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PREFACE.

—_——

IT is ten years since this edition was first drafted.
Various interruptions, of war and peace, have prevented
me from finishing it till now, and I am bound to acknow-
ledge the courtesy and patience of the editor and the
publishers. During the ten years a number of valuable
contributions to the subject have appeared. Of these as
well as of their predecessors I have endeavoured to take
account; if I have not referred to them often, this has
been due to no lack of appreciation, but simply because,
in order to be concise and readable, I have found it
necessary to abstain from offering any catena of opinions
in this edition. The one justification for issuing another
edition of ITpds “EBpalovs seemed to me to lie in a fresh
point of view, expounded in the notes—fresh, that is, in
an English edition. I am more convinced than ever
that the criticism of this writing cannot hope to make
any positive advance except from two negative con-
clusions. One is, that the identity of the author and of
his readers must be left in the mist where they already
lay at the beginning of the second century when the
guess-work, which is honoured as “ tradition,” began. Fhe
other is, that the situation which called forth this remark-
able piece of primitive Christian thought had nothing to do
with any movement in contemporary Judaism. The writer
of Ipos “EBpalovs knew no Hebrew, and his readers were
in no sense ‘Efpaioc. These may sound paradoxes. I
agree with those who think they are axioms. At any
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X PREFACE

rate such is the point of view from which the present
edition has been written ; it will explain why, for example,
in the Introduction there is so comparatively small space
devoted to the stock questions about authorship and date.

One special reason for the delay in issuing the book
has been the need of working through the materials
supplied for the criticism of the text by von Soden’s
Schriften des Neuen Testaments (1913) and by some
subsequent discoveries, and also the need of making a
first-hand study of the Wisdom literature of Hellenistic
Judaism as well as of Philo. Further, I did not feel
justified in annotating ITpds ‘EBpatovs without reading
through the scattered ethical and philosophical tracts
and treatises of the general period, like the De Mundo
and the remains of Teles and Musonius Rufus.

“A commentary,” as Dr. Johnson observed, “must arise
from the fortuitous discoveries of many men in devious
walks of literature.” No one can leave the criticism of a
work like ITpos ‘EBpaiovs after twelve years spent upon
it, without feeling deeply indebted to such writers as
Chrysostom, Calvin, Bleek, Riehm, and Riggenbach, who
have directly handled it. But I owe much to some
eighteenth-century writings, like L. C. Valckenaer’s Scholia
and G. D. Kypke’s Observationes Sacrae, as well as to
other scholars who have lit up special points of inter-
pretation indirectly. Where the critical data had been
already gathered in fairly complete form, I have tried
to exercise an independent judgment ; also I hope some
fresh ground has been broken here and there in ascertain-
ing and illustrating the text of this early Christian
masterpiece.

JAMES MOFFATT.

GLASGOW, I5/4 February 1924,




INTRODUCTION.

——

§ 1. ORIGIN AND AIM.

@)

DurinG the last quarter of the first century A.D. a little master-
piece of religious thought began to circulate among some of the
Christian communities. The earliest trace of it appears towards
the end of the century, in a pastoral letter sent by the church
of Rome to the church of Corinth. The authorship of this
letter is traditionally assigned to a certain Clement, who
probably composed it about the last decade of the century.
Evidently he knew IIpos ‘Efpaiovs (as we may, for the sake of
convenience, call our writing) ; there are several almost verbal
reminiscences (cp. Dr. A. J. Carlyle in Z%e New Testament in the
Apostolic Fathers, pp. 44 f., where the evidence is sifted). This
is beyond dispute, and proves that our writing was known at
Rome during the last quarter of the first century. A fair speci-
men of the indebtedness of Clement to our epistle may be seen
in a passage like the following, where I have underlined the
allusions :

62_5 a A 3 7 ~ A. / S -~ e Ig
3 oS wv a'rrav‘yaa,u.a T™NS MEYWL WoVYNS OUTOV, TOOOUTW HELEWY

dotv ayyélwv, So@ duapopwTepov dvopa.  KekApOVO-
pnKev' yéypomTar yap ovTes’

e ~ Aoy ’ oA ,
0 TOLWY TOVS O.‘y'y€A.O'U§ AUTOV TVEVUAT

\ \ \ 3 ~ S 7
Kkal Tovs AelTovpyovs avTod mupos GAGya.

s N\ 8\ N 7 e ey N, ) > < 8 ’ i
€L 0€ TW VLW QUTOU OUTWS ELTEY O OECTOTYS

¥ > ’
VLOS MOV €L OV,
e )

&y® arjpepov yeyévvnkd o€

> A \ 8 ’ ”6 \ ’
alrnoar wap’ épod, kal doocw gou €Ovy Tyv kAnpovopiay
cov kel T Kardoxeoly aov Ta wépata TiS Yijs.
Kkal wéAw Néyew mpds adrov’
xiii




xiv

THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS

kdfov ék de&idv pov,

o A ~ \ 3 ’ e 7’ ~ ~
Zos v 06 tovs éxbpois oov Sromddiov Tév woddv ov.

» 5 € 3 ’ € ~ \ 3 ! ~
- TLVES OVV OL EXGPOL,' oL ¢0.‘UAOL KOl QVTITAOOOMLEVOL T®

Oe\jpaTt adTod.

To this we may add a sentence from what precedes :
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The same phrase occurs twice in later doxologies, 8w 70D
apxrepéos kal mpogrdrov (Tdv Yuxdy MUY, 613) (pdv, 641) Inood
Xpuorod. There is no convincing proof that Ignatius or
Polykarp used IIpds ‘Efpaiovs, but the so-called Epistle of
Barnabas contains some traces of it (e.g. in 4% 5% 6 and 61719).
Barnabas is a second-rate interpretation of the OT ceremonial
system, partly on allegorical lines, to warn Christians against
having anything to do with Judaism ; its motto might be taken
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«Tt seems difficult, in view of the verbal coincidences, to
resist the conclusion that the language of 2z Clement is un-
consciously influenced by that of Hebrews” (Dr. A. J. Carlyle
in The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers, p. 126). As
2 Clement is, in all likelihood, a product either of the Roman
or of the Alexandrian church, where IIpos ‘Efpaiovs was early
appreciated, this becomes doubly probable.

There is no reason why Justin Martyr, who had lived at
Rome, should not have known it; but the evidence for his use
of it (see on 3! 11t etc.) is barely beyond dispute. Hermas,
however, knew it ; the Skepherd shows repeated traces of it (cf.
Zahn’s edition, pp. 439 f.). It was read in the North African
church, as Tertullian’s allusion proves (see p. xvii), and with par-
ticular interest in the Alexandrian church, even before Clement
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wrote (cp. p. xviii). Clement’s use of it is unmistakable, though
he does not show any sympathy with its ideas about sacrifice.!
Naturally a thinker like Marcion ignored it, though why it shared
with First Peter the fate of exclusion from the Muratorian canon
is inexplicable. However, the evidence of the second century
upon the whole is sufficient to show that it was being widely
circulated and appreciated as an edifying religious treatise,
canonical or not.
(ii.)

By this time it had received the title of Ipos ‘Efpalovs.
Whatever doubts there were about the authorship, the writing
never went under any title except this in the later church ; which
proves that, though not original, the title must be early.
‘Efpaio.? was intended to mean Jewish Christians. Those who
affixed this title had no idea of its original destination ; other-
wise they would have chosen a local term, for the writing is
obviously intended for a special community. They were struck
by the interest of the writing in the OT sacrifices and priests,
however, and imagined in a superficial way that it must have
been addressed to Jewish Christians. ‘Efpaioc was still an
archaic equivalent for "Tovdafoc; and those who called our writing
Tpos “Efpaiovs must have imagined that it had been originally
meant for Jewish (Z.e. Hebrew-speaking) Christians in Palestine,
or, in a broader sense, for Christians who had been born in
Judaism. The latter is more probable. Where the title origin-
ated we cannot say; the corresponding description of 1 Peter
as ad gentes originated in the Western church, but IIpés ‘Efpaiovs
is common both to the Western and the Eastern churches.
The very fact that so vague and misleading a title was added,
proves that by the second century all traces of the original
destination of the writing bad been lost. It is, like the 4d
Familiares of Cicero’s correspondence, one of the erroneous
titles in ancient literature, “hardly more than a reflection of the
impression produced on an early copyist” (W. Robertson Smith).
The reason why the original destination had been lost sight of,
was probably the fact that it was a small household church—not
one of the great churches, but a more limited circle, which may
have become merged in the larger local church as time went on.
Had it been sent, for example, to any large church like that at
Rome or Alexandria, there would have been neither the need

1 Cp. R. B. Tollington’s Clement of Alexandria, vol. ii. pp. 225 f.

2 It is quite impossible to regard it as original, in an allegorical sense, as
though the writer, like Philo, regarded 6 ‘“EBpatos as the typical believer who,
a second Abraham, migrated or crossed from the sensuous to the spiritual

world. The writer never alludes to Abraham in this connexion ; indeed he
never uses ‘EBpatos at all.




xvi THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS

nor the opportunity for changing the title to lpds ‘EBpalovs.
Our writing is not a manifesto to Jewish Christians in general,
or to Palestinian Jewish Christians, as @pos ‘Efpafovs would
imply ; indeed it is not addressed to Jewish Christians at all.
Whoever were its original readers, they belonged to a definite,
local group or circle. That is the first inference from the writing
itself; the second is, that they were not specifically Jewish
Christians. The canonical title has had an unfortunate influence
upon the interpretation of the writing (an influence which is stiil
felt in some quarters). It has been responsible for the idea,
expressed in a variety of forms, that the writer is addressing
Jewish Christians in Palestine or elsewhere who were tempted,
¢.g., by the war of A.p. 66—70, to fall back into Judaism ; and
even those who cannot share this view sometimes regard the
readers as swayed by some hereditary associations with their
old faith, tempted by the fascinations of a ritual, outward system
of religion, to give up the spiritual messianism of the church.
All such interpretations are beside the point. The writer never
mentions Jews or Christians. He views his readers without any
distinction of this kind ; to him they are in danger of relapsing,
but there is not a suggestion that the relapse is into Judaism, or
that he is trying to wean them from a preoccupation with Jewish
religion. He never refers to the temple, any more than to cir-
cumcision. It is the tabernacle of the pentateuch which interests
him, and all his knowledge of the Jewish ritual is gained from the
LXX and later tradition. The LXX is for him and his readers
the codex of their religion, the appeal to which was cogent,
for Gentile Christians, in the early church. As Christians, his
readers accepted the LXX as their bible. It was superfluous to
argue for it; he could argue from it, as Paul had done, as a
writer like Clement of Rome did afterwards. How much the
LXX meant to Gentile Christians, may be seen in the case of a
man like Tatian, for example, who explicitly declares that he
owed to reading of the OT his conversion to Christianity (44
Graecos, 29). 1t is true that our author, in arguing that Christ
had to suffer, does not appeal to the LXX. But this is an
idiosyncrasy, which does not affect the vital significance of the
LXX prophecies. The Christians to whom he was writing had
learned to appreciate their LXX as an authority, by their mem-
bership in the church. Their danger was not an undervaluing
of the LXX as authoritative ; it was a moral and mental danger,
which the writer seeks to meet by showing how great their re-
ligion was intrinsically. This he could only do ultimately by
assuming that they admitted the appeal to their bible, just as they
admitted the divine Sonship of Jesus. There may have been
Christians of Jewish birth among his readers; but he addresses
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his circle, irrespective of their origin, as all members of the
People of God, who accept the Book of God. The writing, in
short, might have been called ad genfes as aptly as First Peter,
which also describes Gentile Christians as 6 Xads, the Peogle
(cp. on 217). The readers were not in doubt of their religion.
Its basis was unquestioned. What the trouble was, in their case,
was no theoretical doubt about the codex or the contents of
Christianity, but a practical failure to be loyal to their principles,
which the writer seeks to meet by recalling them to the full mean-
ing and responsibility of their faith; naturally he takes them
to the common ground of the sacred LXX.

We touch here the question of the writer’s aim. But, before
discussing this, a word must be said about the authorship.

Had TIpés ‘Efpalovs been addressed to Jews, the title would have been
intelligible. Not only was there a [ocuralywyh ‘EBplatwr] at Corinth (cp.
Deissmann’s Zight from the East, pp. 13, 14), but a guraywyi) Aifipéwy at Rome
(cp. Schiirer’s Geschichte des Jiid. Volkes®, iii. 46). Among the Jewish
cuvaywyal mentioned in the Roman epitaphs (cp. N. Miiller’s Dze jiidische
Katakombe am Monteverde su Rom . . ., Leipzig, 1912, pp. 110f.), there
is one of ‘BBpéo, which Miiller explains as in contrast to the synagogue of
“¢vernaclorum ” (Beprdihot, Beprakotor), 7.e. resident Jews as opposed to
immigrants ; though it seems truer, with E. Bormann ( Wiener Studien, 1912,
pp- 383f.), to think of some Kultgemeinde which adhered to the use of
Hebrew, or which, at any rate, was of Palestinian origin or connexion.

(iil.)

The knowledge of who the author was must have disappeared
as soon as the knowledge of what the church was, for whom he
wrote. Who wrote IIpds ‘EBpaiovs? We know as little of this
as we do of the authorship of Z%e Whole Duty of Man, that
seventeenth-century classic of English piety. Conjectures sprang
up, early in the second century, but by that time men were no
wiser than we are. The mere fact that some said Barnabas,
some Paul, proves that the writing had been circulating among
the adespota. It was perhaps natural that our writing should
be assigned to Barnabas, who, as a Levite, might be sup-
posed to take a special interest in the ritual of the temple—
the very reason which led to his association with the later
Epistle of Barnabas. Also, he was called vids mapaxdsjoens
(Ac 4%), which seemed to tally with He 13% (0 Néyov Tis
mapakNijoews), just as the allusion to “beloved” in Ps 1272
(=2 S 12%") was made to justify the attribution of the psalm
to king Solomon. The difficulty about applying 2° to a man
like Barnabas was overlooked, and in North Africa, at any rate,
the (Roman ?) tradition of his authorship prevailed, as Tertullian’s
words in de pudicitia 20 show: “volo ex redundantia alicuius
etiam comitis apostolorum testimonium superinducere, idoneum

b
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confirmandi de proximo jure disciplinam magistrorum. Extat
enim et Barnabae titulus ad Hebraeos, adeo satis auctoritati
viri, ut quem Paulus juxta se constituerit in abstinentiae tenore :
‘aut ego solus et Barnabas non habemus hoc operandi potes-
tatem ?’ (1 Co ¢f). Et utique receptior apud ecclesias epistola
Barnabae illo apocrypho Pastore moechorum. Monens itaque
discipulos, omissis omnibus initiis, ad perfectionem magis tendere,”
etc. (quoting He 6%). What appeals to Tertullian in IIpos
‘EBpaiovs is its uncompromising denial of any second repentance.
His increasing sympathy with the Montanists had led him to
take a much less favourable view of the Siepherd of Hermas
than he had once entertained; he now contrasts its lax tone
with the rigour of IIpds ‘Efpafovs, and seeks to buttress his
argument on this point by insisting as much as he can on the
authority of IIpos ‘Efpaiovs as a production of the apostolic
Barnabas. Where this tradition originated we cannot tell.
Tertullian refers to it as a fact, not as an oral tradition; he
may have known some MS of the writing with the title BaprdSa
mpos ‘Efpaiovs (émarol), and this may have come from Montanist
circles in Asia Minor, as Zahn suggests. But all this is guessing
in the dark about a guess in the dark.

Since Paul was the most considerable letter-writer of the
primitive church, it was natural that in some quarters this
anonymous writing should be assigned to him, as was done
apparently in the Alexandrian church, although even there
scholarly readers felt qualms at an early period, and endeavoured
to explain the idiosyncrasies of style by supposing that some
disciple of Paul, like Luke, translated it from Hebrew into
Greek. This Alexandrian tradition of Paul's authorship was
evidently criticized in other quarters, and the controversy drew
from Origen the one piece of enlightened literary criticism which
the early discussions produced. O 6 xapakrip Ths Aéfews Tis
mpods ‘Efpalovs émiyeypappévns émorolijs otk e 10 & Adyw
iBiorikov 700 dmooTéAov, buoloyfjoavtos éavrov ididTyy evar TG
Myo (2 Co 119, Tovréome T} ¢pdoe, GAN& éoriv 7 émaToly
owbéoe. s Néfews ‘EAqrikorépa, was 6 émorduevos kplvew
ppdoewv Swacpopis duoloyroar dv. wdAw Te ad S Td voyuaTa
s émioTolijs Oavpdod éoTi, kal od Odevrepa TOV dmooToNkdV
Spoloyovpévay ypapudrov, kal TodTo 4v cupdnjoar etvar dAyhis was
6 mpooéxwv 1) dvayvdoe T dmosTohiki. . . . Eyd 8¢ drodpawd-
pevos elwoyr dv OTL T4 pev vorpata Tod dmoordlov éoTiv, % 8¢
ppdais kal 7 avvbeots dmopvnpoveloavtds Twos To dmooTolikd, Kal
Gamepel oxoloypagijoavtés Twos Ta elpnuéva vmd Tod Sidacrdlov.
€l Tis odv éxkAnoia Exer TavTyY TV émorolyy &s Iavlov, atry
ebdokyuelTw kal émwl TouTw. o Yip eikyj of dpyator dvdpes bs IavAov
abmy wapadedvkaat, Tis 8¢ 6 ypdyas Ty émiaToMpy, O piv GAnbis
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feds oldev (quoted by Eusebius, A £. vi. 25. 11-14).1 Origen is
too good a scholar to notice the guess that it was a translation
from Hebrew, but he adds, % 8¢ eis fpuds pbdoaca ioropla, vmé
Ty piv Neydvrov, v Klijuns & yevopevos émioromos ‘Popalowv
Yypaye Ty émarohyy, mé Twwy 8¢ oL Aovkds 6 ypdyas 70
ebayyéhov kai Tas Ipdées. The idea that Clement of Rome
wrote it was, of course, an erroneous deduction from the echoes
of it in his pages, almost as unfounded as the notion that Luke
wrote it, either independently or as an amanuensis of Paul—a
view probably due ultimately to the explanation of how his
gospel came to be an apostolic, canonical work. Origen yields
more to the “Pauline” interpretation of IIpos ‘EfBpaiovs than is
legitimate ; but, like Erasmus at a later day,? he was living in
an environment where the ‘“Pauline” tradition was almost a
note of orthodoxy. Even his slight scruples failed to keep the
question open. In the Eastern church, any hesitation soon
passed away, and the scholarly scruples of men like Clement of
Alexandria and Origen made no impression on the church at
large. It is significant, for example, that when even Eusebius
comes to give his own opinion (Z.Z. iii. 38. 2), he alters the
hypothesis about Clement of Rome, and makes him merely
the translator of a Pauline Hebrew original, not the author
of a Greek original. As a rule, however, Hpos ‘Efpaiovs was
accepted as fully Pauline, and passed into the NT canon of the
Asiatic, the Egyptian, and the Syriac churches without question.
In the Syriac canon of A.D. goo (text as in Souters Zext and
Canon of NT, p. 226), indeed, it stands next to Romans in
the list of Paul’s epistles (see below, § 4). Euthalius, it is true,
. about the middle of the fifth century, argues for it in a way
that indicates a current of opposition still flowing in certain
quarters, but ecclesiastically Tlpos “Efpaiovs in the East as a
Pauline document could defy doubts. The firm conviction of
the Eastern church as a whole comes out in a remark like that
of Apollinarius the bishop of Laodicea, towards the close of the
fourth century : mod yéypamrrar 8ri xapaxtip éoTi THs VmorTdTews
6 vids; mapd ¢ dmooréde Iavde év ) mpos ‘Efpaiovs. Oik
&achyoidlerar. AP’ ob karyyyély 10 ebayyélov Xpiorod, Majlov
elvar werioTevraw % émoro\) (Dial. de sancta Trin. g22).
It was otherwise in the Western church, where IIpos “ESpaiovs
was for long either read simply as an edifying treatise, or, if
regarded as canonical, assigned to some anonymous apostolic

1 There is a parallel to the last words in the scoffing close of an epigram
in the Greek Anthology (ix. 135) : ypdye Tis ; olde Oebs® Tlvos elvekev ; olde kal
avTds.

2 <t a stilo Pauli, quod ad phrasin attinet, longe lateque discrepat, ita
ad spiritum ac pectus Paulinum vehementer accedit.”
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writer rather than to Paul. Possibly the use made of IIpos
‘Efpaiovs by the Montanists and the Novatians, who welcomed
its denial of a second repentance, compromised it in certain
quarters. Besides, the Roman church had never accepted the
Alexandrian tradition of Paul’s authorship. Hence, even when,
on its merits, it was admitted to the canon, there was a strong
tendency to treat it as anonymous, as may be seen, for example,
in Augustine’s references. Once in the canon, however, it
gradually acquired a Pauline prestige, and, as Greek scholar-
ship faded, any scruples to the contrary became less and less
intelligible. It was not till the study of Greek revived
again, at the dawn of the Reformation, that the question was
reopened.

The data in connexion with the early fortunes of IIpds ‘EBpafovs in church
history belong to text-books on the Canon, like Zahn’s Geschichte d. NT
Kanons, 1. 283 1., 577 f., ii. 160f., 358f. ; Leipoldt’s Geschichte d. NT Kanons,
i. pp. 188f., 219f. ; and Jacquier’s Le Nouveau Testament dans L'Eglise
Chrétienne, i. (1911).

Few characters mentioned in the NT have escaped the
attention of those who have desired in later days to identify
the author of IIpos ‘EfBpalovs. Apollos, Peter, Philip, Silvanus,
and even Prisca have been suggested, besides Aristion, the
alleged author of Mk 16%2. I have summarized these views
elsewhere (/ntrod. to Lit. of NT'%, pp. 438-442), and it is super-
fluous here to discuss hypotheses which are in the main due to
an irrepressible desire to construct NT romances. Perhaps our
modern pride resents being baffled by an ancient document, but
it is better to admit that we are not yet wiser on this matter
than Origen was, seventeen centuries ago. The author of Ilpos
‘EBpaiovs cannot be identified with any figure known to us in
the primitive Christian tradition. He left great prose to some
little clan of early Christians, but who they were and who he
was, 70 pév a\nbes feds oider. To us he is a voice and no more.
The theory which alone explains the conflicting traditions is that
for a time the writing was circulated as an anonymous tract.
Only on this hypothesis can the simultaneous emergence of
the Barnabas and the Paul traditions in different quarters be
explained, as well as the persistent tradition in the Roman
church that it was anonymous. As Zahn sensibly concludes,
“those into whose hands IIpos “Efpalovs came either looked
upon it as an anonymous writing from ancient apostolic times, or
else resorted to conjecture. If Paul did not write it, they
thought, then it must have been composed by some other
prominent teacher of the apostolic church. Barnabas was such
a man.” In one sense, it was fortunate that the Pauline
hypothesis prevailed so early and so extensively, for apart from
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this help it might have been difficult for Ipos “EBpalovs to win
or to retain its place in the canon. But even when it had been
lodged securely inside the canon, some Western churchmen still
clung for a while to the old tradition of its anonymity,' although
they could do no more than hold this as a pious opinion.
The later church was right in assigning Ilpos ‘Efpaiovs a
canonical position. The original reasons might be erroneous
or doubtful, but even in the Western church, where they con-
tinued to be questioned, there was an increasing indisposition
to challenge their canonical result.

(iv.)

Thrown back, in the absence of any reliable tradition, upon
the internal evidence, we can only conclude that the writer was
one of those personalities in whom the primitive church was
more rich than we sometimes realize. ‘““Si on a pu comparer
saint Paul & Luther,” says Ménégoz, “nous comparerions
volontiers auteur de I'Epitre aux Hébreux & Mélanchthon.”
He was a highly trained diddoxados, perhaps a Jewish Christian,
who had imbibed the philosophy of Alexandrian Judaism before
his conversion, a man of literary culture and deep religious
feeling. He writes to what is apparently a small community or
circle of Christians, possibly one of the household-churches, to
which he was attached. For some reason or another he was
absent from them, and, although he hopes to rejoin them before
long, he feels moved to send them this letter (13%%) to rally
them. It is possible to infer from 132* (see note) that they
belonged to Italy ; in any case, Ilpos ‘EBpalovs was written either
to or from some church in Italy. Beyond the fact that the
writer and his readers had been evangelized by some of the
disciples of Jesus (2* %), we know nothing more about them.
The words in 23 ¢ do not mean that they belonged to the second
generation, of course, in a chronological sense, for such words
would have applied to the converts of any mission during the
first thirty years or so after the crucifixion, and the only other
inference to be drawn, as to the date, is from passages like 10%%.
and 137, viz. that the first readers of IIpos “Efpaiovs were not
neophytes ; they had lived through some rough experiences, and
indeed their friend expects from them a maturity of experience
and intelligence which he is disappointed to miss (5''*); also,

1 According to Professor Souter (Zext and Canon of N7, p. 190) the
epistle is ignored by the African Canon (c. 360), Optatus of Mileue in
Numidia (370-385), the Acts of the Donatist Controversy, Zeno of Verona,
an African by birth, and Foebadius of Agen (0b. post 392), while ¢“ Ambrosi-

aster” (fourth century?) “uses the work as canonical, but always as an
anonymous work.”
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their original leaders have died, probably as martyrs (cp. on 137).
For these and other reasons, a certain sense of disillusionment
had begun to creep over them.  IIpds ‘EfBpafovs is a Adyos
mapakMjoews, to steady and rally people who are wewpalduevor,
their temptation being to renounce God, or at least to hesitate
and retreat, to relax the fibre of loyal faith, as if God were too
difficult to follow in the new, hard situation. Once, at the
outset of their Christian career, they had been exposed to mob-
rioting (10%2"), when they had suffered losses of property, for the
sake of the gospel, and also the loud jeers and sneers which
pagans and Jews alike heaped sometimes upon the disciples.
This they had borne manfully, in the first glow of their en-
thusiasm. Now, the more violent forms of persecution had
apparently passed; what was left was the dragging experience
of contempt at the hand of outsiders, the social ostracism and
shame, which were threatening to take the heart out of them.
Such was their rough, disconcerting environment. Unless an
illegitimate amount of imagination is applied to the internal data,
they cannot be identified with what is known of any community
in the primitive church, so scanty is our information. Least of
all is it feasible to connect them with the supposed effects of the
Jewish rebellion which culminated in A.p. 70. IIpos ‘ESpalovs
cannot be later than about A.p. 85, as the use of it in Clement
of Rome’s epistle proves; how much earlier it is, we cannot
say, but the controversy over the Law, which marked the Pauline
phase, is evidently over.

It is perhaps not yet quite superfluous to point out that the use of the
present tense (e.g. in 7% 20 8% g6% 131%) js no clue to the date, as though this
implied that the Jewish temple was still standmg The writer is simply
using the historic present of actions described in scripture. It is a literary
method which is common in writings long after A.p. 70, e.g. in Josephus,
who observes (c. Apion, i. 7) that any priest who violates a Mosaic regulation
d'lr'rryépevrm pafTe TOlS ﬂw,u.oi‘s waploTaclar wire peréxew Tijs dANns a.'yw"rela.s
(so dnt. iii, 6. 7-12, xiv. 2. 2, etc.). Clement of Rome 51m1]arly writes as
though the Mosaic ritual were still in existence (4041, T7¢ yap dpxtepet (diac
Aewrovpylar dedouévar elaly . . . kal Aeviras {diac Siakoviar émikewrar . . .
mpospépovrar Quatar év ‘Tepovoaliu ,u.évp), and the author of the Zp. ad
Diognet. 3 writes that ol 8¢ ye Quaiacs a.u‘rcp oC ai’,u.a‘ros kal kvioms kail ONokavTw-
pdTwyv émiteNely olbuevor kal TavTals Tals Tiwats alvTOv “yepalpewr, ovdéy moc
dokolat Oiagpépewy TGV els T4 kwpa THY alThy évdewkvvuévwr ¢uloriular. The
idea that the situation of the readers was in any way connected with the crisis
of A.D. 66-70 in Palestine is unfounded. IIpds ‘EBpatovs has nothing to do
with the Jewish temple, nor with Palestinian Christians. There is not a
syllable in the writing which suggests that either the author or his readers
had any connexion with or interest in the contemporary temple and ritual of
Judaism ; their existence mattered as little to his idealist method of argu-
ment as their abolition. When he observes (8'%) that the old dwf7hkny was
éyyls degaviopod, all he means is that the old régime, superseded now by
Jesus, was decaying even in Jeremiah’s age.
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(v.)

The object of Ipds “Efpaiovs may be seen from a brief
analysis of its contents. The writer opens with a stately para-
graph, introducing the argument that Jesus Christ as the Son of
God is superior (kpeirrwv) to angels, in the order of revelation
(11-218), and this, not in spite of but because of his incarnation
and sufferings. He is also superior (xpefrrov) even to Moses
(3%%), as a Son is superior to a servant. Instead of pursuing
the argument further, the writer then gives an impressive bible
reading on the gsth psalm, to prove that the People of God
have still assured to them, if they will only have faith, the divine
Rest in the world to come (3%°—4%). Resuming his argument,
the writer now begins to show how Jesus as God’s Son is superior
to the Aaronic high priest (41%-5). This is the heart of his
subject, and he stops for a moment to rouse the attention of his
readers (51-62) before entering upon the high theme. By a
series of skilful transitions he has passed on from the Person of
the Son, which is uppermost in chs. 1—4, to the Priesthood
of the Son, which dominates chs. 7-8. Jesus as High Priest
mediates a superior (kpeirrov) order of religion or dwfixy than
that under which Aaron and his successors did their work for the
People of God, and access to God, which is the supreme need of
men, is now secured fully and finally by the relation of Jesus to
God, in virtue of his sacrifice (620-81%). The validity of this
sacrifice is then proved (9l-10'8); it is absolutely efficacious, as
no earlier sacrifice of victims could be, in securing forgiveness
and fellowship for man. The remainder of the writing (10'9-13%¢)
is a series of impressive appeals for constancy. The first (1019-%1)
is a skilful blend of encouragement and warning. He then
appeals to the fine record of his readers (10%2%), bidding them be
worthy of their own past, and inciting them to faith in God by
reciting a great roll-call of heroes and heroines belonging to God’s
People in the past, from Abel to the Maccabean martyrs (rn
He further kindles their imagination and conscience by holding
up Jesus as the Supreme Leader of all the faithful (1218); even
along the path of suffering; besides, he adds (12*'!), suffering
is God’s discipline for those who belong to his household. To
prefer the world (121217) is to incur a fearful penalty; the one
duty for us is to accept the position of fellowship with God, in a
due spirit of awe and grateful confidence (12'5%). A brief note
of some ethical duties follows (13%7), with a sudden warning
against some current tendencies to compromise their spiritual
religion (13%1%). A postscript (13'7%), with some personalia,
ends the epistle.

It is artificial to divide up a writing of this kind, which is not



