

"iusebius renaataedly refers to it as his. Yat
he spealks of thosa In the Roman Chuarch vho denlaed its
Paulina origin and he hingelf, like Clement of ilexandria,
regards 1t as @ translatlion from & Hebrew originsl (H.E.
i11, 38,28) snd he alsovhera olsasifiea 1t among the
disputed works™ (30)

"lie had heurd the objection, hed weighed the ob=
Jaction apd found it wanting...the fact which he mentions
that its genulnass had bean disputed by the Church of
Rorie, and that he specifies no other Church, proves that
1% hed not heon cnlled In queation in the kust.The writers
hare raforrad to lived in the very country to which the
" Epistle was aevidanily sent (31) end their testirony is
vniforn snd should sattle tha quaeation.” (52)
(33) . (52)
The Gouncil of Laodiclia (365), WPitus of Bostra

(371), and hthanasius (373) macribe it to Paul, Athanasius
counting 1t among fourtear apistles of Faul and placing it

(36)
after 2 Theasalonlans. KEphraen Syrus (378), "a disciple of

(27) 8aluon, (leorge, np. cit., p. 416. Also Barncs, Al., Op.
cit., p. vii f.

(28) Salimon, Loc. cit.

(29) Kendrick, IoCe. Olte.

(30) Ibid. R WYaa

(¥1) Barnas altogethar too dogmatic as to destination. He

(32) cannot prove his theori'. :

32) Hernes, op. oit., p. vii f.

(33) Kendrieck, loc. cit.

(34) Ibid. TR TTE

(36) Kay, op. cit., p. 4 f.
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(38)
Jacob of Niaibgg, unheaitantly refers to it as Paul's,"

S
(Opp. Syrisc T. I.), and of him Barnes remarks:

"Ephraem Syrus, or the Syrisn, sbundsntly
ascribes the Eplstle to Paul. He was the disciple of
Nisiblis, and no men was hetter qualified to inform him-
self on this point then Fphraem. NO man stands deserv-
€dly higher in the memory of the Eastern Churches.
After him all the Syrian Churches acknowledged the
canonical authority of the Epistle to the Hehrews." (37)

» The list or( glg:g Pauline adherents continues with
Basll the Great end his brother, Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory

Nazeanizen (387), Didymus (395), Epiphenies (402) in his

(40-41)
Haeres. LXIX, Par. 27,393 opp. and IIX, p. 543 ed. Noessalt,

Chrysostom (407), ?nd E:t;odoret of Massuestia (407) in his
435=
Prolog. in Epist. ad Hebr.

The Arisns: Arius put Paul es the author, hut many of the Arians
ra Jected this opinion; clearly, however, on contro-
versial grounds only, as can be seen from the declaration of
Epiphenies (Hseres. 69) and Theodoret who writes in the intro-
duction to his commentary, "It is no wonder that those affected
with the Arian malady should rege agsinst the spostolic writings,
separati the Letter to tho Hebrews from the rest and calling

(46
it spurious."

T

(36) Moffatt, op. cit., p. 420 f.
a C

(37) Barnes, op ey Do V11 £.
(38) Huﬂ, o BLGey Po 400. Also Sempson, F.8.5 A Crit. Com.
on the 'E"'." To the Heb. (New York: Robert Carter end Bros.,
) n 0.

(39) Xendrick, loc. cit., contains following four names.

(40) Delitzach, R., Com. zum Briefe an die Hebr. (Leipzig:
Aoerffling anEsFaraﬁe, 1867), Intr. Cir. also Hug,
OE. ¢lt., P. .

(41) Farrar, op. cit., p. V.

(42) Kendrick, loc. cit.

(43) Hug, Op. GIEO’ Pe 4358.

(24 Fnrrnrl:"l'o'o. cit.

(46) Farrar, Op. cit., P. V.
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Peshito: 'I.'hé Peshito held the Eplstle but did not indicete 1t
as being Pauline except for the superscription. It
put the Letter where our edition hi(\:s:{t. This trenslation must
have been made vary early since 2 Eplstle .of Peter and the 2 and
S Epistlas of Joln are not inc{ﬂgd. Salmon has mentioned the
oritioiom that the antiquity of thls portion hes been doubted,
namely that of the Lettgr to the Hebrews. He does, however, ad-
mit that he does not know whether there is any good authority

for such doubts.
One must cmfess, ss he glances over the 1list, that

the evidence, at such a first glance, seems somewhat in favor of
the Pauline origin. But one must still not let himself go of-f the
deep end, for severel other conasiderations come into play here.
First of all, the reader must conslder that all these opinlons
flowed from the early Church Fathers, Pentaenus, Clement, and
Origen. We have seen how uncertain is thelr teatimony. It seems
that merely for want of better, the Fast gredually accepted the
Pauline theory and forgot about objections to 1t. Leaders would
be inclined to do this in order not to dlaturb the faith of thelr
flocks. When one remembers the unstable source, then thls later

evidence shrinks in immensity.
Then there 1s also the consideration that outside

of this srea, even in the area to which we belleve this Letter
was sent (Rome), 1t is either not known as Padl:lne, or renounced

as non-Fauline.

Add to this the need of the Fathers for an suthor
to lend authority to the letter. Thls writer, must, therefore,
be an apostle, and under such conditions we can appreclate the
eagerness with which they graspad at Paul.

§46; ]é:ndrick,_ loc. clt.
4% » ) iE. s Ve.
(48) Kendriok; Yoo oite
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WESTERN CHURCH

Clement of Rome (92-102): During the lifetime of John snd under

the rule of Domitlan (87-96), Clement
wrote his Eplstle to the Corinthians. In it, as Busebius asays.
he either makes varbatim use of passages from the Letter to
the Hebrews or he alludes to them. Stuart has arranged in par-
allel colurms the original Greek of Clement's Epistle and the

Letter to the H?;)ggws In the case of seven direct quotations
and elevan indirect.

"Olement uses Hebrews (for aexaemple) thus: 'Who,
belng the brightness of His ma jesty, is 30 much greater
than the angels, as he has by inheritance obtained a more
excellent name than they. For it is written, Who maketh
His angels spirits, and His ministers a flame of fire. But
of His Son, thus saith the Lord: this day have I begotten
Thee. Ask of me and I will gilve thee the heathen for
thine inherlitanca, and the uttermost parta of the earth
for thy poasession. And again he saith to him, 8it on my
right hand until I make thine enenies thy footstool'
(Clement, c¢. 36; Heb. 1,3,4,7,13)" (50)

2 Clement uses the Epistle and seems to value it
i(t.i).;];‘!)xly but beyond that we dare not go, for nowhei-a does he meke
mention of the author. lspeclally do we dare not sui:poae that
he took it to be Paul's Handiwork, for the whole nubs.equ.ent
evidence of the VWestern Church is against this. Of course, there
are no authorities whom we could ait until we get to the end of
the second century or the beginning of the third, but at that
time none of the Western writers whose opinion we know regarded

(52)
the Epistle as Feul's.

(49) Samson, G.W., Homoletic Magazine, Feb., 1884, p. 280 f.

(60) Salmon, op. eit., p. =

(51) Bleek, ﬁ. cit., p. 662, a free translation gives this
ea in full. :

(62) Salmon, op. cit., p. 416.
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In this oonnection Kendrick writes: "Later evidence
renders it improbable that Clement (100) attributed it to Faul,
as the canon of Huratorl, belonging to the end of the second
century, reckons thirteen epistles as attributed by the Roman
Church to Paul, tha Epistle to the Hebrews being entirely un-
men'l:it()ralgc)h“

Of what value, then, is Clement's use of the Epistle?
For one thing, Clement wrote very early, which fact shows us that
the Letter to the Hebrews also ceme from 8 vary early date.

But here slso lies, if we acocept the theory of the
Koman destination, a tremendous bit of evidence apgainst Paul's
authorship. If the Letter to the Hebrews was written by Yaul to a
congregation near or in Kome, would i1t not be natural that Clement
end the Vestern Church would know about i1t? The fact that nowhere
is there a hint of tﬁa Pauline origin in the vicinity to which the
kpiatle was sent 1s significant end must not be lightly shoved
aslde. Its weight 1s inoresased, moreover, by the fact that Clement
must have worked contemporanecusly with Paul snd become intimately
acquainted with hin. ;

If the reader dissgrees with our destination
theory, however, he still must admit that the absence of a Pauline
substantiation at the veary least casts strong doubt on his being

the suthor. But let us move on with sone discussiona of later

Church history figures.

(55) Kendrick' 1loc. cit.
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Maratori: Close to the end of the second century, the canon of

of luratori ignores the Letter in its 1ist although

"he has the Pauline letters and also two others; ad
Laodicanses and ad Alexeandrinus; but the HB which om(as =
Semler, Lichhorn, Hug, Sohlelermacher, Guericke, Vileseler,
Credner, Volkmor, Koestlin, Hilgenfeld) dare look for in
ad Alexandrinus (65) is not mentioned. This shows that 1t
was not considerad Pauline at the time." (56) 1

Hareion: "In the year 140, there came to Rome two marked young

men. One was the brilliant ilarcion, whose father, a disciple
of Polycarp, a pupll of John, was ohliged to aexclude his
son from his. church near Smyrna, because of youthful ime
propleties; who, axiling himself, sought st Kome admission
into the Chrlstlan church, but failing, resolvad on op=-
pogition to its falth. The same year there came to Rome from
Alexandrla a speculative young man nemed Valentine; and the
two found kindred congenialities of mind and heart.

Harcion declared that of the fourteen eplstles of 8t. Paul,
found as authantic in the Greek original and in the Syrilac
translation, used in the Christian churches at that era, he
accapted only ten. The objections to the HB, as Hug has
shown, wora from the firat substantially the same: that
Paul had not, as In other eplastles, prefixed hs name to it;
that in 2,1-5, the term 'us' is in conflict with his de=-
claration that he personally did not receive his view of
(ioaspal truth from the apostlas; that in 135,18, he seems to
have heen In arffilistion with the Palestine Jews; and that
the style of thought diffars from Paul's in his other
epistles." (&7)

Hippolytus (200): "Photius ('Bibl. Cod., 121) quotes Hip. as

denying it." (58)

Irenaeus: "Photius (Bibl. Cod., 232) has preserved a statement

of Stephen (obar, @ writer of the sixth century, that
Irenaeus and Hippolytus assertaed that the Epistle was
not Paul's. In point of facdt we find very 1ittle use of the
Epistle made in the great work of Irenasus against heresies,
There are few colncidences, but we cannot positively

) Delitzsch, op. git., int.
) Our opinion a

80, .

Bleek, op. 9_1_.{_.', P- Gﬁga A frae translation,

Samson, « olt., p. 280,

Farrar, '22. clts, Ps vil. Ofr. also Doda, Marcus, Epistle
'E% the Hebrews (Niaoll, VW.R., editor, The iXpoa tor's
Greek Testaments New York: Hodder and Staushtens
Vol. IQ, Pe 7oy ffo), Introduction, p. 225. And
Salmon, Op. _0_1_'&_., P. 417, :



pronounce tham to he ¢uotations, and certainly tho Epistle
is never raferred to as laul's. Eusebius says he quoted the
Lplstle in a laat work but he still does not say it was
Paul's (69) "Irenseus "could have used it becauss it
offered much against gnostics end valentinians." (60)

Caius, Presbyter at Rome (211-217):..."he mentions only thirteen
Eplstles of the holy apostla, not numboring the Lpistle to
the Hebrewa with the reat." (61) "Jerome confirms this snd
gives the date of Zephyrinus under whom Calus wrote (De
Vir Illustr., c. 56)." (62)

Novatian (250): Delitzsch and Bleek declare that "Novatian, who
could have used 1t to good advantage In his battle agoinst
the reaccaptence of the lapsi, does not use it." (63

"Howaver, Sampson advences this argument: "Its re-
Jection during this period is ascrlbed to the use which the
Hontanlats and lovatians :ade of Chapter 6, 4-8 and chspter
10, 26-31 to juatitfy their savere and unpopular rules as
to the perpetual exclusion of certaln classes of bhacksliders
from the church. This reveiation was rejected by some through
onposition to the Chillasts, who paerverted its concluding
chaptars to thaeir support."” (64)

Tertullian: "But we have in Tertullian s declsive witness to
VVestern opinion. The controversy ss to the possibllity of
forgiveness of post-baptismal sin was one which much dis-
turbed the Church at the beginning of the third century.

The suspicion then arises thet the opposition to this

- Eplstle may have heen prompted solely by the support afforded
to the rigorest side on this question by the well known
passage in the sixth chapter, which seems to deny in some
casos, the posaibility of repentance and forgiveness.
But what 1s remarkable is that Tertullian quotes this pas-
sage in support of his iontanist views; yet though his in-
terest would be to set the suthority of tha Epistle as Faul's,
he quotes 1t sa Barnabas' and not as canonical, but only
as above the lavel of the 'Shaepherd of llermas' '"There 1is
extant, ' he says, '"in the epistle of Barnabas addressed to
the Hebrews written by s man of such authority that Paul
has ranked him with himself: 'I only and Barnabas, have wa
not power to forbsar working?' And cdrtainly this Epilstle
of Barnabas 1is more recelived than that apocryphal Shephaerd
of the adulterers' (Da Pudic. 20). This is the langusge Of

(59) Salmon, log. cit. Also Ferrsr, op. cit., p. 417; and
(60) 1 tzsch and Kendricf:. p ¥

60) Bleek, op. cit., n. 664.

(61) Eusebiug—THe. VI, 20.

(62) Parrar, loc. cit.

(63) Bleek, op. Git., P. 666. Also Delitzsch.

(64) Sampson, loc. cit.
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¢ man to whom the idea thet the Eplatle was Faul's does not
seem to have occurred; and the proof appears to have been
conclusive that in Tertullian's time the Pauline authorship
was not acknowledged in the Western Church." (65)

Cyprian (268): "Also from Cyprian, bishop of Carthage, does it
« appear that the HB at the middle of the third century in
the proconsulate of Africe was not sccepted ss apostolio,™
(66) "for he leaves it unmentioned." {G67) He and V. Peta-
blonensls seem to0 know only the letters to the seven
churches. (68)

liethodius: (290) "Whether or not Methodius refers to the writings
as Yaul's is uncertain." (69)

In the fourth century the non-Pauline opinion con-
tinues in the writings and expressions of ll:l.g.zg; (354), Lucifer
(354), Victorinus (360), éz:c’: (360), Optatus l‘lilevit,- Ambrosisster
(Sr(ig;:;m), Phoebad ius (592),(3:1.111011 of Hippo (393), Council of
Carthage (398), and Leo the Great (440-461). The only contrary
volce heard up until Jerome and Augustine is that of Ambggiua
(597).

Wiith Jerone and Augustine there copes & rev-
olution in the opinion of the llestern Church. Both were well
versed in the Greek literature, Jerome having resided for a time
in the East. is a consequence nelther could ignore the fact that

the Eastern Church wrote of Hebrews as being the Epistle of Paul.

(65) Salmon, « cit., p. 418.
(66) Bleek, %ggp—‘rr oit., p. 418.
(5”) Kendric 9 Ooc. clt.

(68) Delitzsch, Loc. Oit.

(69) ffette, . OIE.’ Pe 346.

(70) For the next three names cfr. Barnes, op. cit., p. vii f.
(71) Wette, Op. cit., p. 346. Also for the :nal Xt trio of names.
(72) .DOdﬂ, e BLlGe; Peo 2235.

(73) Delitzach, Op. 0lt., int.

(74) VWiette, log. cit.
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Jarome quotes it more often than not as sn
Eplstle of I'aul without eny doubt showing in his designation,

but at times he usas(suc):h phrases as "Paul, or whoever wrote
75
the kplstle to the Hebrews." In his Fp. ad Dardenum (Ep. 129,

vole 1, p. 965) he says that the Eplstle is received as Faul's,
not only by the churches of the Eest, but also by all previous
church writers in the Greek languange, though he adds that msny

thought 1t to he ti(;; 1;ork of Clement and Barnabas.
6
Delitzach tells us how Augustine was influenced

by his Greek learning to sccept the Faeuline theory but it is

noteworthy how often he quotes the Epistle merely as ?hat to
77)
the llebrews, apparently studiously avoiding to call it Paul's.

Thus we see that the acceptance of the Latter as
"Pauline by the Eastern Church swayed the Western opinion through

its two great leaders, Jerore and Augustine, also to accept it
(78)
thus. %hen one, therefore, anslyzes the historical data, he must

take this fact into very serious consideration, for, as Kay

states:

"Thore csn be little doubt that the f£inal settle-
ment of the question was largely due to ths wisdom and can-
dor of the two gremt church teachers, Jerome and Augustine,"
(79}

(75) Jerome: "This is to be rmintained, that this epistle,
which is inscribed to the Hebrewa is not on1¥ received by
the ah rchns of the East as the Apostle Faul's but has been
in paptitimes by all Occident writers in the (reek language,
nlthough uost Latins think that Barnabas or Clement was
the author. Still it waa not rejected by all the Latins.
Some received 1t as the: produ.ct. of Faul." --gited by Barnes,

- cit., p- vii f.

(76) Ha S5t. Augustine, ofr. also De Doctrina Christiana, 1i,8;
Da Feccatorum leritis et Remissionet 1, 27; De Civitate
ﬂﬂi, IVI, 22

(?7) mm’ ogo ci'b-’ P. 418-419.

("8, Fﬂ!‘“l‘, EE. (4] sy P=e ix. Blﬂak, !2. c’.t-. Pe 666.

(79) Kay, EE- clt., P. 4 £.
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In splte of the decisions of the co&‘r’ngih of
Hippo and Carthage that the Letter was canonical, the use of
it declined in the rext century. Cassidorus statas that in
the sixth century there was es yet no commentary ggl:{t.
Later the Councll of Trent decreed that Heb-
rews vwas an kplstle of Fsul's and this decree has bound nmany
critics to defend the decree of thelr religion, the FPauline
theory. Some, 1t is trus, have gone against the decree of the
Catholic Church and hold thelr om views. Anong these are Bel-
larmine, Este, Ludorisus Vives, Cardinal Cajetan, and ut(:ﬁz’-a.
¥rom the eleventh century to the Heformation
faw doubted Faul's suthorship, .buiz then came ths raformation
of oplnion along this line alao and the o0ld arguments flared
anew. The result was tho arlsing of statements like that of
AR S8IUS 3 "
‘ n church certainly cdefines it to be
Paul's, I wﬁlﬁ}gly render my intellect captive to the
obedlience of faith; but, as far as my own judgments sre
concerned, it does not seem to me to be his." (83)
it scame, frow thae way the source materisl muns,
that the more modern the eritic, the more he favors another
view than that for Fsul. Ve think, perhaps, of James ioffat,
Goodspeaed, etc. Louvking back snd surveying all the arguments

nade bohind them, these modern scholars decide against Paul.

(80) One might mention others of lasser importance who held the
Pauline theory., such as Orosius, !‘jctoriensis, Lucifer
Calortanus, V. Afr., and then too one might montion some of
the catalogues and ancient LSS which hsve the letter to
the Hebrows in its plece imredlately after 2 Thess.: Codex
Alex., Vaticsn, Sinalticus, Coislinian, Beatly (F46), six
minuscles, Syrlan canon of 400 A.D., Egypt (3. cent.),
Sahidic Versina (Coptic translation) and the lorgen MS
(. 6570-571) (9. cent.). Cfr. "The Fosition of Hebrews in

the Canon of the N.T.", the Harverd Theological Review, Vol.
25, April I0S6. Sampson, op. oIt., Int.

(81) Lenski, op. cit., p. 8 f.

(82) Tvid. g

(83) Ferrer, op. cit., p. x.
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We will firat of all again give the reader
some azxcerpts of varbatim opinions expressed on the histor-
ical date just presented es they flow from the pens of better
eritics and then we shall 1ook into some of the causes for
which scholars through the ages have rejected Faul.

"It 1s therefore, clear sa the sun, that in the l"lesi-iern
Church the HB waa not passaed on as being Fauline." (84)

"There is a connection hetween Italy end the Letter and
therefore we are dlsposed to consider the Italian tresdition
as to the authorship with more respect then we should do if
the Bplstle had hean dispatched f£rom one Fastern city to
another." (85)

"The Pauline suthorship was denied also by many in the
Komen Church till ecclesiastical conasiderations during the
fourth century brought it into line with the Esstern Church
where the Epistle had been widely recelved as Fauline." (86)

"'he Epistle had not the name of the author. All the
BEpistles of Faul had. As the KEpistle was addressed to the
llebraws in Falestine, 1t may not hdve bheen known to the
“estern Church." (87)

"Such was the state of opinion regarding the Epistle in
the Latin Church ss late as tne time of Lusebius of Caesarea.
After the middle of the fourth century the tide turned,
probably under influence of the Eastern Church. Three African
synods put the stamp of approwvel on it as heing r'suline. It
was approved by the nope as such. Down to the Heformatlon no
doubt srose." (G8)

"here are indeed distingulshed scholars who, with Span-

heim (do sutore ep. ad liabr.), Heldelberg, 1669) and Vaetstein,
suppose that the guaforn Church was actuated by hoatility
towards Hontenists and Novatians (89) who appesled to chepter
6,4 againsi the readmission of the lapal into the Church;

but even Tertulllian mentions indeed this Epistle during his
iiontanist period, hut knows nothing, appsrently, of it
authorship by Paul." (90)

(84) Fraa translation of Delitzsch, op. cit., int.
(85) sallllﬂn, op. Olt-, pl 420.

(86) ﬂorfﬂt, ODe G!E., Pa 420 £.

(87) Barnes, Op. cit., p. vii f.

(88) XKendrick, Op. Git., int.

(89) Kay believes .

(90) Hell, op. cit., p. 3.
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"Christ v. Hofmann thinks (deutra canonical? in Zeitschrift
fuer Prot. und Kirche, Ell. 1857) thet the Gentila Church of the
vast ragarded the Three kpistles to the Jewish Christians
(Peter, Jamen, and Habrews) which, in the fregm. de canone
published by Huratorl, do not appear among those which the
Church has stamped wlth her appirovael, 88 in no wey concerning
them. But, on tha other hand, the Epistle of James was even
in the Ysst an antllegomenon; and, on the othar, First Feter

1s cited by Iranmseuas, Tertullian, arki Cypriasn as apostolic
composition." (91)

"iie saw that the Epistle, which had been recognized as
authoritiva at Roie in the first contury, came at a later
period t0 be treated by many ss of only secondary value. The
reason which thoy allegad for thils was thet the Epistle waes
'not St. Paul's'. ‘'he quaestion then is: Shall the positive
teatimony of men, who, knowing St. Feul intimately, were
qualified to give witness on such & point, be outweighed hy
the doubts of thoae who lived aome hundrsd vesrs later, and
therofore, were not quelified? To allow this would be to
violate a fundsmental rule of avidence." (92)

This concludes the srgurents derived from the externw
al. avidence and sumary ray he in place. In the kastern Church
the earliest Fathars doubted the Fsuline theory while in the
viestern it was not sccepted at all. In the former it later was
unquastionably accepted, while in the latfter it did not bacome
80 until the time of Jerome and Augustine. On this evidence we
are inclined to stici-'with the eavliiest opinion on the halisf
that they should know hetter than anyone. !¢ say we are inclined
thus, not dogmatically set, Lecause the evidence does not pernit
this. There is perhars only one stutewment we can make with sny
certainty = the question is still an Open matter and no positive
proof for either slde hss been uncovered. We look thon elsewhere -
into the internsl parts of the Letter, sseking there a proof pro

or cOne.

(91) Ibid.
‘92, ﬁ?: 02- ﬂito, 1]’“5. P. 4 £.




PART I1I

Fro and Con According to Internal Evidence.

In entering upon the queation of similarities
and dissinilaritles of the style and contents of Faul's let-
ters with the style and contents of the Epistle to the Heb-
rews, wa fully realize that we tread on fiercely controver-
sial ground. The opinions of tha various critica mey run in
the same groove or thoy may be s0 far apart, ovne questions
whe ther they deal with the seme toplo. It seens best to us,
therefore, that we glve as many opinlons as possible so that
the reader may cOmpare our conclusions, if any, and evaluste

tham.

Style: To strike imuediately into tha very heart of the style,
8 quotation is presented which tells the essence of
the conclusion reached in our study far betver than we could

hopa to portray 1t:

"The style bears almost no similarity to that of
Paul. - Hothling of tha Impetuocusness and sbruptness, none
of his favorite expressions and forms of transitions; but
moves on in an equable and uniform flow of quiet majesty.
In his utmost intensity of emotion the writer is never
insensible to, and never sacrifices the grace of diction.
He 1s a rhetorician, treined in the culture of the schools
and always writing, as Paul never writes, umnder the habit-
ual sway of that culture. Paul is never a rhetorician; our
author i1s slways a rhetorician. Nof indeed that Faul does
not, in the grandeur of his thought, and the native mnaj-
asty and grendeur of his diection, often anstch spontan-
aously some of the highest graces of art. And not that our
author, with his soul profounddly penetrated with Christian
truath, does not uniformly rise above the sphere of the |
mere rnetoricien. Yet in his noblest flights he neither
can, nor would shake Off his habits of rhetoriceal expres-
sion and habits which are utterly alien to the mind of the
Apoatle. Hor, while certainly inferior in finish and grace




of style, caii w6 deny Lo the apoatle on the whola, the
supsrior plegce as a writer. liis lergeness and depth of
view, hls burningz energy, lls confident and mejestic
tread amidst the Alpine heaghts of divine truth give
hiia 8 Domosthenian pro=eminence in sscred oratory; and
his principal apistles sta:d as perpetusl proofs that
Af ne ofton fed Infantile Christiana with the milk of
sacred doctrine, he was ahlae to utter awong the full
grovn arnd maturs a wiadom which the wisdom of thias
world has never transcended nor approached. The ques-
tion batwsen hiim and the wrlter to the Hebrews is not
one of rolative excellence, but of liikeneas or un=-
likeness. and unlike in thelr native endowments asnd
style of caltura, they certelinly are. The one writer
would certainly nevor havae written the opening verses
of the Lpistle to the Komans; still lass woulidl the
other have wrilitten the sonorous and rolling periods of
the opening of the lebrews." (1)

Already the early Church Fethers felt the dif-
ficulty of ascribing tha lenguagae and atyle to Faul. Un this
busis also many other critics have hesitantly held to the
Faulina theory or unhesitently dropped 1t.

"No other work of the New Testament can bhe
corpured o 1t in tho uejestical stride and swing or language,
the runetorical march in precise rhythm. Tha style ia more
oratorical and rhetorical than dialectic, not as spontaneous
and 1mpulisive us the lLetier %o the Galatisns; not as crude and
imperialistic as that of Konens; not as lmpetuocus &nd flowing
as Bphesians; itz flow of siyle 1ls calm, of h.tgh.ar fraadon,
and of qulat :ajesty. %o appear to have a treatise bafore ua,
but the perucating admonition portrays & sermon preached to a

well known audience, anu at the close, the sermon wanders

(1) Kendrick, op. cit., int.
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through purénthetical lanes (13-22) into the form of & letter.
This Letter bsara no apostle's neme and yet its contents com-
pel one to think of an apostolic spigit.“

We hava, then, on the one hand, the carefully
conatructed, arrorless, rhetorical style of the Hebrews; and,
on the othar, the often incorrect, anakolutha-filled, powerful
but yat rough and tempestuous (according to the mood of the
apostle) style of l('ﬂ.l.

(2) Very free translstion of ilelitzach, oOp. cit., int.

(3) Barth, D.F., Binl. in des N.T. (Cuerfersieh: c. Bertelmann,
1908), pp. 113 If.

“iigfore all else i1s the manner of spsech, the satyle,
the temporament altogeathexr otharwise then In the Fauline
Letterse..eibove all is this letter written In the best
(rack, moat rhythmical classical prose, more so than any
other H.T. Latter; while Faul's Hebrew always shines
through in his writings."! - Free translation of Juelicher,
Adolf, Einl. in daa N.T. (Tuebingen: J.C.B. liohr, 1921},
P. 134, y
"The bare reading of the Epistle suffices to

convinoe us that the Pauline authorship may be set aside
as incredible. The style 1s not ¥Faul's end this apostlae,
although using an emanuansis, undoubtedly dictated all
hls lettera. The Eplstle to the Hebrews reveals a literary
felicity not found elsewhere In the N.T. The writer is
master of his words and underatands perfactly how to
arrange each clause so that every word shall play ita
full pars in conveying with precision the mesning in-
tendaed. lle knows how to bulld up his sentances into
precise paragrapha, each of which cerries the argunont
one step nearex to its conclusion. In all this he narkedly
snd widely differs from the tempestuousness of Faul.
Farrer: "the writer cites differently from Paul; he writes
differently, he argues differently; he thinks differently;
he daclains differently; he constructs and connects his
sontences differently; he buildas up his paragrsphs on &
wholly different model. 8t. I'sul is constently bungling
two gonstructions, leaving sentences unfinished, breaking
into peraonal aliusions, substituting the syllogism of
passion for the sylloglam of logle. This writer is naver




Bislks -

"Theyre still rereins an argument of the mos-t
gonclusive kind, the style snd charscter or ita diction,
which has no affinity with Faul's...The divergance is not only
in words or figures of speach, it differs in ail fentures." -
l:.ruér‘*ln?ts. "Jurthe macre, tha vocabulary and ‘style are slike
dacialve. The caveful syntax, purged of anakoluths, the careful
succession of periovds, and the aelmborate rhetorical construction
of tne whole wrlting, show no trace of rugged, broken style. Ve
night conurast the awnctor sda Hebreeos and Psul, in fact, as

(67
Jonnson contrested Dryden and Fope."

ungranasatical, he 1s never irregular, he is never par-
sonul, he naver struggles for axpression, he never loses
hinself in a parenthesis: ha is never hurried into sn -
anzkolushon. jiis style is the atyle of a wman who thinks
a8 wall os writes in Greek; whereas Faul wrote in Greak
but thuua'ht in Syrisc." -- Dods, E. cit., p. 224.

"The author is in remar cormard of the Greek
language. lie loves comparisons and parallels. He likes
to go from the unimportant to the greateat; to use much
allegory...Tha language 1s clearer than Paul's; that was
aean already by Origen. The writer to the Hebrews ob-
saervad a umuch mors exact word order and he builds his
pariods nmuch rora ragularly then r'sul. A11 in all he
uges more dialectics sand more rhetoric than Paul" -
Gregory, C.K., kinl. 1n das N.T. .(Leipzig: Hinrichs' she
Buohlmnalung, 1909), p. 746. h vary free translation.

"Thot Paul did. not write this letter, the con-
parison of 1t with his othaor lotiers also shows, in
noint of the whole charactar, content, style, and lang-
uagade..el lay, theraeby, leas snphasis on differencses of
singloe expressions, nannar of sneakinp, or -unatruotions,
as on the censtpraction of the ]anguage as s whole." =
Blesk, Op. elt., Y. 685, i free translation.

The lengusge, In contrast to Faul'a, 1s pure
greek rhatorically and gremmstically (Origen slreacdy
daecided thus. o8t suraly cdoes Schulz, 5. 136 f., show
1t. Seyffarth: de eplistolee cuae dicitur ucd Hebreaos,
indole maxime paculiarl. But they consider too rue
Tndivicual words ARA pﬁ'"ases. Be‘lmer are Blee.:, 327 £.,
Credner, Fer. 200, Schott, and Tholuck.)." - Wette,
l0c. alt., 8 free translation.

(4) Key, » Cltey Pe 4 f.
(5) Horfat, op., 0lt., p. 420 £.
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But we muat, &t the serno tima, be careful in
analyzliuy tho opialons ol thu critios along Ghe 1llnes of

language ankdl styla. Thara Ls a Lroh.l.arl hnmz,)or, rathar, a
6
tanptaticn to po astray which Farrar atatos well:

"“ha intarnal. evidenca of sone other asctual
writer then S4. Faul doas not rest aoiely ernd principally
on the nuabar ol words snd m.umsa:l.ons in the rpistle
'h"'-l. ara not found in St. I'aul's aoknowledged writings.

iferencas of this kind may he made oo much of sg proof
of Alffarant nathorsu]p, thare are = considaerabls number
of hupax legomans in some of {t. 'aul's undoubted enistles,
anxi aaps.lcisll;; in tha Festorals, whioch ara the latest. The
asme writar may graatly vary hia phragea and words in
differant works und different tilmea, Iin accordance with
his train of thought, surrounding influence and sssocint-
ing books later read on ¢he subjects trested. Hence the
1lists that have been rade of worxlas and vhrasas common to
thls Ppilstle and St. j.uka alone, or to the Eplatle anu
St. Yaul alons, o found in this Epistle and St. Faul's
own apoachas as racordsed by Luke, are not, whatever treir
value, important for thao main argument, the essantial
part: of which 15 thot the whola (Giraeck st,ila of %he Ep-

2tla is differont from thot of $t. Paul's acknowledged
.rtcix.{gs - 1mora clagsicul in its ideas, as well as more
finishod and rhetorical; and s#laso that the atudied apr-
rangasiant ot the thoughts and argudents, the systematic
plan of tha whola work, is unlike the way of wrlting
50 charactaristiz of the great anostle."

via wlght, parhaps, nresent hera & few concrete
exanples o1 the pecul’s:;*ltles of the Letter which critica have
found definitoly to apeak apainst Paul.

The parentueses, for one, atend aa evidence
against tha apos‘aia. Tha parenthares in Hebrewa are not seper-

7)

ate but rhytinically conanccted, which Is not the case with Paul.

(6) Farrar, Op. glt., p. x-xl. Ofr. also lloll, op. cit.,
p. 8: "I % it 1n not worvely indiviausl terms, espressions,
and referencea which axhibit a deviation from those
fawlliar to Faul; there vet (even with sinilaricies of
doctring) runa through 1% a thoroupgh independence in
the modaa of com.i-‘minn, in the style of the argument-
ation and the diction.”

(7) Vieiss, op. cit., p. 326.
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"ispecislly is the Letter dilstingulshed for
sctual and earaful, involvad conatrustions and for a
grammatically corexict :ne of paranthescés; it counctcina
connactad ';.mrm.t‘:oaa.; with avodoals and protosis and
with lonce Insarpolated paverthuses, which are, howaver,
casrafully forped, without once ,mrmittimr an anskoluthon
L0 Croop in, Q.fle, 2, S-4, 4,14,16; 9 1.7,14. and dapecial-
ly 'I,...-..?. and 12, 1824, In contraat, Yaul does not always
follow through on his thoughta coz-"ﬂ"'blv and gramsasically
snd oftan has tO return. Paul soldom uses »eal parentheses,
lat 2lone long onen; rothur he sote ingo the ualn soui-
encas rinor onas and oftan :dves not return to the con-
struction with which e begun. Cfr. Hom. 5, 12 £f." {8)

anvther point on whica She autho» o the liabraws

differs with Paul is the introduction of guoiations frowm the

01ld Tastunant.

"I Heorgws Lhey ure :minly set down as quo-

tations from God: § o de/’ rype?
and the lik(l, whathayr o s ¢ & Psos o
is nxprc.:.-a.l.y sat forth or \ma er 1t i P Lla Yy

context. Thus ara such passages introdusaed, in which thae
speech of God is in the third person, so that he cannot
he directly saen 28 tha speaker ('I. 5. ?.d., 4 4, 7,21; 10,

&0); next %o thia we rind. twice: dig
# ;7 (3,7; 10,15], end a8 raw 'ﬂr'ea rre %masag 8

Int%oriﬁ. ad F8 direct stotermnte of Christ, the Son of God
2,11.13; 10,5.8 £1'). Oshermrige wilth “e-u'l. He c1 tes thg 0.T.
passspas m'l.nl,; 8a spseches or God: 45 Eﬁ s and the
like; but yet only in such passeges 17 cthe 0. T.
has (God speaking in the firat person (Rom. 9,9.15.26;3
2 Cor. 6,2.15.17: :ml. 3,18), aad not otharw*su. Hora
of'ten l'uul umantions the tgort.a.l. wrtter ,or speaker: so,,
8.g., in Zorana 7 _g_ Azs£s - 404, 'A/rw-e(

g = , 13§ al p&Saage
[ aams T2 anagic in t""ﬂ first person (Kom. 10, §. 20.21).
But still more fraqu.antly dices Faul cwaigm:ta the citauinn

' a quotatl rom tha Scripturas: VP2 ; re
E\.'i n.xtton‘f' an p : 5.
25475 > and of @nowieh tha/nlnge a3 g s °“7'= ks
¢ pag o F e 720 feirfarS )l et & dczer £ Y4 Zy

’ﬂ:'#_ £re zg::zs aﬁ*“ ana tha 76 «

“

(8
(9

Blagk, op. cilt., n. 662 f.
Bleek, 9r. cit., n. GHC.
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Un the other hand Salmon states: "His formulae of

the 0.7« cltations are also different from those-generally used

by Paul (introductions--legel, etc.)...but there are exceptions

which prevent us from pressing this argum?izg)conﬂdently (Eph.

4,8;

6,143 Ron. 15,10; 2 Cor. 6,2; Gal. 35,16)."
The quotations themselvaes offer rmuch better evi-

dence against the Pauline theory, as Bleek witnesses:

"llore clearly does the difference between Paul and
the author of HB show in the quoting of 0.T. passages: in re-
lation to the reference to the words of the originsl and LXX.
In Hebrews the O0.T. passages are regularly, with one excep-
tlon (10,31: Daut. 32,356) quoted from the LXX, and nostly
varbatim, especlally 1n the longer passages, so that the
author probably had his LXX before him; the words of the LXX
are also kept and arge partly the fonmdati.on of the argument,
even when they deviate more or less from the original. Also
where, without actual citation, the author brings to mind

. the content of 0.T. writings, he uses the expressions of the

LXXe The author seems, therefore, to have all his knowledge
gf the t()-'.l.'; from the LXX, since no trace of the original is
ound. (1l

(10)

(11)

balmon, EP- 011"-, Ps 423,
arious forns o c ona an r loca s
o £ cltatl d their 1 111::!9:

'10 5.8 o 15r 503 11.,18, 12,

, ’
; 5; 10,11. b- 11,2 B 26 14 11, 16,3. 9.21,
ore. 1 19. '.51, 2,9, 9,93 10,'7 14,21; 15,45, 2 coz-. 4 13,
H 9 9‘ Gal. 5 8.10 15’ 4’22' 27'30’ or w‘l"’ s ' 4
,{ an awise :63
Cor. 9,8; 14,21. 54.
Only Ephesians 4,8, 5,14, as '.I.n llB, Rom. 16,10 2 Cor. 6,23
Gal. 3,16 likewilse."-iletta, op. cit., p. 348. Free tranllnuon.
Examples of the evidencs wh:lcﬁ poInts to the LXX original for
the quotations in Hebrews 1s given by Hug, op. cit., p. 442,
one of which may be yresontad "The sacrifice of the body,
Y kTR el (L T O this one sacrifice instead of all,
ars to the words of the Psalmiat: you
gave a A Hebrew text treata, however, not of a body,
but says: -Ears have you horrowed to me, and so all his argument
concerning an all-sufficient sacrifice was not based on the
origiml. It4gs the Greek text alone that the writer had in
mind." - Pe @

= CQue
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Otherwise with Paul. He also cites the 0.T. according to the
LXX, but not infrequently did he use the Hebrew text, or at
least, he bettered the LXX translation, or himself trans-
lated it into (ireek without reference to the LXX, especially
where the translation was uncertain. Besldes this, Paul
cites more freely and of'ten from memory.

"(eeeFrom the letters of Faul we can see that Paul
knew the 0.T. passsges at loast s8s well in the Hebrew as in
the LXX3; in the most cases he holds himself only to the lat-

ter, for in this language he could set the (ospel more plain-

ly bafors the lellenes and Hellenists. But in HB which.is
written to the Jews, the author could not, in respeect to his
hearers, allow his use of the Hehrew to be slighted as in the
othey Pauline latters. This evidence is explairable rather

through the acceptance of another author outside of Paul, who

is not so learned as Faul in the Hebrew originel of the
0.T." (12)

Also to be noted here 1s the fact that the writer
to the Hebrews uses the type of text rep.msantsd in the Alexan-
drian Codex of the LXX and Paul usually uses that found in the
Vat'g.ggr,t.

As has heen seld hefore, hesides these particular
peculiarities, long lists of words and phrases have been prepared
by various oritics &g,und con Faul. Let it suffice to say that
the burden of the proof, in our opinion, lies sgalnst Paul. The
sinilarities which sre presented by the arltics seem, rather,
merely to shout that another; an Intimate acquaintance of Faul
who was not only vorsed in the Fauline teachings, but also ac=
quainted with his writings, has written this Epistle. For the
sake of the more oritical reader, a few parts of such lists are

: (16)
praesented below.

(12) Bleek, op. cit., p. 668. S0 slso Kendrick, loa. cit.,
Barth, ov. cit., p. 11%; Welss, op. cit., p. 9273
Gregory, e Clts, Pe T4l.

(13) Weiss, :.5 61t., pP. 327. hAlso Bleek.

(14) Kay, OPe C1lTey; P 4 f.

(15) "I:n}:att ga}- Formeln:

4 Qe O Ds¢ g Lo 7,

e / [ o \
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It would hardly be fair if we left off here with-
out gilving some of the theorles saet forth to explain this dif-
ferance of style. Salmon urges "that this is a treatise, rather

6,203 7,22; 10,19; 12,2.24; 13,12, oder(s role  5,6.143
6565 7,1; 9,11.14,24; 11,265 nup 10,10; ek T%F’i;s X

und 13,20: 5 rup. y Zpoops —vmogrodos VO Chrlst o
S L I Tt gﬁ.:‘is -fU,?;h: 11,26. (bei Faulus ,5%.; )3
’é.,efy,,eﬂ’d 7520215 o Fusr sz 9,22, = gusammenge - ,
etz woerter mit ‘g’ Er‘ﬁ ards wie fﬂ’;e:zm” ED 7o T4,
4 ) ’, =57 2

£
€325 s ki3 s&j o 4 Ky oSy
S,1.1457 6,43 ’ P'ulu}ﬂ Loirwrdry 17%rs 27
PN, 4,14 ) o 9o 2 P 4 &) o aFrys

felvrwy) /7.
1,8, 2y cr PoFra i B
8,1 2, Fec,d J Yoo ?
(Eph, I,i’u: %4::’240-:’/ vros
col. 3,1: 2 e % 1oy Sro y . 2
02. cit-, a 19« {
Hnanguagez Jesus is described In the Second Epistle
to Timothy (1,10) as Thp) by dorre 'y 7or Péreror  the
uae of suregp,rz in :(: sense ] nla_l;I ‘p;acu r o( aul;

and a;ga'fn Eiz% 457 5,20 7w ) Hebrews 2,14 ot

g1y en )e Paley has noticed & HEDLE of Paul's to ring cﬁngu
on a word, or to use in the ssme sentence several times the
same word or different forms of 1lt. I.e. 1 CGor. 15,27,

Vo iee gil: timos in five lines. Compare with Hebrews
2,8 on the semé varse. Iurther, examples are adduced of sine-
ilarity of construction from the thind singulsr to the nomin-
ative plural in the sentence (Heb. 8,5) ( 74, .7 < § 7opmos
2 ever 7o mpowe) « ChBPt. 10,20 does not agroe with' the LAX bu

,isg !n va'rleai agreement with the citation of the same verse in
Kom. 12,14. These and othor coincidents with raul, are more
than can be attributed to sccident: if the writer is not

Paul, he must heve read some of Faul's Episties = in partic-
ular those to the liomans and Corinthians....etc." = Salmon,

OE. clt. De 422 . ]

: Cfr. also Fausset, A.K., Int. to the Epistles
(Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown, A Cormente on ’Eﬁa 0ld
Testament and New Testement. FhII.: J.R. .":_ :E{__ﬁpp cott end

ompany), Pe. =
Also lioffat and Sampson.




(18)
than a letter, and that the polish is therefore nstural,” but

Rouans is also a troatise. "The tone of every letter is dif-

ferant from the others. SO here Fsul was on mom‘or,leas formal
7
terms with Palestine end he speaks thua," argues Hug. Fsusset

believes Faul wrote to the Hebrews as a Hebrew and t}(w.at is why
18)
the lLetter was accapted ss Paulline in the Eastern Church.

"..+80 in quoting 0ld Testeament Soripture, the writer quotes
it as a Jew writing to Jews, 'God apoke to our Fathars,' not

'it 1s writtan.! S0 ch. 13,8, 'w? tgust we have a good con-
19
science,' is altogather Pauline, etc."

"Hofmann wollte diese Stilverschisdenhelt daraus
arklseran, dass Vaulus den griechischen gebildeten Juden
Entiochiens dos HBeste bieten wollte, was er bhel groester
anrachlicher Sorgfalt leisten Kennte, und dass er bei dem
Worten suf Tir.. groessere Kuhe zZur Abfsssung des Briefes
hatte. ils ob er nicht nach Roenn. 1,14 ff. den Roemern
gegenueher dazu ungleich mehr Anless und bei seinem
wWinteraufanthalt in Hellas noch mehr gehabt haette." (20)

"In der That ist diese Abwelchung so gross, dass
die Aunshme einer Idontitaet der Peiderseitigen VE.
garadezu als eine Unmoeglichkelt erscheinen muss. Aller-
dings zelgt der Stil des HB die Xlgenschaften schulmsas-
siger Beredsamkeii, ist also nicht bloss das ¥roduct
ne tuerlicher Bagabung, sondern such des Unterrichts, er
ist atwaes jJngelerntes, nicht etwas angebornes, und man

ocennte somlt geaneligt saln, zu behaupten, dass, was
varmochte und dess er somlt In der Stilart, dis der 1B
zaigt, vielsicht-ebanso gewandt war wie in der, welche
in seinen Briefen findet." (21)

In answer to these arguments, we state agaln

" that the simllaritiess a-nd dissimilarities in Hebrews with Paul's

516) Salmon, op. cit., p. 426.

17) Hug, op. cit., p. 44%.

(18) FausanE, op., olt., p. 37 int.
(19) Fausset, loc. oit.

(20) Welss, Op. CGlba, '~ O526.

(21) Aber].ei' M. v., Einl. in Gas N.T. (Freiberg in Brelsgau:
Herdar'ache Verlsgshandlung, 1877), p. 237.




letters point not to FPaul as tho common author, but to a companion

(22)
and student of Paul's. Then, too, we could add with Bleek:

"Pha fire of Faul doas not permit him to dwell
on grammar and synteax. 1t is altogether otherwise in HB,
which is, anyway, a far more skillful work and which por-
trays a far greater reflection and care cast on the atyle
from beginning to end than we find in the Fauline letters
or than we could expect from ¥Faul's character.

"Tha differonce also does not let itself be
axplained by a difference in tima or a difference in the
tyra of mndar‘ a8 many have said. "or the B3, §if it 1a
@ work of Feul's, must have been written within s range
of a faw years aftar the laah of hils other labtters; this
would not suffice to axplain the change in the apoustie's
atyle snd consequently his cheracter. The changing of a
style like that of Faul's letiera, to such as is contained
in I} is hsrd %0 grasp, as it would be in the convarsae.
Impoasiblie also is it to explain the difference through
consideration of the type of reader. So different are the
views as to the firat rasders of HB that an argument cannot
be hold over whether the suthor had horn Jaws in mind or
Hellenlsta. But why should Faul in just this particular
lotter to gsuch resders use such cara and polish, a much
grenter polish than he used, @.g., in the letters to the
native (reck-speaking CorinthianstY These letters do not
goma noar HB_and Ioont-'.iin no concealment, as Paul's

Lidre6 Ty do (2 Cor. 11,6).. Finally, this
&Iffere{ice ifoas ﬂ%g permit explanation by way of accept-
ting tha opinion of the I'sthera: Faul should have dic-
tated this Lattar Lo a nore Grsek writor, than hils otchur
letters. Komans waa dicteted and Gslatians was writton
by himself, yet there 1s no differance." (23)

"It mewy, Indeed, he ssid that, when St. Faul set
hinself to the caraful composition of a work which, though
in epistolary form, was meant as a lasting treatise on
a grast suhject, ho would ba likely to depert from his
usual eplilstolary fori, and that & men of his learning
and versatile powers would, even hwanly speaking, ba
capable of adopting both the language and the arrangements
suitable to his purpose. This consideration would have
decided welght in the way of explanztion if there were
any real valld external evidence o hils sctuslly being
the writer. In the absence of such the intermal evidence

(22) Bleek e 01Ge, P« 660,
(25) Bleek: %H!.ﬂ-, Pe G65Y «




retains its force, to be felt by the appreclative students
rather than explained. If any at the present day are
insensible to this, they msy at any rate, be reminded of
the impression it has mede upon the great scholars and
theologians of antiquity, as well 28 of most recent times.
On the whola, the right conclusion seems to be that the
view of 8t. Psul having written the Eplatla, as it stands
in the Grogk, is decldedly improbable, though still not
untenable." (24)

Thls re-echoes our sentinents exectly. No one read-
ing the Epistles of St. ¥aul and then veading Yebrewe, no matter
how lightly, can fell to see the gulf betwacn them =nd nobody

' knowing humar capabilities and incapabilities can picture o writer
with the cnc atylae beirpg ahle tc chenge to another sc neturally

and smoothly without any forcecdness apparent.

contents: ‘'he next great arena of conflict between the pro-
Faulists and the con-l'aulists is the axrann of the

- thought containad in the Leiter. Once agaln we find similarities

a8 well as dissimilarities running slde by side or in opposite

directions.

The Lottor to the Hebreaws seaks to show a superior-
ity of the lew Testament over the Old in thet the Cia Covenunt is
but a foreshadow of the reml, parfect,and aternal of the New. One
must keep this Iin mind as ne studies the following arguments; then
the various pesculierities and elements will fit inlo a connccted
schema for the reader; for out of this concept grow the shoots
:which are foreign to Paul.

'(24) Farrar, op. cit., p. x-xi.
(25) "There,i's"! The sare preference for Christisnity over Jud-
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a) Tha Concept of Chriat and }6!_1)3: lederption: The
(2
Latter streasas thﬂ(“pr:;.eatl:r function of Chrlst, which 1s abasent
a7
from the Pauline Letters. ha the New Testament is superior to

the 0ld, so is Christ sat forth as "ahove all the nmadiators of
salvatlon" and all the servents anid orgens of divine revelstion.
Paul links the daath or Chriat with the sacrificial victim, but
here 1t iz lirkad with the faet of prlestly intercession. "Paul
lays stress on what was sccomplishod on the oross; here it is leid
on wha'i i3 accomplishad in tho heavenly sanctuary of the perfected
Hipgh Priest, who ia exhibited hafore us in His entire personality
as a saorifica which 'through sn eternal Spirit' in paerfect mannar
has bean orfered totggc,i.“ The closest we can come %0 such a concept
in Paul's writings is the gemn of tha idesa in FEphesiana 4, 10
whare Christ is ¢xaltecd above the heavens, and Rouans 8,34,

where He 1s pictured as the intercessor. Novhere does Paul

aism in this Lpistle as 1s shown by aul 4Li his other

Epistlas, and exhibitad In the same forrm: The Giospel
inparts auperior light (Gal. 4,3-9; 1 Cor. 14,20...

w ebr. l,1=2; 2,8=4...7he Gas 161 nholds up ShE :erior
rnnotivea and ancoumremhba 5 : thde 2,235 4,8=93
Hom. B, 1b-17; Ual. Seo oW t‘.h tleb. U Q. 14!-., 2,

18-243 8,A-13: The Goq .«1 1q a uerior in romoi;:. r rsul
AND PLITANEND TIPPTRESE WO 1
x I’ 9, LOII. U’F‘U l Ez EE LP“- 1, 1‘7 Hah. 12’ .Lb-ﬂl'

9 9, 10;4.113..%ha .Tev.iah d:l.agenaatiou was a tiq)e and
shadcw of the Christiane GOie. &y -1 3 OT. "'hs

Hom. 5 II 1 Cor. 15 35-47 2 Cox. 5, -18 -.o“ith
Heh. 9 9-14 10,1; 8 1-9; 9, 22-24. The chriatian

he Jewish

? {onm.
4-6’ Gﬂl- 3, 21-25;-..\7115]1 '!eb. 8’ 5-8015, 7,17-193
10 1-14."- Barnes, Op. Gitc, B. vil f.

(286) Name "High Pricst" occcurs i7 tikas.

=‘2") Hof'fat, Op- 6ite, P 420 f£. Ahlso Dods, -O-E. Git.’ p. 226«

"28, HD'.I.]. a pu
{29) One m:)'.:zvaz5 D1t oi‘ evidence thaet a student of raul's wrote
this Iettar.

ml 1on !.s dea ted 0 be tu.ul whiie
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exprassly call Hin our High Priest; rather, he makes much of
Christ's kingly state.
b) The conception of the Law and the Gospel

are also widely different.

“fheve is nothing in the Epistle discordant
with Fuuline doctrine, but lts argurent moves on dif-
feront lines and in a different atmoasphera from thoae
wlth which the Apostle o the Gantiles nmakes us familiar.
This is most readily discernaed when we considsr the atti-
tude held by the Lwo suthors respeatlvely to the funda-
marntel 1dea of Jewlsh religlon, ths Law. Psul views the
lwogalic economy reinly 68 & law conmanding and thraaten-
ing. The writer to the llobraws views 1t rather as a vast
congerics of instltutions, obsarvences and promises. To
the ons wrlter the Law 1s merely judicisl, to the other
it is cerenmoniul. To the ardent apirit ot Faul athirat
for righteousness, the Lew with its impracticabls pre-~
copls had become a nightuware, the embodiment of all that
berred eccess to God ard life. Tho grace of Christienity
throwlng open tha gates of righteousross wes the anti-
thesis and abolition of the Law. But to this writer,
hrought up in & wora letitudinarian school and of a
quiater tepereniont, the Law was not this inexorabls
tasknastor, but rather a2 system of type &nd symbol fore=-
shadowing the perfact i‘n.l.luwah:l.r with God secured by
Christianity and revesisd in Him. This writer, unlike
raul, adopts a method ard & view more likely to concll-
late the Jew, alming at exhibiting thc work of Cnrist-
:lan:l.ts as thet towsras which the Lew strove, that with-
cut Cnristisnity Jurla:lam remains luparfect. P.t‘leid.erer
also holds this view." (3C)

¢) In clcsge hercny &re the concepte of fsith

and justilication portrayed by the two suthors. "The J/Aesovy

- I} 7
of raul bhacana in liebraws d-a:l "'S E1r_ Or k¢ ;9¢F 2 err or
. -'g——rsm

Tsl)g/a Jr and the laading meligious terms, ‘faith®, ‘grace’

(aO) -1011 loce. cit.

(32) "It docas not Tie within the acope of the Epistle to dwell
on the universality of the plan of gracae, smd on the call-
ing of the fientiles. S0 alao the resurraection of Christ 1s
bus onca mentioned, che. 135,203 and ¥aul's doctrine or ain
ana grace is but lightly touched by the mention of ‘de-

ceitfulness of a:l.n 0 3,13, 11,26; 12,4:; In like menner his
dootring of and ot deliversnce (Fmedd«ys)
in contrast 't%'%o‘%i’ge f vdeln  )el= HoOLl, e cI;-.'gp:-B-




m(lgs?o forth have one meaning in Paul and another in the
Epistle.”

"fhe author's interect, C.g., in laviticalism
as a poor and tumporeary proviso £or the raligious 7¢) e'u..;rls of

Christiasnity, leads hilm to viaw e result of Christ's ro-

deaming -.leut.‘r: as sunctifylng (;_tm’ S' £t _}, not aa justifying
((ﬂ{gl guf )." Paul thinka of Chaist as the end of the Law
and lays all emphaasls on falth. listursally, therefors, ths two
also treuyv "ithe works of the law" with two differext viaws,

and yebt, views wiich arc congruous. (35).

Doda, op. cit., p. 228.

This Letter lacks tho peraonal polonical
conceptiona and views of I'aul. It has, howaver, corrup-
tions of its own. (Schulz s. 102 ff.) It lacks Jthe ma}

—
L dn
a0
— Nt

difference batween yveres and voues 8nd 2% $ spoTes
In B ond with I'aull are two difTerent thﬁ 8 fo‘%ﬁing

the Jusbit‘yinfr raith (only a cling:lng to, 11,7), nothing
of 3 .01 A€/ 0. ? Q:e s O y 3 nothing of the.
ktni'-?o‘n of Satan; nnthiru' o*g £E vspal of Christ; no

mtmovity, aacaptation of the qubjecf of resurroction.™
¥ree translation of Wetie, op. cit., int. Cfr. Also
Hoifat. -Hef.ta goea & bit toc rar in this dlagnosais.

(35) "men wird auch die typlschen Nsutungen an die
Heb., WO das Tahernacla ein Hinnblld des Lirtritts Jesu
Ins Allerheiligate des Him-'.als ist, Heh. 7, 5-6; 9,24,
nicht fremdie finden, svenn man L Cor. 10, den Durchdrang
durchs arabiasche Heer also VO:-bild. der Tnur, u.a.w. als
Tymros wrie jenes dori als E:TITU’I’J— z-_wr j, Lrey
behandalt niﬂht.

"Diasar Grundsatz und die aus ilhm abrew:l.ckelten
iuslegungen sind in den fruehren Briefen des Apostls's
nur verlohrne Zuege, dle mohr angezalgt als ausfushrt
sind, «{ie os abhar dennoch erwelsen, dass die iLinschsuungen
und denen der Brief an dic lieb. 80 reichhaltuig isat,
schon frusher sich in sainem Gemuethe gebilidet haben,
derin vorhanden waren, und gerade so aus ihm hervor=-
geganga:n sein wuarden, haetten ihm der Lindzweck zu
alnex» ve Ltﬂﬁh.nﬂ"ltigﬂm Behsndlung aufgefordert.

"paulus war, da aer diae alten Ceremonial-Ein=-
richtungen nur also Schattanbilder betrachteta, cderen
keiner eine hegnadigend Yuerksamkeit szukommt, nun
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Time: The majority of the oritics advance the concluaion
that the Eplstle m(m v)m:l.t'ben during the vneriod immed-
S6
iately following Paul's death. Thia, of gourse, would desl a

Antwort aufl diae I'rage schuldlg, wohar die Vergeburnse und
Goettliche iluld erworben worde, und von wuerdigen hen-
schen der Vorzelt erworben worien sei, wenn im Gesetze
Fein Hittel dazu vorhentien gewasen ist. Ohne hierueber
genuyy ru thun, war das vorige irconsistent, und die auf-
loesung davon gehoerit zu einem Gedankensysiem, ohne
wglche kelnos sein wuerde.

5ie iat ilm eigen und von ihm oefter vorgetragen
worden. lir behauptet nemlich, deas dileses nicht ein iir-
Folg Jjuedlscher iieliglonshandlungen sei, sondern ces ; A
(:laubens, 75,s mrerewsess mores 1o%og alch suf 2oy redra
auf goa ttl?i%ﬁé'??&%ﬁtﬁiﬁ'ﬁi{"?ieaohloaaamr Ansate l%?ll. Zur
manschlichen Beglueckuns, und isi die Zuversicht und un-
arschue tterliche Hoffnung, dass sle in Erfuellung gehen
wordan. Hoem. ‘l., 16-18-20; Gal. 5,5 .

Epiese Vorstellung dea Apostlas ist eine Grund-
idee der Schrift an die Hab., welche eéine mnselmlichen
Thall ihras Inbhelts susnecht. K. 10,38-12.4, und sonst
an vielen Stellen. iie ale der Apostle ancersvo ausgebildet,
durch ¥ebenvorstellungen ariasutert und mlt Beweisen
ausgeschriuackt hat, tritt sie in cdewm Briefe an die Heb.
auf'. raulus gelcinete sie lioen,8,24-26, in siner Umschraib-
ung also Hoffnung im Gegengatz aut das, wWas an sieht .

und tuehlt, gdms Ademousry €x Torrr Edmis & é.\rmﬁ:v
"-]_,z,'ﬁ- ___'u.s.wi. '%I’Tg‘ﬂ'ﬁ"?m ale Elah. im_fa_e se Schild-
grung in eine Definition gusarmengefasst. 1l,1.

I

ugber dia Genossen jador I'eligion zu,
Edmeds _, Roane 5,2. An dia Heb. 3,6, gaweshrt sig uns

ehanfalli ein jrwvyyus » Wolchas er iy ps 7S £drri dos
nennt. =

e Cousrur Voo ries & (3 £lroievan
"Dlerex BIONEFt tina nach Faglus oinen Vorgug
¢ _KoVywueds em’

"Von diesem Hoffnungsevollen Vertrauen verstand
ar und der VFf. unseras Brieifes die Schriftsvaila: der
Gerechtae lebt von Glauben, Gal. 5,2; Heb. 10,38. Densalben
gu folge geschah es nach helden, daas Abrnham u. Sarsh,
fuer die Zuegung aratorbene MHenschen, einen Sohn erhielten.
Koam. 4,19; tgl. 3,7; Heb. 11,12. Sla, diesa grorsss Welche
sich auf die Eﬂ'd-ﬁ#&'d/u baute, war es, dlae zum Yraunde
Gottes vor dom Gddetze geworden ist, u.a.we.

"50 bagagnan sle aich in eben dem Begrifi von
Glauban, selnar Beziehung sl £r o) )7 , sainem
rechtfartigeamdan Ertolge, in den gen und lustern
gur Bastaetigung der behauptetean Unwueriksankelt des
UGasetzas und der geseztlichen Handlungen, und scheiden
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powerful blow to the Fauline hypothesls, hut somehow one gets
the impreaslon that 1t is not nressed 0 such an extent that
1t nerits. Maturally, 1t 1z aa yet a rare Eheor:r, hut & theory
with solid ground underneath. There are c:(';'::ios who seek to
£i1t tha Letter into the scquencce of Faul's life, but their

(38)
foundationa have haen strenuously atiacked.

Paul's Imprisonment: From ch. 10,34 some critics heve vainly

sought an indication of Fuul, but; &s
Salmon shiates: Ythera is ous passage wnich used to be aquotad
in confimesion of the Tsulina auvthorship - words which sgres
with reforaences irwede by Poul %o his imprisonment in uncontested

Ephssians. BJut the baest orltlcs now are asgreed that the reading

glgh dayin, dass der Driaf an dile Hah. durch eine ifenga
Daelsplola, YEHHS wopTVpwy Laarmit, daas oTeSs an (ila
togu. w. Gal./nlt duarran Worten den Gesetze antgagenge-
stellt 1st, und don%ﬁ .t“‘s vous, im Briefa an die Habh.
abor dloner herte (agénsatsz’vermieden und mlt Schonung
aingewickels, duss in don anderen Bricfan peris g ¢'s
)5 oer oeror als des einziga iiittel zur achtrarcigung
goradezl vertheldigt: in diescn aber ohne dsutlich
abzuschluegaen. hingoalegt, und um Lesar als Schluasg-
folge arwartet wird. Origonea het daram sehr richtig
gosehen, wenn er bohsuptet, 7o ate g eyl denn
as liggen wirklich Alesonm Au;;;s'atzg- tzia Ainalchiten des
apostals, seine Vorstellungen, und nicht setwa einzalne
Voratellungen, sondern ain ganze Helche deraelben usber
@inan Oeganstsad, zux Grundae."- fug, o3. glt., p. 427.

(36) Cfr. Lanski for tho best argurents. Also Bleck, op. cit.,
P. 572; and Zahn, T., =inl. in des H.P., (Leilpzig:
Warner 3chool, 1924), Tut. to Hebrews. :

(37) Blaek, opn. cit., p. 672

T T T{a) author was companion and friend of Timothy

(13,2%). Cp. Fhil. 2, 19. What is more natural than %o
suppose that he hed now sent Timothy to 'hilippi; that
during his abseéncs he wrote this Eplstie; thui ne was
welting his return. And who would more naturally say
thiz than the apoatle Faul! - the companion and friend
of Timothy?...(b) ch. 13,18, he aska thaelr proyers that
ha might ba restored to them; and in v. 235 ho expresses
a oonfident expectation of being able soon to come and
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1s Ma_ s Which hus been adopted by-tha revisers of the

raceived version. This rauding makes bottor sense with the con-

taxt. The writar is refarring to a tinma of peraecution not

ex?endinu o tuiting of life, but reaching to fines and impris-
39)

onments."

"sapocially does one think of i gul a8 8 priaoncr
in Home on eccount of 13,24b: rlrd-grrdl ggu.s ol Jme Tis
Lona, %he write» wes

: Z,i edses » dccording to the
probebhly outside '!f ftalv. {hccoxiing to 'ﬂor‘mann (o.a.

D.V., S« 519} thils 2 docs 0ot designate the origin but
thae -.lesunm::lon, b\.*zf'ia oxamplea a¥¢ nok convineing.

Apg. 10,23: 3 2 gzr ZéEZNS 3 the breshren wers

not In Joppa, © on frua wey to (wesares; lHerodet VIII,

114 doas nov hunrlla .uro wro % n.:sm S us ho:manu would,

a8 belongling to par A smt © @M n(.ua f”f .

am™ indicated, l.6., ? ch orip mtoz'tqrmn
wpxrie 3 thase are the pnrtans whoaa presence is in
opnuslcion to the i.mr-igrrmm Loric liurukliaes, the anceators
of the Svartene: the Jews Zy Ocre-tdorisny (hets 17,11)
vere called (17,18) of imd M‘dgrg:xﬂ, witile it wes
thoughit that thev werc going Tron Thesss lonike ro Horoes

as messengers; likewise Tives Tdr oo THS ShX /s

do not simply daesignete rgla ationship to tie bhurci‘* but
thore axg wembara of the g4 ﬁdqrnl who heve wanc'wred away
from the Church and have come into tha vower of larad

(12,1},
"he of « are ras Lredius 478, vharetfora, Italians
from Italy who are emﬁﬂ. "i‘ﬁe T.atfer, theratfors, cannot

be written in italy. 1he one exampie of the use oi‘
in opnogition to this, which Zehn (ligalercyilopadils
(2), art. ueb.; uroducas fron J‘..enduiggatiua_, op. 84

'Ieb. GCe 8' Tl ad E.n I OE oo frdl by TES 7Ty
eannot knook ove se axum').l.ul. c-‘.von ‘hﬂ ristians

gatiled in i’hilinn:l. are vaunt, but here the cholce of the
preposition,d instead of _£r 1s inrlusnced alrenﬂy by
the conmection: 0’9-" {N enerrt'nlu eor); In 10,%4 the

(38)

(39)

see  them. ¥From this it wes evident that he was than
1tm"-1qaned. tut hcd hopas of speedy releaase - a state of
thin zs in exact nccordance with whaet occurrad at iionre,
etc."” = Barnes, on., o0it., pr. vii £f. These srguments
will be snswored Inm Lih6 NEXT PAKASe

Cfr. next vages for refutation of the argurents on
which thoy steund, namely thosa derived from ch. 13,253
10, 34.

Snlmon, ou. clt., p. 420,
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corract reading is 7orS s and 15,18 £. wy, 1t
ila true, refer to the captivity of the writer, but not
nacassarily so. fiuch rether was the writer not in cep-
tivity, as Yaul was in Kome, beceuse he writes, 15,23, that
when Rimothy comes to him, he will visit the reuders; hae
must, therefore, havae had freedom of rovement.” (40)

Timothy Avgument: MFrom ch. 13,83, one uny derive 4hs infor.

metion thet the author was a farlend of Tin-
0*‘5'.141;!5. In faet, ho thought very highly of Vimothy for ha wag
willing %o weit for hin before reking the trip %o the rosduara.
Some critics, sy haa been mentionad, grasp at% thiz verse with
delight. thinkingz thet lwra they have en Indlcation of lFaul;
but unfortunately for tham, thoe pasnage has baern turned apsinat
them.

Jo find no evidence of an Liprisorment of Wim-
othy during the lifetlime of rsul, & dellverance from which the
author here ia;r:l:le:;. In fact, it is out of hurmony aleo with
the 1life Df(ﬁ;lil- The nesirest thet we con cowa % it is crhat
Timothy was with faul in his lsst lnprisonment.and was re-
leased after isul's death. '.fh:l.s gonjecturc would vuf the tlwe
of the writing then after Faul's death.

Bilgok brings forth arguments eana s conjooturs
which seciia to fit battar into this passage thun doos the
Pauline theory:

"Tndeed, already during the lifetire of Paul,

but much more if the writing of the Lpistle took placa
aftsr his death, could another Christien taaschay, out of

(40) Biesk, op. clt., p. 652: a free translation.
(41) Dods, O%. OXt., p. 238. Also Bleek, op. ait., p. 672.
(42) 8aluon; Op. 0l%., p. 416 f.
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the Pauline circla, have stood in such relationship to
Tinothy, that he makes the declaration that he deaires
much to make the trip to the readers in his Loonpeny,

But othorwise thuse words: E:rwrn'r; ;_-ér % £d #ar

T p"ﬂar o déd v E'nr y refar %0 a captivity o1/ ilimothy
Tfom' which the 'v'ﬁr tar was just freed; in any cese the
capuivivy referrad %o 1la inown to tha rasdars, probably
6lso the llberating, since Jirwekers saqus to demand to
be teken in the Iindiceilve .fE“]mrsfore this inprisonvent
and 1ta oceusion nust not have beer of no conscquence or
oi ahort dursvion. Ui such an Isprlsonment of ‘timothy
there ig novhing in the New Testament; Lt must, therefore,
Fall peyond thetv time o which the communication of Acts,
or of the lLettars of Ysul, even 2 Tim. (wrltten only
shortly before i'aul's death) extand; otherwise we would
avait, in 2 "im. esapacilally, & refercnce to this cwvent,
nargiculariy in 3,10 fff., Likewias, 18 £f.; 2,155 4,5
(Crodnex). &t tua %ime of this writing, Yimothy was not
with PFaul in nowe; bubt the iLpostls entrests him ©o come
ewifcly %o him (4,9.21; cfr. i,4), end he undoubtedly
obgyerd this commardl. 'hether ha fomnd the apontle aliva
et 0r not; ay friend ard nid 0 iaul, ha coukl gusily
howa hzan talten priacner In Romo ce on the way and cast
into pyison, bubt lacer Treud agaln. The nowledga of this
conld vary wall have spraad into avary country, also to
tiws randeis of tho lleabwews. 1n thle psasaga, therafore,
liag mo lImdization of Ys=ul's authorship, but much more
dogs it lead us to helicve that it waas written =fter
Paul's denth by ansther Christian teacher from the Pauline
eircle." (44)

The 2 Pater 5,15 Argurent: "The chief testinony aa te the
Epistle to the llebrews is thet of
Pater (5,15~16), in which tnrea clsssaas of testimoniels
are anparenc. First, Feter addrusaes the "FFuemeps ',
the ftern used in the Greek translatlon of the 0 ~eat-
ement, by Join (7,38), by Jsmes (1,1), by Peter (1 Pet.
1,1), end by Josephus, to designete Uiw Jews scnttered
among the (antilas. veter indicates a spaclal Letter of
Paul's nddressed to then; ond that Lettsr was diatinct
from nia other works, and could hava heen only this to

the Hehrevs. “econd. the suvjact of tho Latier virs a
spacial ona snowing that the ‘long suffering of the Lord
is salvatici.' A careiul exsmination of the fOrgek original
will show that thera sre in v. 15 seven special words ns=ed
by Fgter in Faul's i(fuificat:lon. Chisf among thase are

12 [ [ |
Zouwr '3 account; « '3 salyation; and especially
e » ot loné mrn-le%.usa,’usad in the moral sense

Yacre 'S

(44) Bleek, op. olt., p. Gb4 f. i'rse tronslation.



only by special writers in the later ages, psculiasr to
Paul, and apparently horrowed from him by Peter. This
subject is especially the theme of the Epistle to the
Hebrews (2,1-4; 4,11; 6,9-12; 9,14; 11, 3-38). Third,
this Epistle with others was copled and distributed ap-
parently in this age of the apoatles themselves.

"The Apostle Peter makes it clear that, during
the life of Faul, his seversl epistles were copied and
distributed genemllz; 80 that they were even in the hands
of the unlearned...)" (45)

/e, however, are more inclined to agree with
Bleek in this matter since it seems to voice tha wa jor opinion:

"Hany advance 2 Pet. 3,15 as proof of Paul's
authorship. But the source and time of 2 FPet. 1s very
uncartain and the unity of tha questioned passages with
the subject of Hebrews is hardly passable. Far more likely
is it that Feter refers to a lost apocryphal letter of
Paul's (46) 2

- Temple Argwment: Dilscrepencies found in the description of the

Jewish temple, 9,1 £f., are said to testify
againat rYaul because he was well aware of the attributes of
Herod's temple. But this 1a not entirely conclusive aince the
writer i1s here, rather, describing the 0ld Testament temple.

It can be readily noticed, however, that the writer hnn(zgij:aimd
all his knowledge concerning the temple-cultus from the LXX and
not through personsl contact as Paul did. The latter might be

. (45) Samson, op. cit., p. 280 £. Also Fausset.

(46) Bleek, Op. Cit., P. 662.

(a7) - "The writer uses the LXX %o get his information
and holds forth that Herod's temple 1s the same; this was,
however, in no way, the case. Faul had studied in Jer-
usalem and therefore would not be as uncertain as the
writer." - Blesek, op. cit., p. 66l: free translation.

"The au%or, Who waa well-versed in the LXX,
but who only knew the temple-cultus from the 0.%T.
(Buechel, S.K., 1906, 548). His knowledge of Judaism
i1s aspparently derived not.from actual contact with it as
a living religion; it is book knowledge, like that of
Glemnt Of Rm-“ - Hoffat, EE. cit., p. 420 r-
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: (48)
held ageinst the Fauline theory but not too much weight should

be attached to 1t because Faul also might have used the LXX.

Introduction and Signature Lrgument: Already the early Church
Fathers ware troubled with-

lack of a Pauline iIntroduction and signature and sought in many
ways t0 explain it. Later many other theorles sprsng up to ac-

count for 1t:

2 a)"To explain the absence of a signature the asuthor
says: "St. Paul has just reached the end of sn imprisonment
which had lasted four years. The causa of this detention had
been a charge, brought egeinst him by the Jews of Jerusalem,
that 'he taught men everywhere against the people, and the
Law, and this place' (Acts 21,28). Vas it not a plain duty
in him to abstaln, as far as possible, from everything that
might furnish his opponents with g rounds for bringing a
frash charge against himt" (49)

b)"The sustained concentration of the mental gsaze
on the 'faithful witness' in heaven mey well be held to ex-
plain, what 1t sbundantly justifies, the withdrawal of the
writar's personality into the background." (50)

¢)"The HB does not begin with an address in which
the writer announcaes himself as do all the other Pauline
letters. That 1t is a work to a congregation which he did
not found, and that this motivated the omitting of the ad-
dress, 1s testifled spainst by Colossians and Romans." (51)

d)"Barth believes the beginning was lost as the
begimning of Clement Alexander's Stromata snd the end of
Hark's Gospel." (52)

@ )"Another resson for Peul's letting out his name
in the greeting 1s that he was producing a literary plece
and putting his neme in 1t would not fit." (53)

(48) Footnote above.

(49) Ka Pe_Glte, Pe 4 £o
(50) Toig. =" P
(51, ms’ cit., p- 525 f-

(62) Barth, HE:G" p. 107.

(55) Hug, gpo clt., Pe 416 r.
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If wa conasider these several explenations asnd
then think of the coursge and sudacity of St. Paul, we can see
at once thot the two don't harmonize st all and we ere inclined
to agree with Salmon when he says: ...."Ve@ cannot attribute much

valug to the reasons suggested for the omission of FPaul's
nam;?ﬂ“

Can one imagine Paul backing down because soneone
disliked him? lNo, as in the case of the CGalatians and Corin-
thians, it would seem far more in hermony witin this courageous
character to cast a challenge into thelr teeth with a bold

statemant of idantification and circunstence. At least v‘ve \)vould
' &6
not find Faul neglecting completely a constant habit of his,

even though we admlt, for reasons of tact, he might have toned
it dovm. But allow us to let better critics criticize these aex-

planations:

a)"As to the other objections (to the correctness
of Panteenus' theory) they are purely speculative, and
suggestive of individusl fancy; and have been replied to
fully, as Hug states, in every age when doubt has heen
revived. Faul was constantly visiting Jerusalem, compar-
ing views with his fellow apostles; he declarses that
in common they were inspired for their respective work,
but he always, as a preacher, sought out the Jews first;
and the ressoning of the HB 1s just what might be expected
from him, as men like Grotius and Viebster, masters in
address to different classes and varied nationalities,
have specially observed." (56)

b)"Clement's mode of accounting for this pecul-
larity is not satisfactory." (67)

(64) Salmon, » 0it.; P. 416.

(55) Farrer, 'o!E. 6it., P» 1i.

(56, sam’m’ L] c .’- pI 280-
22. GIE

(57) Salnon, es Po 420,
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¢)"Paul was an apostle to the Gentiles. His whole
course of lifa kept his nmind open to the sworlid-wide scope
and purpose of the Gospel. (iranting then that he might
write an apostolic letter to his Jewish brethren (whom
he lovad, wa know, with most Intense and tenderest affec-
tion), it i1s scarcely conceivable thet his discussion
should not have occasionally broken over its bounds,
and regarded the relations of the Gospel to the world out-
side of Judaism. There are, indeed, abundant indications .
of our author's recognition of this universal character
of the Gospel...In no single instance does the author de-
part from the 0.T. representation of Israel as the 'people
of God, ' and declare directly its widening out to the
breaking dowm of the saperating wall, snd tho admission
of the Gentlles to an equal atanding with the Jews...
wholly inconcelvable in the case of the world-embracing
irrepressible spirit of the great apostle of the Gentiles."(58)

d)"Paul was agcustomed to attach his greeting and
votum." (59)

Alexandrian Argument: There seer(ugoi;o be no doubt in the minds
of the oritics that the Letter to the

Hebrews contains many elem?ngi): found in Alexandrisnism as
6
portrayed by Solomon and Fhllo. The writer seems to have been

(58) Kendrick, op. cit., int.
Egg; lioffat, op.! cit., p. 420 i. T .
Ibid. Also Gregory, Op. cit., p. 23 rth, o o« clt,.,
P- 113; Feine, Y., I-"Ir%.'._ﬁ das N.T. (Leipzig: Quelle
and Meyer, 1923). p. 182.
(61) "(7This peculisrity, whils Fhilo also sats up, such a base:
-r.! v ¢ Teav 7 G diAS rirsS 53 Yrs: drwr
e co 6 ground on which for some
:I.t wasa expla!.nad that HB 1s e erenti.on of Alex.
as though Paul does not ha ye the same view in Col.:
o7 4 wr 7 ¢ o J teroy] « Sacondly,
as Alexandrisns a ch an obscure conception to the his-
tory of the Jewlsh antiquity and as they place the
events higher, so does the HB proceed. Yet not it alone,
as we sea from 1 Cor. 10,16,11, and Rom. 5,14, ofr.
1 Pet. 3,20-21. The two views are therefore not con-
alusively and exoluslively Alex.; they are also Pauline,
and we see therein the high culture and thought .of the
time,.which Paul uses emong and aga!.nat his contgmporaries.
What could be more Philonish than the Z A\ ro
Gal. ¢, 21-31 compared with Philo, de Uﬁﬁb&f‘eﬁi’ﬂ—'
Finally, the oritic also refars to mm
comgs near to Philo. This ia the case, not only with HB
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personally acquainted with, or well~tutored in this psrticulsr
philosophy; in fsct, thore are so many colncidents with Solo=-
mon's "Book of iisdom" thst Dean Flumptre defended a theory
that the two books ware written by the seme suthor.

In relation to our main argument, this Alexand-
rianism cannot be taken aa evidence against the Fauline thesory
as B;Sg:?u)m declares it to have been taken, for Faul also knows
well the Fhilonian philosophy. latier, it would testify for
Paul since similarities do occur. But one must also remember
that if Faul and the writer to the Hebrews kmew Fhilonisn,
there were, hacause of the spread of culture at that time,
8lso many, many others who did, so this peculisrity cannot be
pressed too strenuously in favor of Faul.

This seems also to be the opinion of good oritics,
for "Baur bolleved the Letter to the Hebrews to be a product
of the Jewish Christianity, spirituslized and intellectuallized
through idexanddrisnism, neither Judalstic nor Fauline but
in between. lillgenfeld leens towards the opinion that it is &
union of Alexandrianism end Paulism. So too Ffleiderer end
Eau:?:i’:h.“

Nationality: Fsul was a Jew; the Letter to the Hebrews con-
tains many elements which seem to indicate =

but also with all the other letters of Faul - to a degree
that could not be expected asmong contemporaries.)" Free
translation of Hug, oOp. cit., p. 425.

(62) Salmon, Op. cite., P.
(63) Bleok,’gg. c .,'p. 671. I-ree translation.



native Jew being the writer. Naturally, therefore, /the two have
been connacted. .

It is true that the writer to the Hebrews knows,
to an uncommon degree, of the customs and beliefs of the Jew-
ish people and it is also true that this would be natural to
Paul since he had studied in Jerusalem; but the reader 1s asked r
to remembar that the writer to the Ilebrews uses the Greek for
his quotations and not the Jewish languege. He 1s also anaked
to keap in mind that "opportunities of familliariging himself
with Judaism apounded in the first century. The influx of
Jews with the Christian Church, the wide-spread diffusion of
the synagoguas, and the knowledge of the 1.XX, opened ampla
channels of information to the interested m&gﬂr.“

o complete the picture we csn add that many
critics do class the writer to the Hebrews as a Jewish-
Christian follower of Gl(lgggt.

The Genorotion Argument: Unlike Paul, who boldly states his

apostleship whenever he cen, the
writer to the Hebrews does not call himself sn apostle and no-
vhere claims apostolic suthority. This, coupled wii(:gﬁc;h. 2,3,
which seems definitely to deny apostlaship to the writer, has
led many org.fi’.s to look to the student-circle of I'sul rathor
than to Faul himself. .

"Tha teatimony of 2,3, is 'thoroughly against
the custom of Paul, who with all energy testifies that

(64) Hoffat, op. cit., p. 420 f.
(65’ Bleek, 100. © « AlSO Bame" EE- cit.' Pe vii 1'-;

Bﬂ!‘th. 22! OIEO’ P- 112.
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his Gospel was received not from other apostles or from
other men, but from direct revelation from the Lord;
cfr. Gal. 1,1.11 f.; 16 f.; 2,6; 1 Cor. 9,1; 11,23;
Eph. 3,2 £. 30 would ha not have expressed himself as
in our Letter in other passages, for according to the
analogy of these passages, the author unmistakedly
describes the way in which the second generation received
the Gospel. Without a doubt, Faul, at this opportunity,
would have wltnossed to his direct revelation. Rightly,
therefore, do already Luther, Calvin, Cajetan and others
sae In this passage an unmistakeable evidence ajizsinst the
authorship of Yaul or against its having been written by
any of the 'Voice', and just ss wrong sra they who,
as Ebrard, 5. 446 f'., suppose that Faul could say noth-
ing else but what he seld."

"Ihis passage shows plainly that the author can
not be % .:@n es Paul or sny other ‘direct' disciple, as
do also the other passages."” (68)

(66)

(67)
(e8)

"Yoet evan the paussege, 2,3, taken in ita connection,
speaks strongly against Fauline authorship, sas is com-
monly conceded. i'lo legsa certainly doas the author cless-
ify hiwvgelf with his readers as belonging to a genaration
to which the salvation - originally utterad by the Lord -
has been confirmed by the testimony of inmedlste sar-
witnaasag." ~ }oll, op. Glt., p. 6.

"The author of our Epistle classes hirself
(2,3) anong those who received the (ospel st second hand,
- This position the Apostle Faul could never have assumed
for s nmoment. He replies almost indignantly to any low-
aring of himself to the second rank, and meintains that
equally with the groatest of the Apoatles, he stood in
imnediste communication with the Fountaln Head of truth
and authority. Ha stands on the highest level of
apostolic porogative, having seen the Lord Jesus, and
received from Him directly his comiission." - Kendrick,
op. eit., 1int.
Welas, op. cit., p. 656.
Bleek, Op, Cite., pP. 656.



IRANSIIION

.Vle have now presanted the chlef arguments sur-
rounding our question, "Did Paul Vrite Hebrews?" One may have
notlced that we have baen alightly hostile to the Pguline |
theory and perhaps, in a few insfances, prajudiced; but we have
sought to give full arguments on Hoth sides so thut the reader
nead not accept our opinion, hut mey draew his owa conclusions.

Yhen entering upon the question, our first task,
naturally, wa- .0 read the Letter carefully and the conclusion
wo drew thaen is the same we hold now after examining all the
criticlsns, nowely, thet Paul was definitely not the author
of Hebrews. As a consequence, in particularly the last sections
we have now and then vlanted the seed of the thought that
this is an Epistle wrltten after his death by a companion of
his. This companion would naturally have to be en Intinate
student of Faul's doctrine, who, perhsps, even took notes
on his teacher's sermons. .

This theory would explein how the Eastern Church
could accept Maul u§ the originator of the thoughts; 1t would
explain vhy the liestern Church did not accept it as Paul's;
it would explein the major dissimilarities and minor similar-
1ties of style and language; it would explaln the connection
of doctrine; it fits with the time; it fits into tha cirecle of
Pimothy's close friends; etc. Yes, 80 well doas this theory fit
that critics throughout tha ages have advanced such men as Barn-
abas, Apollos, Luke, Clement, Silas, Friscilla, etc., as possible

authors.



~51l=

To show thst wa are not slona In this opinion
wa prasent in conclusion to thla chapter and in transition to
the naxt, quotations from various commantators:

a) "I see nothing in the ietter which l'aul or a
diselple of his could not have written; and it certainly
has strong tracos of Faul's influence.” (69)

b) "Tha writer could not have been on ths 'Voice'
of Chrlat, bhub according to nany signs, he must have been
in close relation with Paul. (Originality, mode of argu-
mentation, the way of writing, idaeas, etc., point to this).
Also in the whole outlook as well as in the individual
thouhts, pletures, ctcec., doaa a depanidency upon Psul ap=-
pear. Tha writer was also probably acquainted with Paul's
writings and has assimllated the same to his use.

"(Planck, Iitaschla, Koestlin, lieiss, KRishnm,
clalia that tvho suthor in hils teachings does not depend
upon Faul, but they include the Letter into the ancient
Jewish-Christian circle. Dgvid Schulz had the same
opinion, but leaned a 1littls over much on the Judeistic
@elamonts in the Christisnity of the writer: In the Letter,
as hAloxe. Jewlsh-Christien apeclis to a commoner; so slso
writes Hese.)" (70)

¢) "The Letter tells us that the suthor was of
no little note in av lenst one part of the Church;
since the Letter was written after Foul's death, the writer,
during the lifetime of thae Apostlo, must have heen an
importunt Christian teacher, 1n fact, one of tha co-
laborars of raule Of thase, three have had the emphesis =
Lucus, Clemena Homanus, Barnahas." (71)

d) "Dshar athmua der Brief wahrscheinlich von
einem Aposteluschualer, dar sich Notizen anus dem Fredigten
des Faulus gemacht und sic dann mit Erlasuterungen
voroaffertlicht hebe." (72)

@) Y..ebazelchnet sich der Vf. susdruecklich als
ainen Schusler der ersten Zuhoerer (2,3)." (73)

f) "Character would point only to some man who
stood allied with Paul in spostolic dignity." (74)

(69) Sslmon, op. eit., p. 422.
(70) Bleek, On. Cit., pe G71.
("1) Bleuk’ Ope GItO, P. 672,
(72) Gregory, loc. clt.

(73) Barth, op. 6it., p. 10S.
("4) HO].]., gEl 0 e 9 p. 5.



CHAPTER II

DIVERGENT THEORIES

4Yhe co-existence of merked similarities of
language and style with equally marked simllarities of thought
has led meny critics, ss far back as Olement and Origen, to
form gertain theorles in vain ettempts to explain this pe-
culiarity. One of the most populsr explanations edvanced is
that in which Paul is placed as the original Arameic writer
and one of his pupils as the Greek translator - preferably
Luke or Clement of Rome. Some go a little farther snd suggest
Luke as the sole suthor. However, desplte Guericke, Thiersch,
Bisping, Stler, Ebrard, Davidson, and Delltzsch, modern critics,
as we, have been obliged, in the face of contrary evidence,
to disregard the hypothesis of a Lucan translation or Lucan
authorship.

The origin of this theory, as has baen stated
esrlier, lies with Clement of Alexandria and Origen. A nmere
reading of the citation in which their statements are found
will show us, however, that "we may dismiss ss a mere guess
the suggestion thrown out in the Alexsndrian School that -Paul
might have employed the pen of Luke or of Clement; snd (that)
guess not even & probable(:'t)m." !

Against the trenslation theory we find:
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1) that the langusge is Greek throughout and
only colored in Aramaigc.

"We need not soruple to reject the notion that
the document is a translation from the Hebrew, which has
the strongest possible marks of being an originsl Greek
composition; and we cannot contribute much wvalue to the
reasons suggested for the omission of Faul's nsme..."(2)

"Glement's view, in any case, is untenable,
since the Epistle has distinct mtamul evidence of ba:lng
an original composition in Greek." (3)

"Die slten meinen, der Brief sei von seinem
Verfesser in Hebraischer (d.i. Aramailscher) Sprache
geschrieben und erst durch einen enderen Schriftstellcr
ins Griechische uebertragen. (Jos. Hallet der Juengere,
1727, und J.D. !{{ichaells, Einl. ins. N.T., Augs. 4 P.
224-250) Allein wie die Annahme eines eramaischen
Originels fuer das lHath.-Evangeliun unbegruendet ist,
80 noch mehr, was a%enwnertig allgemein snerksnnt 1ist,
fuer unsern Brief." (4

2) that there are in the Lpistle essentislly

pura Greek phrases and expres?!.t)!ns such &s could not well have
b
t he equivaleants of any Hebrew ones.

"For the Greek original stand as teatimony s
line of words and expressions which sre very hard to
express In Hebrew, or, to turn it about, they invite
thought formations which one would never asoribe to a
Hebraw ay.thor. Suoh are 1, ,,\u wS_Kei jrodvr, .

1,3 3zav
12. - - wo 83 7o d &z’
..’ ., , 7 g!‘r ?
[ ﬂ'ﬂlsi'l f o8 = an ee e
reek n:l.so- Bund.)

Of n :22 (Bm)." ‘

(1) Salmon, Op. clt., P. 416.
£ "Guericke, Ebrard, and Delitzsch follow Origen

in referring the substance of 1t to Faul and the form to
Luke. But the hypothesis of such dictation is an unwar-
ranted conjecture, mada, npparently, only to sava the
apostolic dignity of the Epistle." - Kendrick, op. cit., int.
"The hypothesis (J. Hallet in Wolf's Curae

Philologicas, IV, 806-837; J.D. lichaelis, Biesenthal)
mth represents 'the translation by Luke or

some other disciple of Faul's original Hebrew arose from
discrepencies of style which were early felt between 1t

and the Pauline epistles (so from Clement of Alex. to
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"asccoxding to i1ts grounds the original was cer-
tainly Hebrew. In chap. 2,7.8. the writer uses the passages
out of Psalm 8: Hhat is men? - and yet you lay everyth:lng
at his feet - povre Hriry . o j» About
this ., rerdyss ra are rom re on & series of
sentences, V. 5% 4o re7 gdo/ dYu Tay o yuy

I3

| He VITOTd L
brought out in parapﬁrase' fou place or lay everything

under his feet, £ . Viould a Greek
tranglator have EranaIn;:ae& Tio pEraae Thus?" (7)

".eethe special (reek sense of f. 4 -
testament (9,16-20) (This interpretation o s
which, as Galvin saw, was iltself faetal to tho ra s 10N

thaory, is p:-aferable on many counts to the more usual
one of covenant.' In the papyri, from the end of cent-
ury four B.C. down to the Byzantine mriod, the word
denotes testament end that alone, in many scores of
documentse.«.' - loulton, in Cambridge Bib. Iissays, 1909,
pP. 497) vas unknown in the Oreek usage; and it would be
difficult In a version to sccount, not only for the
rhetorical finish, but also for the paronomosise and
verbal assonances llke those of 1l,1; 5,8.14; 8,7;
10,29.39; 13,14 etc." (8)

3) that the Epistla usea the LXX alone for the

lone source of its 0,.%. quotations, a paculisrity which meny

eritics be(:lg.eve sounds the death lmell for anything but a
9
Greek original.

Thomas Acquinas), but i1t never had any basis in the in-
ternal evidence of the Eplstle, and may be dismissed as

a curiosity of criticism. No Hebrew (Aramaic) orig‘.l.nal
has ever been heerd of in connhection with the Lpistle.” =
Hoffat, loc. ¢it., Ofr. also Moll, op. cit., p.9.

Sﬁmm, . OIEO, p. 416 f.

(3) Farrar, op. ciG., p. 1v.

(4) Bleek, op. cit., p. 660.

(6) Farrar, Op. Git., p. xi.

(8) Gragory,'golp'." Cite, Do 745.

( ) Hus’ L OIE.’ p. 422.

(8) Morfﬂ%. 100. olt.

(9) Guericke, og- cit., p. 442; Kendrick, gg. cit., int.;
Cfr. also ngen, Grundriss der #inl. in das N.T.
(Freiburg in Breisgau: Hexder 'sche Verlagshandlung,
1877), p. 128.

© W~
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"With iaolated exceptiona from Chap. 10,30, all
quotations from the 0.T. point plainly and expresaly to
the LXK, also in their devistion from the original. Cfr.
especially Heb. 10,5-7 (Ps. 40, 7.8) snd 2,6-8 (Ps. 8,5-7)
also ch. 1,6 (Ps- 9'7.'” and 10,58 (Itﬂb. 2'4)- Also whers
the Latter merely raefers to the 0.T. passage, the con-
vayanca of the idems snd the conceptions themselvas point
to the LXX. Cfr. ch. 11,21 with Gen. 47-51# 12,15
with Deut. 29,18; 3,2 with Nun. 12,7, etc." (10)

"Fuer dle griachischen Originaliteet des Briefas
spricht der gunze Charakter der Sprache und des Stils
dessalben, der susgezaichnet zorgfaeltige und zum Theil
verschlungene ’ariodenbau, der sich gerade im Hebraischen
odar Aramalschan am wenigstens darstellen lasesst; des
verhuolbnlameessiyg reine, Gewaaehlte und Elagante das
griechischen Ausdrucks namentlich dle Anwendung mancher
einzalnen Ausdruscke, daren Sinn gar nicht durch ainfsche
hebralsche Oder aramaischo Woarter asusgedruackt warden
kann, sondern nur durch Umschrelbungen, so dass sle nicht
aus ginem heab-ar. Originel, sondern nur asus schon
urspruunglich griechlischon Conception starmen koonnénee.e
endlich die Apt der Benutzung alttestamentlichaer Stellan
sowol bol foermlichon Cltationen als bel blossern Anwand-
ungen und Ausplelungen, wo herrschond die Uabersetzung
dar LXA bDenutzt wird, salbst wo sis von den YWorten und so-
gar von dem Sinme des haebraischen Textes so wesentlich
abwaelcht, dess dle Stelle nach dem letztersn aigentlich
gar nicht, wle hier geschehen ist, haette benutzt werden
koennen." (11)

4) certain paculiaritiea in Fsul's having writ-
ten liebréw when also in Paleatine, if thet 1s where the
Letter is headed (?), the Graeek was the common lsnguage,
espacially in religlous affalrs.

"Yet Hebrews cannoct possibly ba regsrded as a
translstion from the Aramslc. The difference in style 1s
decisive sgainat Paul's authorship. This includes fer
more than formal style; it refers to the whole manner of
thought and to 1ts mode of presentation.” An appaal to the
great versatility of Psul's is not s satiafactory snaswer,
Paul is as versatlile in Groek as he 1s in Aramsic, and
he would writa a Gresk Letter without a thought of en-
ploying a tranalator. But it is inexplicable that he
should use the most perfect Greek when writing to readers,
all of whom were former Jows and Inclinsd to rcturn to
Judeism, ond nevear once write such Greek In any other
of his letters when addressing readers who sre moatly
Gentiles. As for Luke, who is indeed skilled in Greek,
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whenevaer he reproduces Arsmaic originals, he sllows it
to remain evident that his sourcges are Aramaic." (12)

"lven if our Letter was written to Jewish Christ-
lans in Falestine, one still has no reason to belleve that
it was written in Hebrew (Aramaic); becausa also the
Greek was universally understood, 1f not spoken." (13)

Origen end later, Grotius, knew of some who

lald the entire work at the feet of St. Luke. Although there
are minor simllarities of languege and although Luke and
Paul were close friends, the differeonce batween the third
Gospel and Acts and the letter to the llebrews leavaes no doubt
in one's mind that Luke could never have written the last.

1) The language and style is not that of Luke.

Hoffat, when speaking of this, writes:

"In Acts 7,20 and Heb. 11,23 goreros 1s a remn-

iniscence of Ex. 2,2, which may have heen independent in

euch case, while ¢ os (hc. 7,323 16,29; Heb. 12,21)
is probably (The variant in Ac. 21,26 also lowers the

force of the use of cpro-rejlesr here and In Heb. 13,22,
in Ac. 10

while the conatruction ,20 1s different) in
Heb. an emendation of yroomos » Sinilarly erdeipw
does not count, for in e 4,12 1t ogcurs 0.T.

citation; and the same fact rules out ws,rper (11,12)
voydew (12,15), sowreoor (6,19), s (12,19)
er¥ o5 (The solitary E%an use, 5,7, 18, moreover,
‘qu!’l':'g different in sense)(1,9) s (12,13), mgepe-
5 hadergs (8,11), cvrdrrew,

A'Uﬂ -/ (12’12)»’ [ [4 (12'12

('7’,5], and w%); while doio Yo-§es , Whic

1,11 is als9 part of a cltation, Es differently applied
in 8,13 and Lk. 12,33, ji7ewdvers in Ac. 7,49 ogcurs in
en 0.T. quotation, 76M¢- U i ACe 14,18 has a different
panse and conatruotion from those of Hebhraws, and ,_-_r%ga 1 a1
(11,29: Ac. 7,56), Oor use g 7o/ (Ac. 2,29 atc.:

Heb. 7,4)s Thus, an ezamiml'iﬂmio'ﬁ the langusge reveals
only (Hebrews has only about four words peculiar to itself
and Matthew, and the same number in common with iark)
about (a) six words peculiar in the N.T. to Heb. and the
Gospel of Luke, with (b) six pocullar to Acts and Hebrews,

‘10, Vlelss EE. clt. P 326.

(11) Blaek: Op. (4] .: Pe. 662

‘12) WGj.BBJ O0Ces 0l

(13) Guericke, Op. cit., p. 442. Cfr. also Gragory, 9p. cit.,
P. 745.
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and two ( 2 :mund n'-fipf o ) which ocour in all
three. 0 Tae z. wortss 8NA , wa-v-s)
ara plelnly due, as 1- 10 upeo equent; uaa [7)

to & comnon usae of the IXX by writarn who treat of

game oOr similsr toplces, whileg¥s 1-9 muz-gg is too
frequent iIn Hellenlistic li.i.ora jure o0 uy S preser-
vation in Hebrews and Luke's Gospel more than acoidental
coincidencu. This leavies merely HPer und VP

in this class, while? s (vi aailvation' In tha
context of Ac. 5,51 anl s 2,10) and ‘Z‘Fé"‘ in (h)
with gy7o; and gy £/%7 and m»' s, ocannot be& seld to
denuto any speciy 'f or atriking affinities between Ac. and

Hebrews Qﬁ?\_ﬁdm heing employad in qulte a different
sensae) in point o1 vocabulary. {The same holda true of

such phrases as jy«) «Ires ryvxdesYes (of cities),
1iteral.-.y fieb. 15 36: ACe 282,24) 2 L2, With Infin EtI\m
orweie-Bes with accusativo, and ha \ise in Hohraws of
;E- By itself for the sufferings of Jesus. Un the
oEﬁer imnd., liebrews avolds ¢-y»; 6xcept in compounds, and
omits severa,l distinetly Lucen phrases and expressions
like ppococv » While a passage like Heb. 2,12 shows
urf'ini:t'fas ﬁlﬁmr with Hatthew ?28,10, cp. Jn. 20,17).
Hlebrews once uses (6,5) a‘gé‘adtl with the accusative
(ep. Jn. 2,10); Iuyke nevér does.). The verdict is cor-

ro:orrated by L}\c absence from Habrews of seva'ral char-
agteristically lucan words and phrases, Gefies °.‘,?.’ t:v::")1

s, .lii.h ,bhe optative, %rrp 2 _yOr re
g vETO in IEs various conafrucﬁoﬂa, g‘4,
e wfﬁh’i.he InTInitive 2 v w7/ /Foodio 4

ad @9 (:when). An exemina o the v Ty a
style of Hebrews and Luke hardly tends to indiceta even
a gpaecial amoun. of materlesl common to both; it certsin-
ly discoursgos any attempt to sacribe the Eplistls to the
author of the third Gospel and of Acts. l.uke could re-
port a speach after the manner of a Hahrew rabbl or of a
Greek rhetorician; and it may be rash to say that he
could not have writiten & hortatory work in the style of
Hebrews but when we compsrd Ac. 135,36=4l; £8,17-28 with
Heb. 3,12-4,13, not to say with 6,4-12, we see that
Luke did not, in i‘act. write like Hebrews, even in
horftatory passages: (W.H. Sincox, liritars of the N.T.,
1890; Gardiner, JBL., 1887, pp. 1=27). Coumunity Of at-
maaphere is all that can fairly be postulatea.“

"(Grotius fuehrt an: rﬂu, Ev uﬂ o
AQe XXIII,10. Hebr. V,7. XI,7; ,
XIXIl,1l. Hebe VII,RD; &/ .s/

heGoe VI,Be XVI,2. Habfe x b
Luc. II,26. AeG. X,22. Hﬂbr- VIII’




10. XII,2; o8 fuey uc. XVIII,1l. XIX, 42. XX,19.
A.G. XXVIII,?5. Hebr. I,7.8. atc.)." (1e)

"Aber dle Alten taten dies wohl nur um den Brief
welchen man dem Apostel Paulus absprechen musste, wenig-
stens von dessen Gehuehlfen abzuleliten. Es findet sich
zwischan den Schriften des Lucas und dlesem Briefe einige
Aehnlichkeit in der Sprache." (15)

26. Hebr. XIIL,7.17; %«'@f)h.ﬂ. III,15. V,51. Hebr. II,

"{Dans such Lucas, wo ¢r nicht von scinen
Cuellen abhaenig ist, ein reines, mehr periodisches
griachisch schreibt, wie der Vf, des HB, ist der einfache
Grund dieser Verwandachart, sowelt sle wirklich hesteht;
daruagbar hinaus 1s% es doch nwr ein sehr enger Kreis von
Ausdruecksn, dic thatsacchtlich beil baiden etwas haaufiger,
wann auch nur theilweise susschleisslich, vorkormen, (...)
Alle uabrigen, dic man dafusr anfuehrt, kommen zZu selten
bel aeinam. von bheiden oder zu hasufig auch sonst inm N.%T.
vor, wn irgond etwas baweisan zu koennen.)." (16)

"In uebrigen zeigt sich bei Lucas keine Spur
von der oratorischen Begabung, die der Vf. des HB hat,
oder von alexandrinlischer Bildung; soweit eine eigen-
thuamliche Lehrweise bel Lucas hexvortritt, iat es ja
nuar ein abgablusster Yaulinismus, und Beruehrung mit dem
HB traten nur do hervor, wo er aus wrapolischen (uellen
schoepfs." (17)

"st. Luke's style is much more liebraic andi less
rhetoric than Hebrewa." (18)

2) The writer of Hebrews is, according to his

whola world of thought and method of expressing himself, a

(19)

Jewish Christlan; whereas Luke was a Gentile (Col. 4,10).

n L eeLuke could never hava belonged to the Jewish

paople either through birth or through proselytian.

(Kol. 4,11l.14)." (20)

(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)

Yiatia, Ope cgit., pPe. $6be
wotie, Op. ¢it., p. 364. Cfr. also Gragory, op. cit.,
O« 746.

For ailmilarities of language with Luke, cfr.
Gaxdiner in Journal or Soc. of Bibl. Lit. and Exegesis;
Juna, 1887.
?lei:s, op. git., p. 552.
Ibid.
Uregory, op. eit., p. 746 snd Cook, Ov. clt., int.

Barth, op. Glt., Pe.
Bleek: 'EL'" I'E.: p. 6735. Also Gregory, 0p. clt., p. 746.

op- olE
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"And an independent suthorship by Luke is cer-
tainly out of the question. Ha was indoed one of those
who racelved the Gospal at second hsnd; but his poaition
in the Church lacked the almost apostolic dignity which
clearly balongs to our author; and he was not s Jew
which the author of the Epistle certainly was." (21)

"Ijas Hebrews then written by Faul conjointly
with some assistant? The affirnative answer to this
question takes two forms. According to the firat, the
Apoatle dictatied the traatise to someone in lebraew, and
it was translatad by this person to its present Uraak
formn. This view was propounded by Clament of ilexandria
in order Lo sccount for the difference in style hatween
the Epistle to the Hebrews and i'aul's othor Letters.

But though it hes been and is neid by some, yet it has
azeinat it the facts thet it is not in stvie along
that Yebrowa difrers from Faul's writings, but in form
and content alao. Furtheruoru, liebrews was avidently
viritton in Greek and is no translation.

"Acaording to the second variety of the theory
of’ compogite authorship, Yaul is supposad to have de-
livarcd the substance of the writing to some one of hils
followers, who then wvorked it ovaer in nis own way, sup=
plying fom and diction. To she further quaestion who
this ollover was, aome acharents to this genaral view
angswer luke and goume (Clement of Rome. That luke took and
restatad Paul's mossage to the Hebrews, is argusd by
Dalitzsch, upon the ground of the alleged similarity of
languaga hetweon this treatise and the third Gospal and
tha Book of Agts. But this siullarity 1s very general,
and oxtands no further than the use of certsin words end
expresgions which were urobably comon to all Hollenistic
writeras. Differences between Iumke and the asuthor of
liobreaws have salao heen pointed oui, and ucon the whole,
thay ovarhnlance the similarities reforrad to." (22)

Clament of Ronme.

Aiother person supposed by some to have had a

connection with either the translating of the kplstle or

with its direct suthorship is Clement of Rome. H4s name also

(21) Kendrick' _g?_t cit., ante
(22) Tho Popula® and Critical Bible knoyclopedis (Samuel

‘allowa, edlitor. cago: the Howard-Severance Lompany,
1902), p. 780-781.



arose out of the supposition that 1t must have been a disciple
of iaul who wrote this letter - & disciple closa enough to
think the way Paul thought and yet to have had his own peculispr
language and atyla. Clement's Letter to the Corinthians often
touchas our Jetter, and, although a coworker of Pzul (rhil.
4,3), "yot must have baen In so ¢losa contect with the Jewish
Christlans that some ha\}r;se):ouy,ht to connect him with the stort-

ing point or gnostic Judsism." Lprasmus, Celvin, Xeithmayr,
(24) (256)

Rlsping (tha latter two ere Catholic writera), iberle, and Cornely

are some of the latier critics to favor Ciement.

Hore asgain we meet wp with the obstacles of utter
difference In lsnguego end styla, which nus led such critics
as Hoffet (a well knowr langusge scholar), Bifgl, -:;gf:g,
‘.s{gggs whesitantly to strike his name from the list. The fact
that Clement uses Hebraws in kils Fplatle shows thet it was
already cxtsnt at nls time, a situstion which led aliso Len-
drick to disregard this theory. But what seems to be the strong-
est of the arguments, including the fact that he also is a
Gentila, againat his having unything %o do with it is the
ignoranca of ths Vestern Church of such suthorshilp or tronsla=-
tion. Surely 1(135 having translated or written it would have

been known to them.

(23) Longon, op. cit., p. 128. A free translatilon.
(24) Blﬂak, OE. c ey Do 673.

(25) Abﬂ'.l‘le, OI). (¢} tl, p. 240.

(26) Blﬂﬂk, loc. GIE °

(27) Vaette, Op. Oltes; Pe <55.

(28) Welss, Op. Glte, Pe 572.
(29) Farrn;', OP. cIt:, int. Gregory, op. cit., p. 746.
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"Clément of Rome was firat suggested by Origen
as the nediator between Yasul and the awdlience to which
Hebraws 1s addressed, and has been accepted as.such
some on the ground of the nure rous citatlons of the Epistle
to the Hebrews in the first Eplstle of Clement to the
Corinthians. But a careful study of the two writings
lesves no room for doubt that Clement is using Hebrews as
the work of some other man, and that, aside from this,
thera iz no other rolatlonship botwesen tha two productions.
The author of Haebrews is undoubtedly & mora forceful
and orlginal thinker» than Clement. “oraover the argument
fram'aj(:yla is fatally agaiznst the ldantiflicatlon of the
two." (30)

8ilos.

Ancther student of Paul's who has beon picied as
the autior of Habrews 1ls S1las or Sylvenus, as he is oftan
called. liynster, Lochme, Itlehm, (iodes, and Wohlanborg liked
him becnuaes ¢f hia wembership in the Pauline clilrcie and his
assoglation with Tinothy. lHowever, 8ilss lived in Jerusalem
(icts 15,22) snd therafora we would expect of him a much more
thorough knowledga of tha Jewieh cuatomns than ia ghown In the
Lettey to the ﬂc(ng:];a).wn. Therae ias ne trsdltion or ‘any othar
pag of evidunce to hang hin on save for the fact that he was
Paul's disciple end tharafora he hes hasn rajected es bvaing

(32) )33) (354)
but a poor hyz'()gél;esia by such scholars as lioffat, WalLte, Barth,

. (35)
Bleek, 2nd Grogory.

(30) Criticsl Encyclopuedia, p. 781,
(31) Opinic: of Bleek and othera.

. (32) "silus wos no doubt a mombor of the Pauline circle who
was #lygd aasogiated with Ninotheus, and connacted aoud-
how with the conmposiltion of 1 Pater (a writing allied to
Hehrews): but thesa data are too slight to support the
waight of any hypothesis (ilynstar, Boehma, Xlelua, Godet
douhtfully, vohlenberg in NKZ, 19135, 762 £.) which
wonld gontributae ilgebrews to a nan of whom so 1lititle 1s

( ) knom‘.“ o

— (33) Wette, on. Oliey, Pe HH4=557.

a (54) Bal‘th, Op. GlTie, Peo 1l2.

= (35) Bleak, Tou. olt.

= (36) Gragory, OD. Gite, P. 747.

|
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The Ponulsx» snd Critical Bible Incyclopeadie
up tha data on the 5ilas thsory:

"Silas was @ popular menber of the Christlan
comrunity of Jorusalem, a8 Jewisn Christian provhet and
a Roman gitizen. lla was a companlon of i'aul on sacond
missionary journey (Actas xv:40; xviii-xx11), sand asasoo-
latod with the apoatla In his letters (1 Thess. 1,1;

2 Thess. 1,1; 2 Cor. i1,19) under the nams of Silvunus.
The fact that hd was acqualntod with Timothy, iukei with
the uontion of Tiwothy in Heb. x11i:23 has led scwa to
think that he wrote the Epiastla to the Habrewa. sul, on
the othor hand, no trsca of an extarnal tredlition us-
eribing the rplatle tc him has haen found, amd, as he
laft ne o othor writings, and we cannot lthus resch a
conclusion ragaxiliug hila style and type of thought, and
as ws are not dnformed that he had an Alexaxdrisn
education, 1t is not posalble to test the vsiue of

the hynotnaais Lhat ascrivas one Lplistle to him."

Agquila and i'riscilla

_ "Did Lady Fambroke collaborate with her brother
in the compositiion of Arcadiat Tha problem which arises
for tha stwdant of inglish llteiratura has hsen raised In
conncation with the lew Toatawent by thosa wiho gonjeature
thet Freisallls and Aqulls, Peul's devotied snd intelligent

Uy s s oOnposed tha Eplatle to the Habraws. Thalr
cIéf?-:-u arc urgad tentetiveliy by Herneck (Lssay in 3BBA,
1900, 'usher die beiden Kecension d. Gesch. dur Friscilla
u. das Aquilas in sio. Ap. 18, 1-87'), Schiuie, Fealke,

and Randal Harris (Sidelights on X.T. liesaarch, pp.
148-1%G). hquila has boen more n once suggested

(e.g. Bleek and Alford), but Friscilla 1s supposed, on this
theory, %o haves boen nainly responsliblie for the Lpistle,
and traces of the wife rether than the huahanid are sought
for. Whe hypouthgsla cortainly mlglht eccount for the louss
of the neuin, as canonical authority could hardly be
oclaingd for & wonun's writing. Bus the positive arguuents
are no% substantial. {37) Panl had forbidden a woman

- (37)

"In their favor: 1) lester vrocedds from a highly

culturad teancher, anawering to the description given in
Acts 15,26 of Aqulla snd Yrisciila; Shat 1t was written

by ona who belonged to the Pauline oircle, as thore is

no doubt that this couple did (Roum. 16,3, s~»»r s )3 that
the wirifter was assoaisted with Tinothy, as Ilqiﬁﬂ and
Friscilla woro for 18 months in Coxdath and Ephasus (2 %in.
4,19); that ho bolongad to une of the house churches in
Rome, (to which the Kpistle was presumably sddressed)
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even to teach in the Church (. Cor. 14,34 f.), and

the action described in Acta 18,26 does not prove that
any exception would be made in favor of a glfted lady
like isrlscllls, for the insiruction of Apollo was private,
not public. The supposec glgns of fenininity Ir Hebroews
ara extracely dubious; as e riatter of fact, one would have
expected a reference to Deborsh instesd of Berck in 11,32,
if a woman had written the Fpistla. The stylistic srgpunent,
that now a single, now a plural asuthorship 1= implied,
can hardly bgs usintained; our brovhor (in 1i3,25) mesns
not cur collesgue, but the brother known %o you =apnd to

me (the writer, ep., I will see you): phrascs like thosa
in 11,32 and 135,19 imply & single author, and tha we
which elsewhars occura 1a elther cditorisl or due To the
figure of uhe; rgéoﬂ. “he egnogietlion of Friscllla and
Agquile with nome glnrch In Rore dapends on & view of
R}m 15’vrh.‘-_n‘n is not tt;r::(mle.. Finally, the mascul!.z)‘.e

{ Uirar in 11,32) (cp. Dafiasmarn, M.R. v. 64) prcother
tﬂlﬂﬁ!‘y gaingt the feminlne hyvothesls then otherwises;

and nac sny eéxeception bocu teaken to Priscills, the dele-
tion of her name from the addross (leeving that of Ayuila)
would lave basn siapler than the excision of the eddress
en bloc (op. Wraeds, 82-83). One has, thersefore (cp.
Haighe 149 £.) reluctsntly to forego tho rovencs which
this hyvothesls would Introduce into the primltive
Christion litersturc." - Moffat.

and thst he had tsught there - which gorresponds to

what we know of squila wnd Priscills (iets 18,12, Rom. 16,3);
that behind the writer of tha Iplstle there iIs someone

or mors with whom he zssociates himsclf in a sommon "we
which includos writsr srd readers, but a third use of

the nponoun embraclug s0me unknown person or 12 rsons &s
uniting with the writer in what %hs says. Paul and

Luke witnessad as to tha pradoninate position of the-
woman. $ha ia favored as the suthor. The prologue 1s

iaft off hecanss of Ysul's prohibition of fermlé teaching.
. "Sut therc are grave difficulties in this
thaory. 4 singis :mfhurs‘.:tp ;:ssgeizsmdnd by cfrtain ax-
prassions as v gr/ g 11,523 Sird Tdyror 2o ko ra=
a—r.,.lgs',_, .!‘;“73: . J3,19% and the singuﬁtr"ﬁn"f%ﬁﬁf%&

Is not’nossibla to construe these singulars as re=-
ferring to the shiglc writar,to the writer end hearcrs.
And thet this one wrlter would have been Priscills
1s certainly improbable, both on account of Paul's
prohivition which Friscilla would have obsarved snd ha-
causa the writar apprasrs 9 be one of the 23 0vaxerss Which
Priscilla could not have heen. Tho lt.‘pistleiﬁwa the in-
praaaion of procecding from e mesculire nmind; end if the
Epistlio was duc to eilther, Aquila would by the mora likely
to undartake tho task. Their conmection with Apollos
might be support to mccount for tha Alexandrian coloring
of the ipistle." - Dods, op. cit., n. 228.
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It might be well, hefore closing this chapter,

to briefly mention also some of the other less populer supposed

authors that have been mentioned from time to time in comnec-

tion with the Eplstle.

In speaking of Peter as the author of Hebrews, a sug-
gestion arising out of marked similerities of thought

and style, we could do nothing better than to bring the find-
ings of ltendall before the reader as they are put forth by
tioffat:

"The resemblances (Rendall, Theology of Heb.
Christisns, 42-45), between Hebrews and 1 Fegr, which
covaer the thought no less than the style of both eplstles,
ara not insignificant. Both describe Christ the Shep=-
herd (Heb. 13,20; 1 Fet. 2,253 5,3), and use the phrase
the blood of the sprinkl (12,24; 2et. 1,2) (3 oS
1s common in Heb. E‘,IU- %,2) and Peter's apaech%
3,163 5,31, efr. sbove); both conceive faith ss stead-
fast reliance on the unseen God under stresa of trial,
hold up Chriat's example under suffering, and attach the
gme discliplinary 'value 0 human s'ufrering; hoth use
olisg Wiep ¥, RV TITVAOS F rat Los , etc.
a re’ ar rther 8 1n et. 2,20: He. 5,2,
1l Pet. 35,9: Ho. 12,17, 1 Pet. 3,11l: He. 12,14, 1 Pet.
5,16: Heb. 7,27, 1 Fet. 4,14: Heb. 11,26, 1 Pet. 5,
10=-11: Heb. 135, 20~-22, etc. But such correspondences
cannot be mixed up with s supposed allusion in 2,3 to the
incidents of Jn. 1, 36-42, in order to support the hy=-
potheals that Feter actuslly wrote Hebrews (A. Welch,

The suthorship of the Fpistle to the Hebrews, 1899,

PPe 1= 3 Mos y suggest & dependence of one writ-
ing upon another, possibly noc mora than a cormon

milieu of Christien feeling. 'The natural inference from
then is that the writer was elther a personal disciple of
S8t. Peter or a diligent student of his Epistle'
Kendall)." .

"Diversity of style is more easily felt by the
reader than expressed by the oritic, without at least a
tedious analyais of language; one simple and tangible
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test sugpgests itself, however, In the use of connecting
particles, in as much as these determine the structure
of the sentences. A minute comparison of these possesses,
therefore, real importance in the differantiation of
language. Now in the Eplstle of St. Peter g7 g occurs
fifty timas, sfr¢ sixty-three, 7ors nineteen, El7e (in,
enumerations) a x, r‘ Fr nw LOUT, ¢ 7ep five, zaros £/

thre - f.welve, tan, auf
rae, *r%ty-eim: while ’nﬁe of &
found i’ - the Epistle except 2., and that tmly once (or
twilce), except in quotationa"“ﬁn the other hand, % S:,
which occurs six times and se,7e0 three, in the Epls
ara never used by Pater. ( Lﬁﬁ'ﬁ 's Theo. of lieb. Christ-

lenity, p. 27)." (38)

Ariston: The supposed author of Mk. 16,9-20 has been recently

advanced by J. Chapmsn (Revue Benedictina, 1905, 50-
62) and argued by R. Perdelivity on the ground that "the sharp
tone of He. 6,4=-6 and 10, 26-9;’? agrees with the trend of the
teaching gquoted by Irenmeus fI;OI!l the preshyter circles (adv.
haer, IV. 28. 1, IV. 40), and also with that of the newly dis-
covered fragment of like 16, 9-20, where % Alx JZiry are sup-
posed to rofer to the fate of the apostatsa. lence all these
converge on the ssme author. But even if Ariston were the
author of the Mark ending, these conceptions are far too general
~ and incidentsl to e mede the basis of any such srguaents.”
(Moffat) Gregory also states that the similarity with the Mark
ending 1s nil.

Philip the Desgon: "(Cp. W.H. Kamsay, Exp. 6, IX. 407-422,

Luke the Physiclen and other Siudies,
1908, pp. 301-308) 1s nfsio; conjectured Go have written

(38) Dods, op. cit., p. 22b.
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the Epistle from the Church of Caesares (spring of A.C.
69) after discussions with Faul on topics raised by the
local resders, to reconcile the Jewish party in the
Jerusalem Church to Paulinism (Faul added the last

verse or two). E.L. Hicks (The Interpretor, 1909,

pp. 245 f.), denying the l'aﬁmi%s_u'ﬁt, argues for
the same origin, mainly upon the ground of linguistic
analogy between Hebrews and Colossiens-Ephesisns." (40)

This view hasa never net with much favor and can
be regarded as a miere conjecture.

Finally, there have arlsen a number of pseudony-
mous theories which may be added here also in order to give com=-
Pletencss. lione of them has ever been tsken seriously by a con=-
sansus of the chlef critiocs.

1) 4n Alexandrian suthor tries to remold Ephes-
Jans and Colossians - interpolated writing - for Jewish Christ-
ians. This theory, advanced by Baumgartner and Crusius (On_the

Origin and Internal Character of the llebrew Epistle, Jena, 1828),

has, in the Fpistie, no shadow of support.

2) Schwegler (Fost-Apostolic Age, II, p. 312)
and Zeller (Theo. Jahr., 1842, 1) think it i1s a treatise of
the I'seudo-Johannesn School (form in harmony with such treat-
ises) togetl.er with such personsl references ss would allow it

to refer to Faul.

3) The older view (cp. Schwegler, NZ. 1i, 304 f.),

that Hebrews was written by a Pasulinist who wishad to

pass Ooff his work as Pauline, has been revived in a nod-
ified form by lirede (so Wendland). He argues that the
anonymous suthor, on coming towards the end of his treat-
i1se, suddenly determined to throw it into the shape of an
Epistle written by Paul in prison; hence the allusions

in 13,22b which are a cento of Pauline phrases (especially

(40) Hoffat, loc. cit.



from Philippians). But, spart from other reasons (cp.
Knopf in TLZ., 1906, 168 f.; Burgpeller, ppe 111 £),
it is difficult to see vhy he didn't insert more al-
lusions in the body of the writing; the bere references
at the closa are too ambiguous and incidental to serve
the purpose of putting the Epistle under Paul's aegis.
Had a Paulinist deairad to create a situation for the
Epilstle in Paul's lifetime (like that, e.g., of 1 Cor.
16,10, ¥hilemon 22, Fh. 2,19.25 £.) he would have writ-
ten more simply, 8s @.g., the suthor of 1 Tin. (1,3)" (41)
4) "If someons wrote this Letter and falsely
ascribed it to Paul, he would better have chosen Peter or
James. The theory that the personal ending waa attached to
make it Pauline was advanced by De Wette (retracted) and Baum-
gartner, Crosius, Schwegler, Zeller. Baur's theory was that it
was the first of a series of ironical Fauline letters which
sought to unite the Faulinlsn with the Jewish Christians,
that Christienity should cnly be another form of Judaism,
but that this Judaistic Christianity should be much riore
spiritusl and freer fron the formality of the Judaisn. But we
would expect that the 'Falsarius® personal indications which
directly refer to the apostle, would have sppeared more and
more promine:tly. The whole character of the Letter makes
this improbable. The time (after Paul's death) does not
(42)
permit it."
Having now gathered up the loose ends, we can

€9 into the next chapter, dlacussing two othar men who havae




boen seriously advanced as the author, namely, Barnabas and
Apollos. Y/a hava saved them until the laat because these two

have some good arguments and many good critics supporting them.



CHAPTER III
Was 1t Barnabas or Apollos?

Befora tackling the problem of whether or not
Barnabas or Apollos wrote the Letter, it might perhaps nake it
easler for the reader to evaluste the ergurents for and against
them if we first of all review the qualifications which the
suthor of the Letter must have.

Making our deductions from what has already been
sald, wve find that the asuthor was:

1) probably & highly trained Hellenistic Jawish
Christian;

2) a teacher of repute, with speculative gifts
and literary cultures

3) someone who has not left any other literature
to posterity;

4) a olose disciple of Paul's « taught in the
doctrines and doctrinal langusge of Paul;

5) a close friend of Timothy, although this is
not saltogether necessary;

6) not 8 personality of Paul's commanding geniusj

7) well-versed in Jewish Christlanity as well as
- in Alexandrianism;

8) probably & msn of the Lastern Church;

9) a writer vho wrote this Epistle sfter Paul's
deaths
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10) probably one who did not found the church to
which he was writing this Epistle;

11) one who would explsin the mysterious absence
of any clue pointing to tho author.

With this checking chart in view we can proceed
to discuss the popular theory that Barnabas wrote the Letter in
question. idvanced already by 'J.'er&llian (de nudicitia, c. 20),

he has bheen defended in later years by iieaseler, Schnidt,
Iwesten, Ullmann, Thiersch, Conybeare, Howson, Riggenbach,
Hofela, iWaler, Grau, Volkmor, Ritschle, hkenan, XKuebel, Salmon,
Weiss, (ardiner, Ayles, Blasa, Vglker, Edmundson, Barth, .
Gregory, Heinricl, Dibalius, and Edelmann, Camero, H. Schulz,
de Lagarde, Zshn, Over(\%a)ck - & 1list which so imprasses one

that he pauses a good while to caraefully examine the evidence.

What -does Tertuilisn's Statement tell us? "...what Tertullisn

- says cannot be pnssed

' (3)
by without serious examination." 7Tertullian was one of the

leaders of tha African Church and a scholar of no mean repute:

(1) Kondrick states that "Tertulliasn bases his claim of
Barnabas on Hebr. 6,4 f£f.; and 13,15."

(2) cfr. Blaek, op. git., p. 675 for namesa.

10c. cilt.; "The clains of Barnabas which

have been advocated, @.g., by Schrnidt (Einl. 289 f£.),
Hefola (Apostolic Fathers, pp. XI-XIV), Ullmenn (SK.,
1828, 377 f.), Wieseler (Chronologie, 478 f.; SK, 1866
pp. 666 f£.), laler, Twesten, Urau, Volkmor, Thierach
(joint=authorship of Paul), Ritachle (SK., 1868, 89 f.),
Renan (IV. pp. 210 f.), Kuehel, Salmon (Int., 424 f.),
B. Welss, Gardiner, Ayles, Blass, Wglker (Lt. XV. 142-144),
Edmundaon, Riggenbach, Prat (Theologie dao S. Paul 5, 502)
Barth, Gregory (Canon snd Tex® of"\‘.ga Wl., 1908, 223-224),
Heinrici (Der LiTE. Charackter d. noutest. Schriften, 1908
71-73), Dibelius and Endemenn have the supporit of an early

tradition (Op. Tertullisn da ;)»_udicit:l.a, 20: oxstat enin et
Barnabse tltulus ad Hebranos.)e...
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¥or some time he had also resided in Rome, s0 that he was not
unfamiliar with moat of the Western tradition. It is therefore
necessary to admit that this was no mers guess on his part.
Although we cannot go as far as Salmon when he states: "...I
do not see how to avoid the conclusion that at the beginning
of the third century, the raceived opinion in the Roran and
African Church was that Barnabhas was the aigﬁur“; yais, possibly
we must adnit with Lange: "...S5t1ll it is undeniable that the
statement of Turtullian must rest upon a fact existing within a
certain ciigle."

How large thls circle was we can only gueas. Pere
haps, as ioffat states, tho tradition reflected "not only the
North African Church's view or a lMontsniat's opinion, but some
Roman trac(lﬁ:lon.“ Or, perhaps, as Duds declaures: "This solution
cennot be said to have aver been pravalent in the early church."”
Uneé i3 inclined £0 ask here why there is no evidence of such a
theory in other writings of the age? Irof. Bartlet and Mr. Ayles
have sought for such evidence and have produced references that
ara too meagre and indefinite to bae of much value - Phﬂ:zz:rius,

(8)
haer. 89, Jerome, Ep. 129 ad Dardanum, Isidorus, Etymol. 6,2.

fgg i, 1t. 4-5 :
nga=-Schaff, op. cit., P. 4-5.

(6) Woffat, loc. cI@.

(7) "In the Tractstus Origensis de 1libris ss. Scripturarum
(ed. Batiffol, Faris, 10, p. 108), as by I‘hIEs‘Erqu,
He. 15,156 i=s quoted as s word of ‘ssnctissimus Barnabes.'-
Moffat, loc. clt.

(8) Jerome designates this ascription of suthorship as 'juxta
Tartullianwa®, apparantly implying that in all his vast
store of Informetion he hsd found no one alsa holding
this opinion. Origen kanows nothing of such an opinion."=
.I'JOds, EE. cito’ Pa 227.



2=

"This (proof) would be considerably lengthened 1f in the stich-
ometrical list of the sacred writings of the New Testement in
the Codex Claramontanus, the Epistle to the Hebrews were actual-
iy and sinply deslignated ess Epistola Barnabae. But in the list,
this Epistle of Barnabas is separeted from the Epistles of Paul
by the Catholic kEpistle, while in the Codex itself the Epistle
to ths VYiehrews is separated only hy this List from those of

Paul, sand ¢ separated 'Epistle of Barnabss' is found also in
Codex I;{g?)m."

some belleve that perhaps Tertullian mixed
this Letter with Barnabas' other letter. This is unlikely be=-
ceuse of the dissimilarity of style, the gravity of the work
in which the allusion 1s made, and be_cauae he explicitly quotes
Hebraws 6, 1-8. :

"But in languege, style, and the whole char-
acter, the two letters aro too far apart to be the work of one
man. But, o?gor;ight arguo, 1t i1s not certain if Barnabas wrote

the cother letter and therefore he yet might be the writer of

(9) Lesnge-Schaff, op. cit., p. 4-5.

“'1.‘!?{6 Tradition thet ¥ark, his nephew, intro-
duced tho Gospel Into Alaoxandris, might be pressed to in-
dicate some connection with that center of thought. This,
howaver, tells also against his authorship, for it is un~
accountable that Barnabass' name should have been lost in
tha church whera his nephew presided. His assogiation with
the Church at Jerusalem apaeks in hils fevor. Dods, Op. cit.,

Bs, 28T "On ‘the’ other hand, his re lation to the
original gospsl was probably closer than that inpllied in
2,3, and the rise of the Pauline tradition is inexplicable
if Barnabas (or indeed any other name) had been attached
to the apistle from the first. His reputed connection with
the temple (Ac. 4,38), the exlstance of the epistle of
Barnabas with its similsr Judaistic themes, and perhaps
the coincidence of Ac. 4,36 {A simiiar instance is polnted
out in the sttribution of Ps. 127 to Solomon on the sgcore
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" (11)
the Letter to the Hebrews."

"I the Letter is Barnsbas', then it is under-
stendable how the "barnabss-Letter" was mccapted smong the
apostolic Fathurs; it was misteken for the real "Barnabas-Lettep"
the Lettaer 4o the ilebrews. Both treat oi' the relationship of
Christisnity to the 0ld Westement, slthough the “Barnahas-Latter“_
does go in a orude anti-Jewish manner,' in ¢that it vonnecta the
history of Israel with & misunderstanding of the literal sense
of ’r.ha(ift?:.“

fle may say then, %o sum up, that Barnabas has
a cartain amount of tradition behind him. How strong that tra=-
ditlon is, only Tertullian can say; we can only guess and remsin
c¢onservative, rememhering also that no negative evidence 1is 1in ?
6xistunce.

Wan Barnahas a highly trained Hellenistic
Jewlsh Christian with spaculntive gifts and liteorary culture?
\Was he the learned men end the gifted lingulst that wrote
liabrews? Vette says: "--~-furthermore Barnabas has no gifts
for such s 5(1%33.6-“ Bleek adda: "But Barnabas was never the
aeloquent orator as was reul. (ADg. ﬁﬂa),“ and ilenski chines
in wigh: "It is not oredible that EBernabas wrote Greek that

(156)
is finer theh Luke 's."

of 127,2: 2 Sam. 12,24f) end He. 13,22, ey quita well
have led to the guass that he wea tho author of this
anonymous scripture.™iloffet, loc. cit.

(10) It ia our opinion that he did not write the other latter

(11) s_::ip,ned to !’w‘,%m. E
B Gk, ° [ ] G LY p. a

(12) Barth, '02! e ClGs, P. 1l6.

(15) wette, op. cit., p. 3b6.

(14) Bleek, Op. Cit., p- 676.

(15’ unﬂki. IOCl clt.
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But lined up against these opinions we have
the voice of Kendrick: "...and his title, Son of Exhortetion =
not Son of Consolation - might answer to some feature, both of
sentiment and style of our Epi:g]).o;“ Dods stetes: ",..and was
a man of characteor and capaclty...he was & native of Cyprus
where good Greek was sé%;sn;" Barth adds: "...8 hallanistic
Jawish Glmiétian, a student of the apostles, a gifved man who
had the mesns for a literury perfeotion (4,37), a men full of
falith and spirit, who was used by Paul in Jerusalen and antioch
(9,27; 11, 22f). The tradition thet attributed to him the suthor-
ship has nothing decisive sgaine(ntait.“

Vi@ know that Barnaebas was once called Zeus,
anl the Yew Testamant evidence of him intimetes a powarful
orator. Faul is at first subservient to him. e was a man of
raputae, v:ell-kriown, and estasmed. Put the whole plcture to-
getner and ond nmust say that 1t could poasibly be that he has
the gqualifications for wrlting the Eplstle. At least thure
still ls no decisive cvidence against him.

Was he a close disciple of #aul's? Anyone who

reads Of raul's firat misslonary journsy will know juat(l;.g\)r

| closa Barnabas was to Faul. "lie balongs to the circle of P'aul"

and as such must have imbibed much of Yaul's teschings. He waa
8t sen advantageous position to learn of thu freedom of the Naw
Testament and the aymbolis;:. of the Uld. It 1s gartain thet he
must have known Timothy, Faul's young disciple, aud had meny
dealings with hin.

(16) Kandriock, loca. clt.
(17) Dods, op. 01f., De 227. :
"As a lLevite, Sarnabas night be speclally in-
tereated in those priestly aspects of the Gospel, which in



If one refuses him the euthorship of the
"Barnabaa-Lettar", "we hnve," as Farrer says, "no knowledge of
thia, nor of 8t. Barnabss' style end natural powers os s writer,
m(:gg )of his ganuine utterances, written or spoiién, baing on
racord."

ins he well-versed in Jewish Christianity and
in hAlexandrianisut e are told that Ba»nabas was a native of
Cyrpus and thorefore was so near hlexandrisnism that it -would
be hard to helieve thut he was not influenced by it. Also,
Barnabas was one of theo earliest leasders of the Church in
Faleatine snd thercfore in consiant touch with the Jewish
religion. He was so gualified that he could be sent on the
flrst misalonary jJourney with the comparatively novice Paul.
: Weilss restates this when he l;ayaa ", ..Bacauae
heé cams fron Cyprus he was ncar the Alexandrisn philosophy and

would have been influcnced. liea was a student of the original

our aplstle ara so nrominent; as & Cypriote, he might
have stood in some special relstions to Alexandria."
RKendrick, loc. clt.

(18) Barth, loc. cit.

(19) Dods, _Op. ciu., P. 287,

(20) Farrar; Op. Gite., P. zil.

Again, the misalonary wiork of Barnabaa has
bean no overshadowed by that of his companion, Faul, (cfr.
ravarting of omnder of Barnabas and Paul to Faul and Bam-
sbhas in Acts), that it is notural to us to think of Bam-
abas as, though a vary good man, not so able a man &8s tho
writer of Habraws iwuat heva been. But we have no pxooi of
this. Mo Lukke to racord tha work of Barnabas so ha was in-
ferior. Further, it is pointaed oul; that this Epistle ia
very unlike that which goes hy the name of Barnabas. But
if 1t be admitted that only one of the two epiatles can be
thae work of Harnabas, wa have a better right to claim for
him that which Tertullian ascribes to him, than that which
almost all oritics raject as spurions."salmon, op. cit.,
P. 427.
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ancient Church and a "Urapostel". He had for many years worked
with Paul in iAntioch and on the firat missionary journey without
giving up his individuaslity to him (scts {2359).“

Salmon answers the charge that he was not a
Hellenist bhecause he 1s coummonly attached to Jerusalem:

"But the important acuastion is: Was he a Hellen=-
ist or did he reside hablitually in Joruanlaem? The ea»ly purt
of Acts would dispose us to form the latter opinion. It is
eartain that the early gmined considerstion in the Church
at Jarusalem by the gift of the price of his estate; hut 1t
is not stuted that Jerusalem had been his ordinary dwelling
place. Ha certalnly hnd a near ralation, Mary, mother of
hLiark, resident at Joruselem (hcts 12,12) Col. 4,10). But he
hiself 1s described as s native of Cyprus, and as keeping
up his reiations with that islend; for it is Cyprus which
he first visits when sterting on with Faul on a missionary
Journay, s spain Cyprus to which he turna when suparating
from Faul and travaling with !srk. When men of Cyprus made
convarts snmong the Hellonlats of Antioch, Barnebas was
Judged by the apostla the most sultable person to take
chirgoe of the newly~formad church. low long he had pre-
viously baen residing at Jerusalem we cannot tell, but from
that time forch we never hear of hin as rasident in Jerusa-
lem again. And it must be remembered that even if it wara
proved that Barnobas had reaidad for a long time in Jerusa-
lem, 1t would not follow that he was not a Helleniat, since
we know from Acis 6 that thers were lHellenists in Jderusaleit.

(22)

He then zoss on to say: "That Barnabass was
acquainted wiih Alcxandrian apeculation is & thing which we
should not hava haen justifiaed in anserting without evidence;
but we hava 1little ground for gontredicting good evidence that
he was. And that Alexandrian philosophy should ba taught in the
schools of Cyprus is in itself probable."

Nuvch has been written on the subject of the
temple description as it has beon glven in the levter to the

Hebrews, and in connaction vith Bernsbas the debating has arisen

(21) Wails Ope Cibe. Pe vl «
(22) Salmon, 5o P Clt., Pe 427,
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anow. The ohjections %0 Barnabas having wristen tha letitar are
volced by sSalmon: "Unce wore it is seid thst the Levite Barnabas
would ba sure to have s firgi-hand knowledge c©f the tample wor-
ship, ani would not svesk, as this writsr does, 1lilks one who had
derived his knowliedge from books; he would have l(wer)-. familliar with
v 25
Hebrews and would not have used his LXX as hiec Bible." Blesk thinks
"Ho was also 2 Levite and therefore would kiow mora nbmi\t the Jew-
: (2¢
ish religious set-up then we have Indicatad in our letter."
lLenskl answers: "Streas is laid on the fact that
Barmebas was a Levite and was thw fully scquainted with the entire
tonpic ritual, but only to the tebernacle and to ita ritusl as
these are recorded in the Fentatecuch, btecause he has divine
LGeripture f£or hls material. v levita...wos needed to vrite this
lgttor or to read it with perfect understending.”
"I% is to be mdnitted that Hernebes, as a Lev-

ite of the Levant, with the gifts of edification (...ic 4,36),

would sul% saveral cheracterislitlcs off tiie lipilstle. &5 the

inaccuracies with regaml o the worship refer not to the

vemple bhut Go the tabernacle, it is hardly iair to preas

thom sgsinst the likelihood of his authorship on the ground

that bhe would he well-inforimed about the temple cultus at
Jarugelem." (25)

(23) Ibid.
(24) Bleex, op. cit., p. 675.

An Barnebas lsesst sich wohl weniger denken,
de der vornandeno RArief des Barnabas zu verschileden in
ansicht u. Jarstellung von dem HB ist (er apricht eine
andere hnsicht sus uweber das Juedische Jeramonialgesetsz,
wxl verraeth keinoswags die scnriftstelleriache (ieschick-
lichkeit und Tiefa des JB). (19-441) Guericke, etc.

(25) Wofsrat, loc. olt.
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"But the inaccuracies are dua to the later
Jawlsh traditions which the author used for his descrip-
tion of the Levitical cultus. The daily sin-offering of
the high priest (7,27) is a fusion of their yesrly sin-
offering on tha day of atonement and of the dally sacri-
ficae which, according to Philo (de Special. Legibus,
i11, 23. 2 ; Y ; f

-

74

: C DY alreony
fuer die Luther. Theol. und Kirche, 1860, 593 ¥., cp-.
also Schuerer, . 4, > «), they offared. The
golklen altar of incense (9,4) is placed inside the holy
of holies, instead of the holy place, by & similar re-
liance upon later tradition (e.g. Apoc. Bor 6,7), just as
the author turmms the pot of mapmon Eito gold after the pre-
cadent of the LXX (Ex. 16,23), which Philo had already

followed (De Congressu eruditionis gratia, 23: 2 rsrawrw

ve B 'l'%e two paasages bring out (a) the Eepangeﬁca
3‘5‘ E’hg antnor on the LXX and on rabbinical traditions
mediated by Josephus (Thus 9,21 echoea the tradition pre-
served in Josephus, &nt. iii. 8.6). Dibelius argues that
HK (ep. 15,38; Zahn, NKZ., 1902, 729-766) could only have
derived the symbolic trait of the rent vell from Hebrews
(ep. 6, 19-20; 9,8; 10, 19-20), i.e., from his relative
and teacher, Barnabas (Col. 4, 10), the author. But it is
not certain that this concaeption was paculiar to Hebrews)
and Fhilo, with (b) his total indifference to the second
templa of Judaisn." (26)

"As a Levite, the rites of tha 0ld Tesiament
would be all-important to him. Some have seen nistakes in
the saervice and the temple descriptions. But if one looks
closer they becorme Of no consequence, = or that they refer
to the tabernacle and not to the temple, or that they are
ganeral passages which we dare not attach to the specific.
it appears correct to me to hold Barnabas as the writer,
but it 1s not sure." (27)

" eeArgumants againat Barnabas are based on
errors in the description of the temple due to a misunder-
standing of the writer's purpose..." (28)

"Unkenntnis der Kultuseinrichtungen des Tempels
von Jerusalem, welche man an mehreren Stellen des HB hat
entdecken wollen, wuerde bel Barnabas nicht mehr und
nicht weniger verwunderlich sein, als bei Pl. Doch kenn
davon schon darum nicht ernstlich geredet werden; well der
VF ueberall nicht von einem zu seiner Zelt bestehenden
Kultus zu Jerusalem, sondern vom dem in Gesetz vorge-
achriebenen Kultus der Stifthuette handelt." (29)

(26) Moffat, loc. cit.

27 G“sm’ e QlGes Po 748, ;i
(28) Welss, op. cIt., p. 334. Cfr. Also Moll, op. cit., p. 4.
(29) Zahn, 155—oIE.’ :
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"Our Epistle connects the Jewish ritusl ser-
vices rather with the iiosalc tabernacle than with the
temple, which is not, I think, once expressly named in
the Epistlae." (30)

Some commentators have found an argument

against Barnabas in the destination and type of audience the

Letter seems to demand. They naturally think of the deatina-

tion being the congregation at Cyprus and then they argue thus:

"In the sncient Church Barnabas was alsc re=
garded as the author of this Epistle. Riggenbech, in Zahn's
commentary, asdvocates this possibility, and locataes the
readers of Habrews in Cyprus, vhers Faul and Barnabas
bogan their missionary labors...where also there were
multitudes of Jews...Yet, 1f these congregations were
mixed (reader is asked to remember the first convert and
the fact that Paul was missionary to the Gentiles) as
they must have been, it would be impossible for Barnabas
to write a lettar to the Jewish membership." (31)

"But the writer of Hebraws never speaks as
though he were tha founder of the congregation to which
he writes; on the contrary, he speaks of their leaeders as
already dead (13,7) and distinguished these from their
present leadars (13,17). Even if we accept the view that
this letter was addressed to Christians living in Cyprus,
Barnabas could not very well have been the author of
Hebrews, for Barnabas was the founder of these congrega-
tions." (32)

One must adnit that the destination of the

Letter casts a strong doubt on Barnabas. Ve belleve 1t was

written to a congregation at Rome. But when did Barnabas have

contact with this locality? Those who send 1t to Jerusalem

have this objection to overcone:

! .estha readers have been located in Jerus-
slem or in Paleatine in general. Thus some hope to retaln
aither Paul or Barnabas as the suthor; Delitzach decldes
for Paul. Barnabas, howaver, rose to real prominence only
after he left Jerusalem, only in Antioch (Acts 11, 22.25;

(30
(S1

Kendrick, loc. clt.
Iﬂnﬂki. 100 OIEQ

(52) Ibid.
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11,30; 12,263 15,11), not in connection with thae Jewish
but with the Gentile missions right in Antioch. It 1is
quite impossible to assume that meny yoars later Barns-
bas was again connected with Jerusalem and with the
Jawish work in Palastine, so that he could have written
!Ie'brewa to the Jewlsh Christians in Jerusalem or in
Palestine. The limited tradition regarding Barnabas is
too slander o support itself." (52%

Another difficulty that the proponents of
Barnabas have to overcoma is the argument that the latter was
written by a disciple of the second genaerstion. This would
leave ilarnsbas out of tho picturu since he wrote contempor-
aneously with Paul.

"The Letter to the Hebrews rust have been
wrltton after Paul'’s death; and we should not expect
Barnabas to have survived Paul as the sctive worker;
for he is not only the older Christisn but appsrently
the older man, seoming %o be of some standing (Acts
9,27; Acts 4,36), when Paul is described as & young
man (Acts 8, 58). In eny case, if Barnsbas was the
older, he might still have survived Paul who did not
dle of old age but of martyrdom." (33)

To sunn up the Barnabas theory we can use the

words of the Popular and Critical Bible Encyclopedia:

"The view which makes Barnabas the suthor of
Hebrews is perhaps the most widely accepted at the pre-
sent day (Ullman, V/leseler, Vollmar, B. Welss, Keil,
Salmon, Konan, Zshn, and Harnack). The reasons that lead
to this conclusion are, first of all, the anclent tradi-
tion astastad by Tertullian that Barnabas wrote Hebrews
(de Pudicitia, 20); then Barnabas was from Cyrpus, and
thus In close touch with Alexandria. He was also a come
panion of Paul, a fact that msy explain the Pauline ele-
ments of the thought, in Hebrews, and a Levite possesaing
an Intimate acquaintance with the ceremonisl law. All
these characteristics undoubtedly belong to the author of
Hebrews also. But it may be agked, could Barnabas have
classified himself with the second generation of Chrlst-
lan baellevers? And further, as a Laevita, was he not bet-
ter acquainted with the Hebrews then appears to be the
author of Hebrews? Finally, an epistle bearing the name

(33) Salmon, opn. cit., p. 427.
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of Bernabas is extant. antiquity aduitted this, whethor
corractly or not, it is of no consequenca. dul having
adulsted one lettar, wiy should it hava scrupies sbout
concading him also the Lpistlie to thae Hebraws? (34) Those
quastiong waka the oleim in behalf of Barnabas s dAiffi-
eult one to establish." (35)

Agollos.
Thoro lg then no definite proof that Barm-

a8bas wag not the suthor. With now and then s bit of proasure
@xarted around the edges, we can squeeze hinm in to £it into
tho jig-saw of factas. But we come now %0 & rmn who, we think,
has atill groster possibilities, Apollos, the pupil of Paul
and of I'riscilla and Lcquila.

luvher wans the first to advocate ipollos and
he was followed by such eritics as Bleek, Tholuck, Hilgenfeld,
luenenann, iieuss, 'fleiderer, ilford, Ferrar, and Plunptre.

Whet Jo we know sebout the nant "In jscts 18,24
Apollos ig desoribed as an Alexandrien Jow, e learned men,
nighty in the Soriptures, who had been instructed in the way
of the Lord and who spoke and Haught with accuracy the things
congarning Josus. Pussing from Ephesus whera he first appears
in Christisn history, to ichala, "he helped them ruch who ba-

liaved through grace and powerfully confuted the Jews and that

(34) "We ey add thut if Barnabas wes the suthor of the writ-
ings which have come down to us undar his nana, than the
Epistle to the ligbrews cannot be from his pon, and if 1t
is from hin, it ia certainly sn extraordinary ordering
of Irovidenca that the name of this great leader in tho
Church should be transnitted to letar ages in connection
with an slnont worthlass forgery, and &lijost wholly dis-
avered from the work which would have piaced him smong
the noblest instructors of the Church, and in the very

(35) gimu rank of DBiblical authors." - Kendrick, loc. cit.
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Publicly, showing from the Scriptures thet Jesus was the Christ.'
Paul also testifles to nis influence as a teacher and probably
indicataes that his spacial function was that of carrying to ma-
turity th;:so vwho had already recelved the truth. The words:
'Paul plentad, Apollos watered' bear this interpretation end
agree with what is said in Acta of his peculisr work. Fits the
sauthor of the Hebrews snd gives pluusibilify to the hypothasis.
Evidently he was a man who moved about (Titus 3,13) snd it is
not iwprobable that he reachgg_ﬁl)tome."

" Az to his origin Lenski confirnms: "His firat
appearanca,- recorded in iActs 18, 24-28, presents him as an
Alexandrian scholar, a Jew, an :‘r?\g ‘\g a‘.'ag trained in
‘one of the great universities of Alexandria.”

"A born Jew and a Paulinisn Christian, most
likely a Falestinian and probably Apollo of Ale:ttfgt)lria."

"i!his Apollo...has the noble distingtion of
being the firat to laad ilexandria to Bethlehem." (39)

"Ac., 80 ego - sagt Oslander (Epist. ad
Yebr., Joc., L. et 2 retri cet. Illustrata. Tuab. LlL8b.
P. 1L éﬂ - &n autore hulus ep. divinare deberem, tribu-
eram eam B, Faull fidelissimo socia, aut Apollo, de quo
soripturs dicit, quod fuerit Judseus (sed ad Chriatun
conversus) alexandrinus genere, vir eloquens et potens
in sceripturis, et quod vehementer Judaeoa conviceaerit
publice." (405

There is, then, no existing doubt that Apol=-
los was & Jew, preferably an extra-Falestrinisn Jew, who has
been trained in Alexandrias and was therefore acquainted with
the Fhilonian philosophye.

(56) Dda, O« c_.‘!._i_:_-, Po 229-230.
(37) Lenski, loc. cit.

(38) Rsuss, op. Git., p. 140.
(39) Hug, loc. .cit.

(40) Guericke, ops cite., p. 437.

B
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hots puts him in close connection with Paul,
thus fulfilling enother requisite of the author.

"o next note Apollos' connection with Paul
and Paul's work. In Corinth he strongly sids the congrega-
tlon esteblished by Paul. Ve next se¢ him with Psul in
iphesus. The Corinthians wanted Apollos back in their
midst, s0 did Faul hinself. iApollos agrees to go at s
sorievhaet later date (1 Cor. 16,12). Timothy was already
on his way to Corinth (1 Cor. 1l6,10). We note that Apoli-
1os continues to support Faul's work, snd here already
Apollos and Timothy are found in connection with this
work. ‘'his agrees with Hebrews 13,23 where Apollos waits
for Timothy so that the two can go to Home together.

"As late as Titus 5,13 wae neet Apollos in
connactlon with the work of Faul. The apoatle writes from
Hagedonis. Ha expects to winter in Nicopolis (Titus 3,12),
80 as to go {0 Spaln as early as posalble the following
spring (in 64). lie 1s sending Apcllos and Zenss on a
mission which takes them through Crete snd asks Titus
to help expedlate them on their way. Thus all the date
wa possess regarding Apollos connect him with Faul end
do so for years." (41)

"He is not m trus student of Paul's but
worked along side of him arncl, as 1t appears, with a pref-
erence towards the Jews." (42)

¥prom what Soriptures says of him there also

can be no doubt as to his literary and oratorical abilitles.
Paul gave the nmilk of the Word, the fundamentals; Apollos gave
the rmeat. "Faul laid the foundation; the author of Hebrews
bullt on it, not with wood or hay or stubble, but with gold,
sllver, precious stones. Should it have been Apollos to whom
we owe this Epistle, then would that saying be true: Faul

(43)
Planted, Apollos watered."

!41) Lanski, loc. cit.

42) Hug, opa GIE., p- 28,

(43) doffet, Ioc. cit. Quoted from Hesch, Palilinismus,
p. 506, @onoing the remarks of Luther and Iyndelds.



"lly was s person of elegant culture and
tralnadl in the arts of rhetoris for the Epistla is full
of flne rhotorical points. He was apparently acquainted
wlth the wrltings of the Alexandrian Fhilo (though un-
tinctured by Philo's allegorizing end mystical tenden=
cles); for the verbal coincidences ara t00 numerous and
8triking to bhe the result of an accident. He was, there=
fore, in all probability, one of those vwho had received
the (ospel at first hand. He differed widely from Paul in
his mode of presenting the Gospal; was a far nore finish-
ed writer and commended a more eloquent style, and yet is
actuated by tho sawme spirdt, snd is in all fundamental
points in full harmony with him. He was profoundly versed
in the Ol Yestament and had that power of fathoning and
drawing out its hidden mesnings which would enable hin
with greater power to convince tha Jews from the 0ld Test=-
anent Soriptures that Jesus is the Christ, 'as witneas his
traatmant of Pa. 8, 6«7; of Pa. 109:4; 39:40, and of the
Lord's Malchisedecian priesthood. All these requirements
to the authorsnip of this Fpistle ara fulfilled in Apollos
and we could scarcely find them more sufficiently sunmed
up than in the words of Acts 18: 24-26: 'Apollos, a Jew
from Alexandrla, an eloquent (or lettered) wen, mighty in
the Soriptures, with great power convincing tha Jews from
the 0ld Yestsmant that Jesus is the Christ.'! Add to this
hils further training by Aquile and Friscilla, diaciplas
of Iaul, hls cumpanionship with the apostle himself, and
the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, and I doubt 1f we have
much farther to seek for the men through whon the Spirit
enriched the Church with this precious book of sacred
truth." (44)

“The Biblical learning of Apollos, his
Alexandrian training, his relation to ¥aul and the Pauline
¢ircle (Heb. 135,19=-1 Cor. 16,10=12), sre all adduced as
arguments why this teamer might have written Hebrews." (45)

"iebrews shows the fina Greak scholar, mighty
in the 0ld Testament Scriptures, just as in Corinth sup-
porting tha work of Faul, just 23 in Corinth nighty to
convince Jewish minds ‘that Jesus is the Christ.' If we
should meke an inventory of the qualifications of the
writer of Hebrews and did not have Acts 18, 24-28, our
inventory would carry the features which Luke records
sbout Apollos." (48)

. "Hera are characteristics which appesr also
In the author of Hebrews: 1.e., first of ell, indapendence,
talant in disputation, precision in thought., fervor, gift
of graceful and persuasive use of language, knowledge of
Seripture." (47) -

(44) Kendrick, loc. cit.

(46) Moffat, 1o0s. Cite

(46) Lenski, Toc. cit.

(47) The Popular and Criticsl Bible Enoyclopedia, loc. cit.




«85.

Thus far we heava saen how perfectly Apollos
would fit the demands oFf the suthor. But now we coms to one of
8everal ohstacles in tha way, tho samc obstacle thet thu Harn-
abas theory stumbled on: nansly, the destination of the Letter.

JIf this letter was written to Rone, then we
must have some connection between apollos and Kome, some con-
nection batween Apollos and a congregation founded by Faui.
"<eeIn Heb. 13,19 and 24 a previous connection of the writer
of Hebraws with his rcadars is implied. The writer has beon in
Rome, his readers know nim well, he ia able to deal witn themn
a@s he deals in his lLetter. “hat we lack in regerd to Apollos is
8 direct statement in tho New Yestament that he has bean with
Paul in Rome. Did ipollos rejoin Paul at licopolis and with Paul
£0 to Rome, when Faul advanced to s;(,:?r)ﬁ Ly

e feel thet wa cannot go as far as some critics
such as lLeanskl when he writes: "Yhe evidence we possesa fully
warrants the conclusion that Apollos wrote Hebraws to a body of
Jewish-Christilans at Howe sfter the martyrdon of Paul and bafore
the destruction of Jerusalam, betwesen the year 67 gg’vo.“
Schuetze also holds thiésgg.ew. |

If the reander holds the opinion that the lLet-
ter was not written Lo Rome but to Palastine, then thia diffi-
culty is swept aside since Apollos did travel about in Jerusalem,

Palestine, and over much of Asia iinor and Greecca.

(48) Loo. cit.
(489) ToXde
(60) Moffat, loc. clt.



Hecuuse of this tendency to trevel, one night
also have his critical apirit calmed by the resulting possibil-
ity that Apollos did go to KRome at sume time or other. It is
not in line with such an educated personality not to visit such
en important place in history and culture es Rome. We, there-
fore, adult that here wo lack positive evidence for Apollos but
we also deny the opposition the right to forbid the possibility
of Lpollos having reached lome.:

sn interesting theory is brought up by Xlogt-
ermann when he conjectures : o/ ulovs G0 have been the
original hesding und supposes the Letter to have been written
by Apolilos to the Jewish Christian cormunity oé'siﬂrea. Such s
theory also 1s not altogother impossible.

lias Apollos a young enough man to have writ-
ten the Letter after Paul's death? llare agasin we have no direct
avidence one way or the other. But from the enthusissm of the
man as porirayad in the New Testament account, we have a feel-
ing that he wes a younger man. Since Faul died by unnatural
causos, thers is a strong likelihood that Apollos outlived him
by a good many yaars.

3ut there is a problen which is & bit harder
to soive than thaesa two and which perplexes us no end. Why is
thaere no mention of apollos before Luther raised his name? Here
the critics have been balked at ever'y_tum. Apollos fits the
scheme of thinga well but he hes no foundation of tradition be-
hind him and therefore floats in the middle of the sges suspend-

ad on the threuds of mere theory.

(51) Cfr. Hoffat, loc. clt.
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Lashor atated: "Dieser Apollos ist ein hoch-
zrg;:);taﬂnd’.r;or I‘mn* gowant, <dle Lpistel Hobraaoruam izt frielich
sein." e ecan u;;r,"eﬂ with Zahn when he avers: "Luther's hypoth-
@sls hesg o t,'.f:uf.;,':old. aclv'antup;e over all others: 1) smong the
teachers of t:—:ei aposto“_l:l.c tirzos, so0 far ss we are able to form
a aonception a'i' tham, ;thera is no one whon our Impression of
the author of ;hhre-.vs i;i‘il.'l'.sn better than Apollos; 2) in the lit-
tla we know of his hia.tox-y, i'.herﬂ is nothing directly opposed

(63}
to the hnypot} }esis .

'. ﬁnrnei;-ic.c can concluda the discussion of Apol-
los with the words: “'_l'hp grounds for a certain conclusion are
c(lgz.l;tlx.aa wanting, bhut '?111 the evidence tends In this d;.roc-
tion." 1

ir tho rander is altogather conservative and
hositates at aecept.tng/! o‘ur theoxry of Apollos and would rather
loave the answer to t}!m t}uosision in abeyance, then lLioffat's
conclusion might muti wiﬁh his approval: "In the ahsence of
better evidence we mint z‘asinn ourgsalves to the fact that the
author cennot ha ide;nt* ﬂed with sny figure already known to
- us from traditiom. Ha wag probably a highly traired Hellienistic
Jewlsh Christian, nl teacher of repute, with speculstive gifts
and literary cultuq'-e; but %o us he“ 1s s voice and no more. He
laft great prosa te{o gsone little clan of early Christions, but
who he was and whugthey ware, it is not possible, with such
materials as are a;:; our disposal, to determine. Yo conjecture

rises above the lavel of plausibility."

(b2) As quoted by lenski from Erlsngen Edition, 18, 38.
(ba) Lenaki, loc. cit.
(5¢) Kendrick, loc. cit.



BIBLIOORARHY

Sneclalized Material

Sampson, F.S., A Critical Cormentary on the Epistle to the
* Hebrews (Wew York: Robert EaFEer and Bros., 1857),

Tntroduction.

Delitzsch, R., Commentar zum Briefe an die Hebraeer (Leipzig:
Aoerffling und ¥Franke, 1857), Introduction.

Noffat, James, An Introduction to the Literature of the New
Testament {New York: Charles Scribmner & Sons, 1918),
PDe 420 If.

Zshn, Theodor, Einleitung in daa. Neue Testament (Leipzig:
* Wernor ﬁcﬁ?ﬂi,—m&)ﬁn&oaucﬂon to Hebrews.

Bleek, Fr., Einleitung in das Neue Testament (Berlin: George
* Roimer ; 1886),ph. Ob2=680,

Wette, WeilleL.d., Lehrbuch der hist.=krit. Einleituig in l_ilg_
kanonischen Duecher des Neuen Testaments (Berling

George neimer, 1800),Hebraserbrief,

Barth, D.F., Einleitung in das Neue Testaments (Guetersloh:
* e Bz:ri':eimann, EQ@)T’S}:.‘ 107-116.

Gregory, C.R., Einleitung in das Neue Testament (Leipzig:
HinrichsTschie !}ﬁzscﬁﬁaﬁ'&!fung, 1909), pp. 741-748,

Juelicher, Adolf, Einleitung in das Neue Testament (Tuebingen:
ilohr, Igsf)

IT.GQB. » p. Iﬁm.
VWeiss, D.B,, Lehrbuch der Einlelt in das Neue Testament
* Berling: WAIliambertz, IEB%_ ;, Pr. 323 If.

Hug, Je.L., Einleitu in die Schriften des Neuen Testaments
¥ { gtui;:tg_H Ve ggﬁfngen_:—l_m . CoGtatschen Buchhandlung,
21 () m’. 415 [ ]

Guericke, H.E.F., Hist,-lrit, Einlei in das Neue Testament
% (I-eipzigz R'! .wehler, 2 PD. 431 !!.

L en, Je.,6rundriss der Einlel in das Neue Testament
e F;';m Breisgau: Eor&e?"cﬁe Verlagshandlung,

1868).



Aberle, H.v., Einleit in das Heue Testmmemt (Freiburg im
Broeisgaus ﬁer%er fsche Verlagshandiung, 1877), pg.asv i

Reuss, E., Die Geschichte der Heiligen Schriften des Neuen
: Testament (Braunachwelg: Schwetschke u. Sohn,
1887), p. 140 ff,

Feine, P., Einleitung in das Noue Tostement (Leipzig: Quelle
Qe I'-Ieyer, 23)e

Snlmbn -George, A Historical Introduction to the Study of the
* Booka of the New Testament (London: JOhn rray,
W

» PP 215 If,
General Commentaries.

Kendrick, A.C., Commentary on the Eplstle to the Hebrews
(Hovey, Alvah, Editor: An Amoricaon Commentary on
the Now Testament. PhiladcIphia: American Baptist
Publfcation Socicty, Vol. 6), Introduction,

Lensiktl, R.C.H., The Interpretation of the Epistle to the Heb-
rews and of the nf%!a:ﬁze of James (Columbus, Ohlo:
ok C

Intheran Bo oncern, 1958), introduction, pn. 8 f£f.

Koy, William, Introduction to Hebrews (Cook, ¥.C., The Holy
Bible with Commentary. London: John Hurray, 1881,
VoI, 1IV) s Phe ® 7

Barﬁes » Albert, Notes on the New Testament (I.ondon: Blackie
and Son), Vol. 1X, introduction, p. vii f£f,

Holl, C.B., The Epistle to the .Hebrews.(Lanse, deP., Schaff,
P., Translators and Editors: A Commentary on the Holy
Scriptures, Vol. VIII. New York: Charlcs Scribner &
Compan'yi‘ Iées) » Kendrick, A.C., translator, Introduction,
p'p. 2 f L]

Dods, larcus, Epistle to the Hebrews (Nicoll, W.R., Editor:
The Expositors! Greek lestament. New York: Hodder and
Stoughten, Vol. IV, p. 221 If.), Introduction, p. 321 f£f,

Farrar, F.W., Introduction to the Lpistle of Peul to the
Hebrews {(Spence, H.Del. : . ﬁuﬁf:ﬁ?ﬁmﬂ1
The Pulpit Commentary. New Yorlk: and Vingnalls

Compeny), Prie .

Fausset, A.R., Introduction to the Epistles (Jamieson
* Fausdets nd Eromy k Tomatesr o sy ou the 01d and New
Testaments, Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott and

Company), pp. 34 f£f.




Periodicals.

Samson, G.W., Homilotic Magazine, p. 280 ff., February, 1884,

s The Poslition of llecbrews in tho Canon of the lew

‘.'t"éf't?:'rg;oi'ﬁ':"l‘h Wof?’gimaﬁw, Vol.

Dictionaries.

Fallows, Samuel, Editor, The Popular and Critical Bible
Encyclopedla and Scriptural Dic onaig, ol. I

(Chicago: Howard-sSeverance Company,-1902), P, 779,

N.B. Reader 'is asked to remember that Catholic writers are
influenced b the Councll of Trent.

#i#



	Who Wrote Hebrews
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1627563895.pdf.vIqfU

