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Introduction

Eusebius of Caesareahas preserved Origen’s datement on the subjed of the aithorship of Hebrews —
“If any church hdds this epistle @& Paul’s, let it be mmmended for this also. For nat withou reason have the
men o old time handed it down as Paul’s. But who wrote this epistle, in truth God knaws’ (H.E. VI. xxv.
13-14). Despite the many attempts to find the aithor of the Epistle, these latter words continue to represent
the state of our knowledge.

However, it is not the present purpose to induge in speallation concerning authorship, but to give
atention to what is more basic and profitable than such speaulation — viz. the philosophicd and religious
background of the Epistle.

The interest in the badkground d the Epistle was only aroused when the Pauline aithorship becane
widely disputed. The first strong readion was towards sdng the Epistle a& predominantly Philonic. This
movement readied its pek at the end d the nineteenth century in a mmplete denial of any Paulinism and an
interpretation of the Epistle in terms of philosophical influences outside the New Testament.

With the discovery of the Qumran literature, however, considerable interest has been focused onthe
possble relationship of some of the New Testament writi ngs to this literature. Now, it must be dealy stated
a this point that a number of writers have seized the oppatunity to attempt by ill -considered arguments to
debunk the distinctiveness of the Christian message, stating that Christianity is merely a development of
Essenism. Other writers have looked for Qumran conredions as akind o “latest fashion” in New Testament
studies. Probably, however, conclusions of this kind o study shoud at this gage be more caitiously
tentative, and, while eab comparison shoud receve its due weight, a broader badground d though rather
than specific dependence seems to be indicated.

An urfortunate result of the quest for the badkground d the Epistle has been the tendency nated above
to consider it in terms of outside influences. There ae some indicdions that this tendency may be passng,
yet even in more recant considerations of Qumranian badground the wnredions of the Epistle with the
main-stream of ealy Christian though are eaily overlooked. Thus, to cite one notable example, the readion
against Pauline authorship has been taken to an urwarranted extreme with the emphasis on dfferences and
little attention to resemblances.

It is the @nviction d the present writer that the Epistle is to be seen par excdlence as a Christian
writing, and that its basic badkgroundis therefore the though and experience of the ealy Christian church.
This general judgement says nothing o cultural milieu and nahing o particular affinities within ealy
Christianity. Nevertheless to fail to appredate this fad would be to missthat element in the Epistle which is
key to its understanding.

The method pursued here has of necessty involved seledion, bath in the general areas considered and
in the particular points reviewed. The am has been to present sufficient material under ead heal to see
where the evidence seems to pdnt. To this end the present writer has ugh to be fair and criticd to all
points of view including his own, preferring a solution which is cautious and tentative to one which tail ors
the evidence to fit some simple solution.

Three generd aress ®€an to warrant consideration — Philonism, the Qumran literature and ealy
Chrigtianity. It is not suggested by this threefold dvision that these aeas are mutualy exclusive, but that
current studies indicate that all of these have bearing on the subject in hand.



. Hebrews and Philonism

Certain facds of the Epistle to the Hebrews, such as the oncept of the shadow and the red, have led
some writers to the conclusion that this Epistle has fundamental conredions in form and though with Greek
Phil osophy, notably Platonism. Such conredions, however, do nd seem to have been dred," but are viewed
as having bteen mediated throughPhil o, the Alexandrian Jew. A close examination reveds that even here no
easy conredionis possble. For this reason, the different facds of evidence need to be weighed with care in
a manner which keeps all in perspective.

(a) Allegorism

Philo’'s alegoricd exegesis is to be seen against the badkground d the method which the Greek
philosophers had aready applied to overcome the tension between their two nole traditions. To question o
doult the religious heritage emboded in the writings of Homer and Hesiod was looked upon as an
irreligious or atheistic ad. Yet the strong phlosophicd tradition from Thales on and the “historicd”
tradition d such as Thucidides and to some extent Herodaus, with their principles of logic, criticism, ethics,
religion and science, could na accet much of the religious tradition as it lay in the written dacuments. The
stories of the gods, and the writings of the poets, then, were nat to be taken literaly, but were to be seen in
terms of a seaet (which was in fad the red) meaning. The devices by which the red meaning was to be
apprehended seam to us quite atificial, but in seeking to understand the method it must be borne in mind
that they were genuinely and seriously trying to hold the two traditions together.

The Alexandrian Jew facel a similar tension letween the Saaed Scriptures and the Greek
philosophicd tradition (espedally the Platonic and Pythagorean). There were & least three ondtions which
determined that a passage of Scripture had to be interpreted al egoricdly — if it says anything urworthy of
God, if it is contradictory with some other statement or in any ather way presents a difficulty, and if the
record itself is obviously allegorical in nature.

Within this framework a number of devices form the basis of allegory:

() Grammaticd pealliarities indicate that there is a deger spiritual truth underneah the record — cf.
Leg. Alleg. |. 97ff, where the LXX rendering o the Hebrew infinitive ésolute in Gen.2.16

becomes the occasion for an excursus on the way in which the soul of the good man is nourish

(b) Stylistic dements of the passage may indicae that deeper truth is present. Hence in ibid. iii.
169f, the pardlelism of ovros ¢ dpros and TovTo 70 prijua in the LXX of Gen.16.15b16a —
thoughthe origina certainly implies no paral €lism of sense— leals to a wnsideration o the Logos
as the food of the soul.

(c) Punctuation, words, meaning o words, and combinations of words can be manipulated so as to
extract new and deeper truth from the passatyés is illustrated by the previous passage.

(d) Whenever symbals are present they are to be understood figuratively, nat literaly. In itsdf this
principle may be quite sound.

(e) Spiritual truth may be foundin the dymologies of proper names. A goodexample of thisisto be
sea in the whale treament of the four rivers of Gen.2.10-14 in Leg. Alleg. |. 63-87. Concerning
the Euphrates, he has these significant words, “But the subjed of the passage is nat the river, but
amendment of charactefibid., 85).

() There seams to be alaw of doude-applicaion by which many natural objeds sgnify spiritua
things. This leads to a system of symbals which, as against the proper interpretation d figurative
languege of (d), are brough into the interpretation even in thase places where the literal meaning is
obviously intended. One only neals to mention the very lengthy discusson evoked by the number
seven in the creation storp€ Opif 89ff).

' R. Williamson,Platonism and HebrewsSJT, 16, 4, p.418.



With these cwnsiderations, however, it must be stated that Philo does nat scorn the literal sense (70
pntov, Leg. Alleg. Il, 19 — though tere they must be understood as pvbwses — cf. De Vit. Cort. 28), the
obvious (parepds, De Abr. 200) or most natural meaning (¢uvotkwiraTor, Leg. Alleg. lll, 16). Indeed, on ore
occasion, he even states, “Here his literal statement and hs gymbdlic interpretation aike daim our
admiration” (ibid., I, 14). However, in generd, it is the hidden, rather than the literal or obvious, sense
which is given the primary importance (Efe Opif 157).

It is clea from these @nsiderations of Philonic dlegorism that Hebrews does not have dlegoricd
exegesis of this kind. C. Spicg has concluded that “if he has borrowed from (Philo) this or that biblicd
theme or hermeneuticd process he has determinedly repudated his alegoricd, subjedive and superficia
method so as to achieve areading which was profoundy religious and singuarly more penetrating than all
those that had been hitherto been proposed.”? While this may be dfirmed of Hebrews in panoramic view,
there ae particular cases to which closer attention must be given. One thinks natably of the treament in
Hebrews of the Melchizedek theme.

From the outset it must be nated that the two writers make quite different use of Melchizedek. It may
be significant that the term dusjrwp, a New Testament hapax legomenon, is used by Philo — thoughin a
reference to Sarah (De Ebr. 61), not to Melchizedek. It may aso be significant that in describing
Melchizedek, king d Salem, Hebrews uses language quite similar to that of Philo — “Melchizedek, too, has
God made bath king d peace for that is the meaning o ‘Salem’, and his own priest” (Leg. Alleg. 111,79).
However, on pocealing keyond this paint, the significance of these @rrespondences is considerably
wedkened. In Hebrews, Melchizedek is presented as a prefiguration o Christ and is therefore important as a
person, thoughthe scanty references to him tend to be filled ou in terms of Christ. In Philo, he is the
manifestation d the Logos andis %t in contrast to the Ammonites (whose mother is snse-perception) and
the Moabites (whose father is mind). Spicq has the pertinent comment that “for Philo, the Pentateuch is a
manual of psychology and a catechism of moréfity.

More important than simil arities, however, is the hermeneuticd method wsed, the question at this
point being more predsely whether this method is alegoricd in the Philonic sense. It is aurely this latter
point which must be borne in mind rather than the question o whether some distinction shoud be seen
between typology and allegory.® It does indead seem clea that there is a distinction between the method in
Hebrews and Phil onic dlegorism — adistinction which, as will be seen, seems to justify the use of such clea
and cedsive terms as typology and all egory — but such a distinction shoud be made dter it has been shown
to be warranted.

The strongest suggestions of al egorism in Hebrews sem to come from (@) the importance placeal on
the silence of Scripture, and (b) the spiritua truth to be foundin names. However, their colledive forceis
not very strong What is intended in 7.3 is not as clea as might first be though. Thus, Arndt and Gingrich
note under both dunrwp and draTwp that these words may indicate that there is no genedogy recrded for
Melchizedek in the Old Testament, or may ascribe to him some heavenly origin or being.® With regard to
ayevealdynros, Blschel sees the primary reference to priestly regulations and so “withou having
derivation in the human series, in this case a a priest. How important descent was for priests on Jewish soil
may be seen from Ezr. 2:61-63; Phil. Spec. Leg. |, 110F; Jos. Ap. |, 30- 37; Ant. 11,31 That al those who
wished to dscharge priestly functions were examined as to their descent is attested by Mid. 5,4; T. Sanh
7,1, Qid. 4,4."° R.C.H. Lenski has argued that Melchizedek is viewed as laking everything that a Jewish
priest had to have. Not only was the normal genedogy to be preserved, but the female line of descent also
was sfeguarded. “All these regulations concerning parentage, genedogy, time of birth and time of deah,
and children ban to cortinue the priestly ling, al of which were so esential for the Aaronic priests, were

? C. SpicqL’Epitre aux Hébreuxl (Gabalda, Paris, 1952), pp.63-64.

° Ibid., Il p.207. H.W. Montefiore, A Comnentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews (A. & C. Blak, London 1964
considers that Hebrews follows Philo’s exegesis of the inner meaning d the name, but otherwise, “our author’s
exposition of Melchizedek is highly origiria{p.117).

“ R.P.C. Hanson seems to be side-tradked at this paint — Allegory and Event (S.C.M., London 1959, p.89. But naote J.
Héring, L’Epitre aux HébreuXDelachaux & Niestlé, Neuchatel, 1954), p.9.

° Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testan{ént.P., Cambridge, 1957)c.cit.

° G. Kittel (ed. —tr. G.W. Bromily, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament Vol. | (Eerdmans, Grand Rapids,
1964), p.665.



completely absent in the cae of Melchizedek. The ideais not that he had no father and no mother, no
ancestors and no descendants, no day of birth and no day of death.

The basic question, therefore, is what is deduced from the silence of Scripture d this point. Even
when consideration is given to déwuotwuéros, the intended pdnt of likenessto “the Son o God' nedls to
be sough — even here it is the wntinuance of his priesthood (cf. the quaation from Ps.110.4) in contrast to
the Leviticd priesthood(7.4ff). It seams hardly right to say, as does B.F. Westcott, “The comparison is not
between Christ and Melchizedek, but between Christ and the isolated patraiture of Melchizedek,”® as if the
portrait of the latter is intended to convey truth concerning the person d the former. Some ealy exegetes
regarded Melchizedek as a dristophany, and Westcott has not escaped from al the difficulties associated
with thisview. The comparison, surely, is of priesthoods rather than of persons or their portrait. Thisfad is
seen the more dealy when it is redised that our Lord is nat presented as having no human conredions
(witnessv.14), while the faa of his deah is e as of paramournt importance both in this Epistle ad in
primitive Christian tradition generally. Thus, the inferences from the silence of Scripture do nd at all sean
to be allegorical in form.

As for point (b) above, the author of Hebrews has taken oy what seems obvious and procealed no
further. Thereis no elaboration, such as we would find in Philo, of “righteousness’ and “peacé, these being
fitting attributes of the one who is described as priest-king. Acxacoovrn is aluded to in this Epistle in
relation to the Son (1.9), thoughthere is no spedfic reference to e¢ipsjrn. The two charaderistics, however,
were strongy embedded in Mesdanic expedation, and the caua way in which they are mentioned here is
highly improbable in a strictly allegorical method.

One further omisson is nateworthy. A number of later writers have drawn ou the reference in the
Genesis acourt to bread and wine in terms of the Christian sadament of the Lord's supper.’ It is to be
expeded that the dlegoricd methodwould attach significance to such a detail as this. Notably, however, the
use of Mechizedek is smple and restrained. Since Hebrews does not engage in the quest for hidden
meanings, rating these @ove the obvious, but does use the though of historicd progresson, there seam
goodreasons for describing its method as typaogicd rather than alegoricd, typology keing undrstood as
the exegeticd method bywhich an event, series of circumstances or asped of the life of an individual or
nationis e to find aparallel and degoer redisation in the incarnate or heavenly life or ministry of Christ.
Further aspeds, however, must be ansidered later in reference to aleged simil arities to Plato’s Theory of
Ideas.

(b) Use of the Septuagint

Anather feaure for comparison is the use the writer makes of the Septuagint. Althoughattention is
focused here on badkgroundrather than onauthorship, the atitude to the Septuagint, the text quaed and the
manner of citation will all bear on the author’s relationship to the Alexandrian tradition.

Spicq hes this note regarding the text of quaations from the Old Testament, “Ordinarily, the New
Testament writers cite the Old from memory, or rather, are not concerned abou litera fidelity; so much so
that one muld uplraid them —and St. Paul in particular — for citing texts in the wrong sense. In this resped,
the Epistle to the Hebrews represents a remarkable originality. It reproduces long texts of Scripture — it
contains the longest quaation in the New Testament (8.8-12) — and in a manner so generally exad that one
is entitled to think that it copies a manuscript and is not content with reminiscence”*’ This latter paint is
rightly nat pressed, but must remain a strong pashility. However, of even greder importance here is the
fad that, as Spicq gaes onto say, “his quaations are made acording to the Greek version d the LXX, even
where there is not correspondng text in the Hebrew origina (1.6 = Dt.32.43). Not only does our author,
unlike St. Paul, never seek to come badk to this origina by parting company with the LXX, but even where

"The Interpretation of the Epistle to the Hebrews and the Epistle of J&datourg, Columbus, 1946), p.212.

° The Epistle to the Hebrews (Maanmillan, London 3ed 1903, p.175 H.W. Montefiore (op. cit., p.119) considers the
writer is using the Alexandrine principle of the silence of Scripture and concludes that the aithor is concerned “with
the words of the Scriptural story, not with the historical person of Melchizedek himself.

° cf. Westcott,op. cit, p.202; J. MoffattEpistle to the Hebrew . & T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1924).xxxiii.

*op. cit.l, p.334.



this versionisin disagreament with the Hebrew, it is the Greek of the LXX which is aways reproduced.”*
This last statement, however, is too caegoricd, as is hown by close examination d Spicq's references at
this paint. It has some truth in referenceto 2.6-8 (Ps. 8.4-6), 10.5 (Ps. 40.6 — BSA), 10.37-38 (Hab. 2.3,4 —a
suggested textual emendation in Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica would approximate to the LXX) and 1215 (Dt.
29.18 - BA). However, in 1.10-12 (Ps. 10225-27), 6.14 (Gn. 22.17) and 1226 (Hag. 2.6), there gpeas to
be no oustanding variation from the Hebrew text. Further, in 17 (Ps. 104.4) the LXX is a possble
rendering o the Hebrew, though the weight of scholarship would render the nours as in the RSV —
interestingly ¢Adya of this Epistle is closer to the textual emendation taken in the RSV, while @¢Acyor of the
LXX iscloser to the present Hebrew Text; in 37-11 (Ps. 95.7-11), it is to be noted that the LXX uniformly
renders 21 (Massah) as meipaouds except in Dt.33.8, where it has 7eipa, and that 72°702 (Meribah) is
most often rendered drmloyia (Num. 27.14; Dt. 32.51; 33.8; Ps. 81.7; 106.32 — aso Aotdopijors, Ex. 17.7,
and AotSopia, Num. 20.24), the only “proper name”’ form being found nat in the original acourt, but in the
papuwd of Ez. 48.28, aplura form following the Hebrew plura of Ez. 47.19;* in 1121 (Gen. 47.31), the
LXX reading (odpdos = M2 = staff) takes a possble pointing o the Hebrew text as against the Massoretic
pointing (773 = couch = Gk. xA(vn), the LXX here crrespondng to the Old Latin and the Syriac Attention
shoud be drawn to 1030 (Dt. 32.35 — cf. Rom. 12.19) where the quaation dffers from the LXX and is
closer to the Hebrew! Thus, whil e the general purport of Spicq's gatement may be a&nowledged, caution
must be exercised nd to pressit too far. For example, while the writer adheres fairly closely to the LXX in
8.8-12 (Jer. 31.31-34) even to reproducing the plural vdiovs pov where the Hebrew has the singuar "0
(thoughthere is a question d the text of the LXX used here), the aithor can equaly give guite afree
translation of the same passage, as in 10.16-17.

This leas to the further question d the particular text of the LXX used in the Epistle. As thisis a
rather complex issue, a summary of conclusions rather than an expasition d the problem is nealed. (i) In
some ca&es the Epistle differs from al known texts, though these variations do nd remove the genera
impresson d fidelity tothe LXX (asin 212=Ps. 22.22;, 9.20= Ex. 24.8; 10.5-10 = Ps. 40.6-8; and the free
qudation o 12.20 = Ex. 19.13). (ii) In cases of variants between extant texts of the LXX, the writer of the
Epistle seeans most to follow A (note, for example, the agreaments of 8.9,10 with A against B), thoughthere
are occasions when he ayrees with B against A (asin 16 = Dt. 3243, nat in the Hebrew text). There seems
little point in supposing that he sometimes uses a different version of cddex A.

A number of points need to be made mncerning the manner of citation, as this is ssmewhat distinct
from the genera pradice of New Testament writers. On a number of occasions, Paul makes referenceto the
person whase words he quaes (cf. Rom. 4.6; 9.27,29, etc.). On the only occasion in Hebrews where a
similar pradice might be inferred (4.7) thereis adispute & to whether the person a the psalter, the “book d
David’, isintended — the latter contention is drengthened if évisto be seen as referring to placerather than
to instrumentality. Whatever the anclusion here, 4.7 pus primary emphasis on the divine source rather than
on the human agent. This is true of dl dired qudations except one where God is diredly addressed, and
there the words are pointedly vague (2.6 — Steuaptipato 5¢ mod 1is). In two instances the Holy Spirit is
particularly named as the speeker (3.7; 10.15; cf. 9.8) —in bah of these the words are dso quded as words
of God. In alarger number of cases o deds is more expresdy mentioned or implied (1.5,7,13; 5.5; etc.). This
is the more striking, as ©me of the instances are nat by prophetic intent evidently the words of God (1.6;
4.4; etc). It is noteworthy that the common form of citation, y€ypamrar, is nat used in this Epistle except
within an Old Testament quotation (10.7 = Ps.40.7).

A consideration d Philo at these points makes it clea that no simple relationship can be establi shed.
Whil e the writer of Hebrews sams in genera to be foll owing the LXX, this by no means approaches the
extreme fidelity of Philo to this version. Thus, one finds, for example, the LXX of Gn. 2.1-7 reproduced
verbaly in Leg. Alleg. |, 1-3,6,16-19,21,27,2831, with orly minor variations in vv. 2a, 3b, and 7a

" ibid., pp.334-335.

 The LXX form tedtifies to the plural reading, thoughSyriac, Targum and Vulgate prefer the singuar. Whatever the
conclusion textually, this and aher occurrences of the word suggest that Meribah tended to be regarded, not simply as
a proper name, but as a signal instance and hence dmost a principle of strife and rebellion. Thus, the descriptive
name “Meribah” isfirst used of the mntention at Rephidim (Ex. 17.7) but it comes later to be used even more often
to describe the event near Kadesh-barnea (Num. 20.13). The use of Massah, however, is more often restricted to the
event aRephidim.

¥ As Spicq,op. cit, |, p.336.



Whatever may be indicated by way of general Alexandrian badkground a spedfic Philonic one caand be
pressed at this point. By way of scope, however, it isto be noted that Phil o concentrates gredest attention on
the Pentateuch, the next in importance being the Psams. Pentateuch and Psalms predominate dso in the
dired quaations in Hebrews, thoughmore evenly balanced, but if allusions are taken into the redkoning the
Pentateuch figures more strondy. In introdwcing qudations Philo has no hesitation in referring the words of
gudations to their human author, athough I has the text of the LXX in such high regard. It is true that he
links quaations by xai mdlr, as does the aithor of Hebrews, but so do dher New Testament writers (cf.
Rom. 15.9-12). It is true that zapTypcw in the sense of a divine atestation in an inspired scripture (Heb.
10.15) occurs many timesin Philo (asin Quod Det. 48,52,121), but this usage is not unique to Philo among
the profane authors. Spicq has this comment, “If Hebrews and Philo ordinarily quae the LXX from the
Alexandrine tradition while St. Paul is more acording to the textual type of the Vaticanus and at times has
remurse to the Hebrew original, it is notable that our two authors in quding Gn. 2.2 introduce the same
variant o Geos ér, and above dl that the Biblicd references of Heb. 13.5, which daes nat correspondexadly
to any text of the LXX, shoud be identicd with that of De Conf. 166" However, it has been evident that
reservations must be entered against Spicq’'s protasis, thoughthese matters are plainly of such nae that they
must be considered along with other evidence.

(c) Vocabulary

An examination d the vocabulary of Hebrews reveds 139 words peauliar to the Epistle (excluding
those brough into the Epistle by qudation from the LXX). Of these only 23 are used more than orcein the
Epistle, while probably abou the same number (though no the same words) are of particular doctrinal
importance Of this latter group abou ten may be found in the writings of Philo. From these initial
considerations alone, it will be gpredated that the material under this heal is of grea complexity and that
these ddliberations canna lead to a simple solution. A full study would demand consideration d the use of
al words, nating variations and concurrences with ather New Testament usage on the one hand and with
extra-Biblicd usage on the other. It would, moreover, include phrases, idioms and aher stylistic feaures.
Such a cmmprehensive study canna be datempted here. C. Spicg has a reasonably close study d these
points,” and hislingustic analysis is valuable, even though o may have to dffer from conclusions drawn
from it.

However, there is value in gving some ansideration first to aleged Alexandrianisms in generd in
the Epistle.”® While cudpecoros of 13.21is foundin Wisd. 4.10; 9.10, the word is found more frequently in
the Pauline writi ngs than in Hebrews with a grammaticd structure following that of Wisd. 4.10 — there does
not appea to be ay particular faca of meaning invaved. Althoughxaraorevd/w is used in bah Heb. 3.3,4
and Wisd. 7.27; 9.2 etc. for the aedive adivity of God (in the latter, espedaly by “wisdom”), it is also
foundin this snse in Is. 40.28;, 43.7; 45.7. Similarly, with mapami7rw (6.6), a New Testament hapax
legomenon, the uses in Ezekiel outweigh the two ocaurrences in Wisdom. The cae of dravyaoua (1.3) is
somewhat different, sinceits use in Wisd. 7.26 is a LXX hapa legomenonand it also occurs in Philo (De
Opif. 146,cf. alsoDe Somnl, 85,116,23De Spec. LegV, 123).

These references are quite striking. The Wisdom passage sees Wisdom as “the dravyaoua of eterna
light, the untarnished mirror of God's working, the image (¢/«xwv) of his goodress” The description o
Christ as the e/«xwr of God belongs to Paul (2 Cor. 4.4; Col. 1.15). There may perhaps be aparallel in Heb.
10.1, where the law is cdled the oxia rather than the ¢/xwiy of the goodthings to come — “law”, “wisdom”
and “reason’ can be regarded as analogows. The reference in De Opificio Mund describes humanity’s
relation to the divine reason (1dyos) as being a opy (¢kuayecior —aword foundin neither LXX nor New
Testament, aluding to the impresson d a sed and hence of similar force to yapaxrijp of Heb. 1.3) or
fragment or dravyaoua of that blessed neture.”” Whil e the though of Hebrews uses this metapha to pant
to a particular personin the history of salvation, the similar use of this metapha is quite outstanding. The

“ibid., I, p.42.

*ibid., I, pp.41-53.

' Cf. A. Nairne,The Epistle to the Hebrey@.U.P., Cambridge, 1917)p.cx-cxii.

*No consideration hes been given here to the important lexica question & whether dravyacua shodd be taken in
an active (asradiancé) or passive (asreflectiori’) sense.



word, éxfBdots, isonly foundin Wisdom in the LXX and there dways sgnifies “outcome” (8.8; 11.14; more
spedficdly the outcome of someone'slifein 217) and so parallels the usage in Heb. 13.7. In the other New
Testament use of this word (1 Cor. 10.13), it has rather the sense of “way of escgpe’. The phrase,
petavoias 1omos, (Heb. 12.17), a New Testament hapax legomenon is also found orme only in the LXX
(Wisd.12.10), the sense being the same in bah cases. However, there needs to be recogrised here the Latin
legal expresson, locus poenitentiae (so Vg; cf. Pliny, Ep. X, 97), to which Acts 25.16 provides a parale
(romos dmoloyias). Thus, it can be seen that, while these and aher phrases are @nsonant with an
Alexandrian badkground and sometimes provide quite remarkable parallels, they do nd provide ay
conclusive evidence.

There ae, however, words and phrases in common between Hebrews and Philo having no @ralé in
the LXX, and consideration must now be given to some of these. Such is the expresson é¢ dvdykns kai
(Heb. 7.12) which is used in Philo to introduce anecessary consequence (De Aet. 52, 149 Quod Deus 13,
28; cf. Leg. Alleg. lll, 200). The necessty implied in the é€ drdyxns of 2 Cor. 9.7 is moral rather than
logical.

The gparent redundance of doyiepets pucyas (Heb. 4.14) is foundin the use of the phrase by Philo
in referenceto the Adyos (De Samn. |, 214, 219, 1, 183). It is quite possble, however, that the phrase is not
taken either from Philo o from 1 Macc 13.42, but is a speda designation applied to Christ by way of
distinction — other doyiepeis were nat so in an absolute sense. With this may be placed the paralle 7ov
molpéva Ty mpofdTwy Tov éyay of 13.20.

Neither Snuioyoyds nor its cogretes is used in the LXX version d the Hebrew Scriptures, and their
use in the rest of the LXX does not show a favourable sense. This, however, shoud leave the use of the
Epistle open to a goodsense, even by referenceto God (11.10) — there can hardly be said to be aprecedent
against the good sense. The word was acceted readily enoughinto ealy Christian phraseology abou the
credive adivity of God (as, e.g., in 1 Clem. 20), thoughit fell into undesirable use in the Gnaostic system. It
may be that the way was prepared for the Christian use of this term by Plato (Rep. VII, 530a and € sewhere)
through the mediation of Philo who associates it withvi/ 775 (as inDe Mut 29,31).

While ikerijpia (Heb.5.7), a New Testament hapax legomenon is used in the LXX in Job 4027 and 2
Macc 9.18, it is not used there of supgicaion to God. It is only here and in Heb. 7.26 that this Epistle
makes referenceto prayer, and it is oddthat one of the more ammmon Greek expressons for prayer foundin
the New Testament shoud na have been used. Philo, however, seansto have apreference for this word and
its cogrates (cf. De Vit. Mos. |, 72, 101, 185). Hebrews, it must be amitted, does nat suppy sufficient
evidence to demonstrate any preference at this point.

Nor, again, is there sufficient evidence to show from 1.1 that Hebrews has a prediledion for
dlit erations with molv-, as Philo is alleged to have. The five-fold dliteration in 7- in this verse is griking,
though the use of the device by others than Philo prevents any categorical assertions.

Althoughit has not been pasdble to gve full consideration to many pdnts, the evidence has awn
many similar words and phrases, some quite striking in their similarity, between Hebrews and the
Alexandrian tradition in general and Philo in particular. However, useful thoughthis evidenceis, it canna
furnish any direct proof or indication of the relationship between Hebrews and Philo.

(d) Thought-Forms

More important than vocabulary in establishing badkgroundis the fabric of the writer’s though. Two
important aspects will be considered hethe Platonic theory of ideas and the Logos doctrine.

J. Hé&ing makes the asertion, “Like Philo, our author accepts a kind o philosophicd and
cosmologicd framework which is much more Platonic than Biblicd. The successon o two aeons (the
present aeon and the a®n to come), a standard conception in Judaism and in primitive Christianity, is
replaced by the superimposition d two coexistent planes. the suprasensible world and the world of
phenomena. The first contains the @ernal ideas, which the secnd endeasours to reproduce in matter. It is
the first that is Heaven for Philo, as for our epistle. This conception hes a similar consequence for the two
authors: they speak very littl e of the bodly resurredion d the dead, because the ided world is essentialy



incorpored. Our author mentionsit only once andin passng, as ateading gven to beginners (6.2), and the
silence oncerning the bodly resurredion d Jesus oud be explained in the same manner.”* Héring's
presentation d this point of view sets out clealy the issues under consideration. Mention hes already been
made of the particular typology d the Epistle and the question d its relation to the Platonic theory of ideas
foreshadowed.

The four words used in this Epistle to expressthe relation ketween the old and the new are vrodeiyua
(8.5; 9.23), oxia (8.5; 10.1), mapapBolij (9.9; cf. 11.19), and drriTvmos (9.24). In 101, at least, oxia is used
chrondogicdly rather than contemporaneously — i.e. it has an eschatologicd force Further, this
chrondogicd dimension to a grea number of corntrasts which as a feaure of this Epistle enphasises the
writer’s apologetic, rather than phlosophicd, motive. The @ntrasts between the new and the old revelations
(1.1-2), between Moses, the faithful servant, and Christ, the Son (3.5-6), between Joshua who dd na give
the people of God rest, and Jesus who tes already entered this rest (4.8ff.), between the Leviticd priesthood
and that of Melchizedek (7.1ff), between the old and the new covenants (7.22; 8.6-13), between the old and
new sanctuaries (9.1-12), between the old and the new offerings (9.13-14) — al of these have some
chrondogicd force In some thereis also present an e ement which transcends time. This sans clealy true
of the sanctuary (with reference to which the word rv7ds ocaurs by way of qudation from the LXX — 8.5)
and pasble the offerings. It is also true to a cetain extent of the priesthoods, thoughtwo strands are
evident — Melchizedek ddlinedes the sharp contrast of the two priesthoods, yet in a sense the priesthood d
Christ islike the old priesthood(5.1-10), emphasising the historicd in the priestly ministry of Christ. In the
above ontrasts, whil e there is a structure of thougtt involving copies and shadows and the redity of the
better things, these latter seem forcibly related to historical realities.

The “One whois Son” (1.2),” is e, not simply as one of divine stature, but as the one in whom at
the end (¢oydror) of these days God hes goken. This revelation is an historicd event by means of an
historicd figure. While the ontrast between Moses and Jesus could lend itsef to a more genera
interpretation, it seams likely that his faithfulness (3.2) is that of his eathly ministry — a mora leson is
being dawn, to which his humanity and Hstoricd life aeimportant (2.10-18). This element aso appeasin
the contrast between Joshua and Jesus (note 4.15-15). Melchizedek is not presented as a wncept of “higher
priesthood” but as an historicd person, despite the little known of him (7.1-2), and, as noted abowve, the
historicd in the priestly ministry of Christ is emphasised in this context. The “better covenant” has Christ as
its present mediator (8.6), but is sded by an historicd event, his deah (9.11-15ff). While the “true
tabernade’ (8.2) seans most clealy to be aheavenly redity existing contemporaneously with the eathly
sanctuary, and whatever the offerings of that tabernade, the saaifice involved was aceomplished in history
“oncefor al” (dmal — 9.26,28; épdmal — 7.27), the entry into the haly place“through hs own blood’ was
aso “oncefor al” (épdmaé — 9.12), and the “offering o the body d Jesus Christ” (whether this be on the
cross, or in the heavenly tabernacle) was likewisee for all (é¢dmal—10.10)%

*® op. cit, p.10; cf. V. TaylorThe Person of Christ in New Testament TeaghiMgcmillan, London, 1958), p.90.
 B.F. Westcottpp. cit, p.7.

* The question d the placeof the cncept of “offering’ in the though of Hebrews is an important one. C. Spicq
conceves of a “heavenly liturgy” and states, “For the aiuthor of Hebrews, a priesthood withou saaifice is
inconcevable, and he would never have introduced this saaificial offering into the definition o a priest (cf. 5.1; 8.3)
if there was no saaifice in heaven, espedally as he considers the priesthood d Christ as essentially a heavenly
priesthood (op. cit., I, p.312). However, it hardly strictly correa thus to limit the priestly work of Christ — for
instance, 4.14 seams to indicae that “Jesus, the Son d God’ was “gred high piest” before passng through the
heavens. T.C.G. Thornton (“The Meaning o aiuateyvoia in Heb.ix.22' JTS, xv, 1, pp.63-65) has argued with some
cogency that aiuateyvoia refers, nat to the daying d the victim, but to the gplicaion d the saaificial bloodto the
dtar to effea atonement. This would gve point to 9.12, but, if so, it is gill a oncefor-al aa (9.25-26), and the
central purpose of his priestly ministry is “to appea in the presence of God on ow behalf” (v. 24). There is no
indication that the “pouring ou of blood’ must be seen in terms of some heavenly ad. W. Stott (“The Conception o
‘Offering’ in the Epistle to the Hebrews,” NTS, 9, 9, pp.62-67), after careful lingustic study, concluded that “any idea
of our Lord as offering imself or his blood, on a heavenly atar is quite asent from this Epistle. If there is such a
conception in the New Testament, it is not in this writer’'s mind.” He sees the though as that Christ, having finished
his expiatory work, has commenced his royal work, seaed at the right hand d God (cf. David in 2 Sam. 7.1ff). The
question has here been left open, though it is noted that this last has much to commend it.



On this examination, it is not possble to assrt caegoricdly that the writer works from broadly
Platonic philosophicd presuppasitions™ even as these may have filtered througha more general badkground
The comments of R. Williamson on 81,5 with reference to a dired Platonic badkground sean to have
considerable relevance — “Plato’s Ided world is not a heaven that could be entered even by Jesus; it can be
penetrated orly by intelled. And there is no room among the Ideas for one who was prepared to humble
himsdlf and kecome flesh in the world of men and prenomena; and the aucial point which the Author of
Hebrews wishes to stressis that Jesus who at a particular time in history becane ared man and lived a full
and authentic human life, entered into the ‘true tent’ a the cmpletion d his work on eath, the dimax of
which was the consummation onthe Cross of his perfed obedience, haliness and love (a strondy ur+
Platonic nate in the @ntrast).” There is here a“contrast between a historicd situation in the past and ore
which succeeled it in time”.” These mmments are just as pertinent when Philonic influenceis more diredly
under consideration. It is at this point that the distinction between “alegory” and “typology’ has relevance
Philonic dlegorism does nat involve “an historicd, a red correspondence’® between the things compared.
More particularly, the ladk of the eschatologicd element in Philo shoud be noted, a most important asped
of the thought-structure of the writer of Hebreivs.

For C.Spicqg, the mncept of “the livingword of God’ (4.12-13) is dedsive in establishing dependence
of Hebrews in relation to PhifdHis careful study reveals the following points:
(1) {ww 6 Abyos has aparal e inthe Adyta (wirTa compared by Philo to the living vigou of seen and
emphasised as having power and purifying brightrefskdg. Alleg.lll, 127-128, 150);

(2) this hymn to the Word of God is parall € to the hymn to the glory of the aeaive word in Philo (De
Sacrif.65-66) whose power of penetration is beyond comparBerDecal.35);

(3) the office of discrimination d this transcendent word in Hebrews (roudrepos ... kai
Sikvoyueros) is borrowed from the spedficdly Philonic concept of the Adyos Toucvs, which is
the prime cause of the multiplicity of forms and things in the worldJufs Rer.130-132)?

(4) both authors compare the word to a cutting swolde Cerub.28,30);

(5) the Biblicd hapax 7payxnAilw is often used by Philo in the sense of “subdue, compel,” espedally
in reference to the one who seizes an adversary by the ned, and dten in a metapharicd sense (for
this latter, cf. Leg. Alleg. Ill, 109);

(6) a number of references in Philo witnesshis concept of things being reked before God (Leg. Alleg.
I, 53; Ill, 157);

(7) “the dfeds of penetration d the divine word in Heb.4.12-13 can orly be understood in terms of
the Philonian anthropdogy,” i.e. of a dichatomy between “soul” (4vy7) and “spirit” (mredua) in
the nature of marLég. Alleg.l, 31-41;Quod Det 80-84;Quis Rer.55);

(8) the rhetoricd conclusion may be parall eled from Philo (Quod Det. 13), thoughthe form is used by
other writers alsd.

However, despite this careful study, it does nat sean that these aguments lead of necessty to a
conclusion d dependence It isnat at al clea that Adyos is used in this passage in a Philonic sense,* though

* As M. Dods, The Epistle to the Hebrews in The Expositor’s Greek Testament Vol. IV (Hodder & Stougtton,
London, 1909), pp.238-239.

23JT, 16, 4, p.419.

# B.F. Westcott, op. cit., p.202 cf. G.W.H. Lampe and K.J. Wodll combe, Essays on Typodlogy (S.C.M., London
1957, pp.67-68, R.V.G. Tasker, The Old Testament in the New Testament (Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 2ed 1959.
pp.106-107.

* Cf. C.K. Barrett, “The Eschatology d the Epistle to the Hebrews’ in W.D. Davies and D. Daube (eds.), The
Background of the New Testament and its Eschatdql@édy.P., Cambridge, 1956), p. 366ff.

® op. cit, |, p. 50.

* H. Clavier notes, “One can estimate the grea part that his (Philo’s) Judaism has played in bringing into focus this
remarkable function d the Logos, which though as well as oken remains indefedibly the supreme agent and
sovereign judge of logicd, natural and moral distinctions’ — “¢ Adyos Toi Geov dans L’Epitre aux Hébreux® in
A.JB. Higgins (ed.), New Testament Essays. Studies in Memory of T.W. Manson (Univ. Press Manchester, 1959,
pp.83-84. Cf. F.WFarrar,The Epistle to the Hebrew€.U.P., Cambridge, 1888), p.39.

* Spicg,op. cit, |, pp.51-53.
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F.C. Grant considers that “it is only a step to such an identification.”* He ontinues, “Through hs inspired
word (the scripture) God spedks to men, lays bare their thougtts, makes them aware of their own puposes,
quickens their consciences; no ore can escape its penetrating pover or the dl-discening gazeof the God
who thus ses and spe&s.” If, as Grant suggests in the same ontext, “the Logos-concept underlies the
author’s theology,” it is clealy necessary to ask, What Logas-concept? The word Adyos is only used with
referenceto God' s geed o revelation and the proclamation a application d this (2.2; 4.2; 5.13; 6.1; 7.28;
1219, 137,22), a similar conclusion applying aso to the use of pijua (6.5, 1219). No particular
interpretation d the formsin 413 and 511 can ater this interpretation, whil e the occurrences of pijua in 1.3
and 113 are quite explicable in terms of the Old Testament concept of God's word (as in Gn.1.3).”
Although @rticular adivities of the Logas in Philo are gplied to the Son (as the agent of God in credion,
the reveder of God from the beginning d the world, etc.), the dired identificaion d the Son with the Logos
is never made, and even in 11,2 a broader frame of referenceis evident. The relation d this to Pauline (as
Col.1.15ff) and Johannine (as Jn.1.1ff) thought will be considered later.

To return to Spicq's particular paoints, it must be stressed that Old Testament though as a whole
emphasises Y ahweh as distinct from other so-cdled gods becaise he is the “living God’ (cf. Hos. 1.10) and
his word acaomplishes his purposes (cf. Is. 55.10). Spicq is too hesty in panting Philonic parallels to the
passage and too dten ignares the passble ammmon badkground d bath writers in the Old Testament. Is.
492 is sgnificant — “He made my mouth like asharp sword...” (cf. Ps. 57.4; 1496 — pougaiar Siorouor,
LXX; note dso Rev. 1.16 etc.). By this interpretation, of course, “the Word of God’ is viewed in concrete
Hebrew terms, rather than in metaphysicd Hellenistic terms. If this is ©, there can hardly be anything
“gpedficdly Philonic” in the discriminatory function  God' s word in judgement Such it cen orly beif a
prior judgement has been made relating the present use to the Logas in Philo’s ense. However, “the Word”
is here rather the word of judgement than of credive adivity, as $ often in this discriminatory role in Philo.
While it is true that Philo dften uses mpaynlidw in a metaphaicd sense, in no cese dted is it used in a
developed, nonmetaphaicd sense (i.e. withou the vivid pictoria imagery of its primary sense) of “lay
bare’ as before an omniscient God, as here. Further, Spicq himself rejeds the rendering “subdue, compe” in
his commentary on the passdge.

Spicq's references in Philo for yuyuvds show indeed that he used the word in a metaphaicd sense, but
do nd paint convincingly to Philo as the badground here. The LXX uses of yuurds in Job 121; 26.6 (cited
by Spicq), and Ecdes.5.14 provide aparal e to Philo’s use. For the though of Hebrews, a doser pardld is
1 Sam.16.7. The Philonic paral els for the division d soul and spirit are more striking. The Hebrew terms
tended to be somewhat fluid, thoughin general “spirit” (7797) may be regarded as the animating principle in
relation to which “soul” (21) istheliving being. Thereis nat sufficient evidencein the Hebrews passage to
demonstrate beyonda douht that a dea-cut Philonic distinction is envisaged, since dtention is focused, nat
on human psychaoogicd structure, but on the judgement of the word of God onthe inmost recesses of our
being, even the “thougHhs and intentions of the heat.” No literal divisionis in view. The tentativeness of
thislast point Spicq himsef has adknowledged. From these wnsiderations, then, it can hardly be maintained
that this passage is “dedsive’ is establishing dependence on Philo, thoughat a number of paoints evidence
would be consonant with Philonic background if such could be shown conclusively on other evidence.

# Cf. J. Héring, op. cit., p.46; M. Dods, op. cit., p.281; F.C. Grant, The Epistle to the Hebrews (Eyre & Spottiswoock,
London, 1957), p.8.

#ibid., p.29.

* H.W. Montefiore has this note, “Our author is douttlessaware of Alexandrine speaulations about the Loges, and to
some extent he borrows his language from these sources. The badkground d his though, however, is fundamentally
biblicd, althoughit is often expressed in Alexandrian language. Here, for example, the word of God daes not need
Philo’s Logos for its explanation (any more than it needs the Memra of the Targums). It is rather a development of the
Old Testament conception d the Word of the Lord” (op. cit., pp.87-88); “For Philo... the Logos is the principle of
differentiation in the universe, but for our author it represents the dynamic adivity of the omnipresent God’ (ibid.,
p.89).

* op. cit, II, p.90.
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(e) Summary

None of the evidence ®nsidered thus far provides conclusive proof that Hebrews gems primarily
from an Alexandrian badkground The exegesis is typalogicd rather than allegoricd in a Philonic sense,
thoughit comes nearest to the latter in considering Melchizedek. However, whereas Phil o tends to regard the
Old Testament as a framework for his philosophicd ideas, the aithor of Hebrews treds history literdly (as
in ch.11). It is for this reason that his consideration d the shadow and the red may be more in line with
eschatologicd thougtt than with the Platonic theory of ideas, even as this tended to become a @mmongdace
of philosophy.

The Old Testament is approached, not with Greek philosophicd presuppdsitions, but rather with the
Christian presuppgasition that al has been fulfilled in Christ. The use of the LXX suggests, but does not
prove, an Alexandrian origin.

The lingustic evidence provides ome remarkable parallels, thoughthis evidence aso fals dort of
being conclusive. Individual pardlels do nd show that Philonic terminology was woven into his though-
forms, nor that he used it by conscious readion against a Philonic training. It canna, further, be aserted that
the Logos-doctrine of Philo is clearly present.

It must be noted, however, that Hebrews exhibits a degree of literary style not apparent elsewhere in
the New testament and this points to definite training. The most that can be asserted at this dageis that the
author's Hellenistic badkground equipped him to express his materia in this form, though the basic
substance may be more integrally related to Christian tradition than to this background.

** Note F. Blass and A. Debrunrer (tr. and rev. RW. Funk), A Greek Grammar of the New Testament (C.U.P.,
Cambridge, 1961), 8485—“artistic prose”; G.L. Archer, The Epistle to the Hebrews (Baker, Grand Rapids, 1957, p.4
— “cultivated, literary diction and rhetoricd padlish which sets Hebrews in marked contrast to all of the other N.T.
books”

¥ C.K. Barrett ¢p. cit) comes to a similar conclusion.



12

Il. Hebrews and Qumran

The discovery of scrolls nea Khirbet Qumran in 1947and subsequent yeas has garked dff a grea
ded of speaulation concerning the origins of Christianity. Some superficia study hes arrived at conclusions
that Christianity is merely an offshoa of Essenism, it being generaly though that the Qumran community
must have dose dfinity with the Essenes. More serious sudy o the Qumran literature, however, has
provided valuable information concerning a disenting group within Judaism before and duing the time of
Christ.

Whether or not the Qumran community was Essene, information concerning the latter has been
preserved only in the writings of Philo of Alexandria, Pliny the Elder, and Flavius bsephus, al record of the
life andteading d the sed having keen effedively cut off from the main stream of Judaism. Hence, besides
the interesting qlestion d the relation d the Qumran community and the Essene sed, the scrolls provide
detail s of the life and teading o a Jewish community outside the main strean of Jewish tradition yet
forming part of the total background against which Christianity emerged.

In particular, this has had significancefor the study d thase New Testament books which scholarship
has tended to view in terms of late Helenistic influence as it has given evidence of the eistence within
Palestine from the ealiest days of Christianity of a developed kind d though which, from basic Hebrew
though-forms, may more satisfadorily illumine the badkground d these writings. For this reason, the
Scrolls demand close consideration in assessing elements in the background of the Epistle to the Hebre

(a) Biblical Exegesis

Among the documents discovered a Qumran have been a number of fragments of Biblicd
commentaries, and these, along with the other works, exhibit a particular method d Biblicd interpretation.’
The divine revelation is thought of as consisting nd only of the divine mystery (i7) here seen as revealed in
Scripture but also of the interpretation (W2 — cf. Dn. 4.9). Thus the interpretation has remained hidden until
the appearing d God s chosen interpreter, the Teacher of Righteousness whose functionis to expound aright
God's Law. Thus, in the Habakkuk commentary on 2.1,2, this comment is made, “ God told Habakkuk to write
down the things that were to come upon the latter age, but he did na inform him when that moment would
come to fulfilment. As to the phrase, that he who runs may read, this refers to the teacher who expounds the
Law aright, for God has made him au courant with all the degoer implications of the words of his srvants’
(1QpHab vii.1-5Y.

From this it appears nat only that the meaning o the reveation is imparted by the Teacher of
Righteousnessbut that the words of the prophets had in fact a primary reference to the latter age in which the
community believed themsdves to beliving. It is in this sense that the divine revelation is incomplete until the
Teacher beings its necessary W2. Thus, Habakkuk's references in 1.6ff to the Chaldeans (2°722) must in
fact refer to the Kittians (O'8°12) — possbly areference to Rome (cf. Dn. 11.30), or to the Sdeucids (1QpHab
ii . 12ff.).> Examples of this could be multiplied. Bruce comments, “ These persons and events were understood
to beong na to the time immediately following the prophetic pronauncements but to the time immediatedy
following the rise and activity of the Teacher of Righteousness”* This method d interpretation as exemplified
in the Habakkuk commentary demands the fragmentation d the text so that in its various parts it may be
referred to the new situation. Further, since the original historical situation seems to be of little account in any
case, the transition to allegarism is an easy ore, a method especially ready to hand where the text was

' Cf. F.F. Bruce, Biblical Exegesis in the Qunran Texs (Tyndale, London 1960; W.H. Brownleg The Meaning o
the Qumréan Scrolls for the Bib{®©.U.P., New York, 1964), ch.4.

? Quotations are from T.H. Gaster, The Scriptures of the Dead Sa Sed (Sedker & Warburg, London 1957, standard
reference abbreviations, however, being used.

° F.F. Bruce, op. cit., pp. 22ff; Bruce, The Teacher of Righteousnessin the Qunmran Texts (Tyndale, London 1956,
pp. 10-11; H.H. Rowley, The Teacher of Righteousnessandthe Dead Sa Srolls (John Rylands Library, Manchester,
1957), p. 127ff.

‘ Biblical Exegesisp.10.
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fragmented. Thus, “Lebanor?’ in Hab. 2.17 refers to the Communal Council, and the “beasts” to “the simple-
minded Jews who carry out the Law” (1QpHab xi.17ff). T.H. Gaster is probably right in suggesting that “the
point of the interpretation lies in the fact that the members of the Brotherhoodwore white,”® and this tends to
emphasise that the interpretation is allegorical.

W.H. Brownleehas suggested that this type of commentary should be called midrash pesher to indicate
affinity with the exegetical method d the old Jewish commentaries, yet to dstinguish it from other types of
Jewish midrash.® However, the usefulness of this classfication is doubtful, since midrash is hardly a rigidly
defined method d exegesis, and the double termindogy ony tends to cloud the diff erences. Superficialy there
is often a similar form with the scriptural quotation a phrase followed by its interpretation. However, the
Qumran pesharim are marked out by ther strong eschatological emphasis and by a more definitive
presentation. Midrashic exposition, on the other hand, sees a multiplicity of meanings in each word o
Scripture, gained through a process of progressve interpretation. For this reason the views of a number of
Rabbis may be cited and even set in debate where there is disagreanent. The midrash hdakhah hence
becomes the reading d the “oral traditions’ back into the Torah, thus demonstrating their Mosaic origin and
establi shing their authority. The parabalic aspect of midrash haggadabseems to be completey missng from
the Qumran commentaries.

It has been suggested that the method d exegesis in the Epistle to the Hebrews has griking parallels
with the pesher method d Qumran. F.F. Bruce has thought that the most striking paralleél related to Hab. 2.3f.’
In the Habakkuk commentary, the passage is referred to those who will know God's deliverance from the
house of judgment because of ther continuing dedience to the Law and their faith in the Teacher of
Righteousness(1QpHab vii.6ff). In Heb. 10.37-39, it isreferred to thase who “ have faith and keep their souls’
in waiting for the coming ore. Bruce has suggested that the application might be rendered in pesher idiom
thus:

For still the vision awaits its time; it hastens to the end —it will nat lie. If it sean Slow, wait for it; it
will surely come, it will not delay. Its interpretation concerns those who look for the return o the
Messiah; the appointed time is very near, and the faithful ones wait in hope for him to come.

Behald, he whose soul is nat upright in him shall fail. Its interpretation concerns the apostates, who no
longer wait for the Mesdah; and because they draw back, God is displeased with them and they are on
the way to perdition.

But the righteous shall li ve by his faith. Its interpretation concerns thase who wait in hgoe, who do no
draw back like the apostates, for they are righteous, and because they are strongin faith they will save
their souls.

However, whilethereis a pesher type of application exharting continued faith in their spiritual leader who has
for them eschatological significance, this rendering shows the extent to whpsstieidiom is absent.

What cdlsfor close mnsideration here, however, istherelation o ch. 11 to this exegesis. The nedal to
see this in terms of the cntinuity of the agument is clea,’ bu, while there ae some developments of
though throughou this chapter, basicdly it seams related as awhole to 1037-39. The particular sedion d
exhortation in the Epistle begins at 10.19. The progress of though is that, having confidence to enter into
God's presence by virtue of Christ’'s better saaifice and having a gred priest over God's house, we ae to
enter fully into this experience halding fast to ou confesson; this is the more important when we @nsider
how serious is deliberate gostasy and haov severe a punishment it deserves; but ealy in you life &
Christians you endured suffering, proving that you could hdd fast; so, do nd throw away your confidence
now but presson to recave the promise; the prophet, seéng the imminence of the coming ore, urged that
God s righteous one lives by faith, and daes nat shrink bad; now this refers to us, who are not amongthose
who shrink badk to destruction bu among the people of faith whose soul is preserved — indeed, many in
former times have lived and even ded hdding onto faith in God' s promises which they believed he would
sometime fulfil; but now, having receved these better things promised, we ae encouraged by these who

° op. cit, p.253.

° op. cit, p. 64; cf. E.E. EllisPaul's Use of the Old Testamg@liver & Boyd, Edinburgh, 1957), pp. 139-147.
"* ‘To the Hebrews’ or ‘To the Essenes'®TS 9, 3 (Apr. 1963), p.221.

° Biblical Exegesispp. 82-83.

° Cf. J. Moffatt,op. cit, p. 158; H.W. Montefiorepp. cit, p. 185.
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have lived byfaith (but espedally by Jesus, the greaest example of al, on whom faith depends from start to
finish) naot to lose heat but to presson with endurance— your sufferings will , in fad, equip youthe better to
run the race of faith.

From this analysis, the primary function d ch. 11 in the development of this exhortationis clea. It is
not an exairsus onthe subjed of “faith”, but an amplificaion o 10.39, espedaly of 7/orews which, if nat
actually a periphrasis for “those who have faith”, certainly designates a classhaving this quality. In this view,
11.1 is to be seen as a description d the practical results of faith” rather than as a definition d faith.** The
contents of ch. 11 are summed up in 12.1 with végos papripwr, and the exhortation moves on to adduce the
supreme example of Jesus — he who is more than just an example, but is faith’s dpynyds and redetwrijs. Yet
they are nat being urged to Christian heroism of some quasi-Stoical kind. In the case of Jesus, suffering led to
joy anda sitting at God s right hand. They too must look beyondthe present suffering d sonly discipline to the
peaceful fruit of righteousnesswhich it produces (c. 11). There thus sen to be good gounds, in considering
the type of exegesis used in 10.37-39, for including ch. 11 in this consideration.

There does nat seam to be any paralld to this in the Qumran literature discovered so far. J. Héring
considers that the number of Semitisms in ch. 11 make it posdble that the author has used a Jewish midrash
eulogising the pious men o the past and that Sir. 44-50 provides a comparison.” The paralld is of importance
as providing background for the collation d a number of Old Testament characters, thoughit is hardly strictly
a midrash. C. Spicq sees this enumeration d historical examples as a classcal rhetorical procedure of
antiquity,” though, as he himsdf nates, Biblical parallds may be adduced (Ezek. 20; Neh. 9.6ff; Pss 78, 105,
106, 135 136). One might further mention the example of Stephen’s defence in Acts 7. The paralld is
remarkably close if it is remembered that for rhetorical reasons it would have been impossble for Stephen to
state at the beginning the passages which seam to be implied as the basis of this exegesis — such as “you are a
stiff-necked people’ (Ex. 33.3) and “The Lord, the God d ther fathers, sent persistently to them his
messengers, because he had compasson on lis people and on lis dwdling place; but they kept mocking the
messengers of God, despising his words and scoffing at his prophets, till the wrath o the Lord rose against his
people till there was no remedy” (2 Chron. 36.15-16ff). There are a few examples of midrash in which a
number of Biblical examples are brought to mind (cf. ‘Ab. Zar. 24bff). The feature of Stephen’s eech and
of Heb. 11, which is missng from the examples of midrash and from Ecdesiasticus, is their eschatological
progresson. The examples of hard-heartedness move forward to a signal example of faith in the faith o
Christ whois in fact the author and finisher of faith. This eschatological nate is in keguing with the Qumran
literature, though in Qumran exegesis historical sigrificance seems to be lost in eschatological fulfilment. In
Heb. 11 they are kept together.

However, it is important to consider the use made of Old Testament quaations in the Qumran texts
apart from the ommentaries. J.A. Fitzmeyer has analysed such qudations in some detail,* and it will be of
more use to ded with his conclusions than with this detail. He groups the quaations into a number of
classes. Two o these ae of interest here, the dass of “modernised texts’ and the eschatologicd class
Fitzmeyer uses the former term in preferenceto the designation “typologicd” to refer to texts which are used
of some new event on the mntemporary scene. “A situation is found in the Old Testament which is
anaogots to the new one and the two are linked by a common element in such wise that the old ore sheds
light and meaning onthe new and invests it with a degoer significance”*® The mgjority of New Testament
examples cited are from Hebrews.” The references in the Damascus document, however, evoke ajain an
ealier comment, for it seansthat “the old ore”’ loses its own meaning in the process of “shedding light and
meaning onthe new.” There is no hint that a situation was found in the Old Testament analogots to a
contemporary situation — the Old Testament reference was meant primarily for this contemporary situation.
Thisis e clealy in reference to such a passage & the one describing the works of Belial (CD iv.12ff).

** C. Spicq,op. cit, Il, p.336.

" R.C.H. Lenskipp. cit, p. 372.

2 op. cit, p. 104.

“ op. cit, II, pp. 334-335; cfibid., pp. 19-21.

* “The Use of Explicit Old Testament Quoatations in Qumran Literature and in the New Testament,” NTS, 7, 4,
pp.297-333.

“ibid., p. 309.

*ibid. p. 316n.
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Some of Fitzmeyer's references in Hebrews could be viewed similarly (as 1.5, 8-9, 10-12, 13 et al.), but it
must be insisted that in athers (as 3.7-11) the regard of Hebrews for historicd setting o what is fulfill ed in
Christ is evident. The regard for historicd setting is, however, present in areference set in the eschatologicd
class(CD vii.10-12), thoughthisis necesstated bythe text quaed (Is. 7.17). The eschatologicd emphasis of
the Qumran community has already been nded. Thereisastrongrelation d this in Hebrews to what may be
cdled “typdogicd”. Thus, Fitzmeyer's references to Hebrews under the eschatologicd class(10.30, 37-38)
may be readily augmented from his references under what he terms “modernised texts’ (notably 8.8-12).
However, the oncept of the mvenant merits fuller consideration later. What may be noted here is that,
whil e Fitzmeyer has $hown that the Qumran literature has classes of quaations which may be foundin the
New Testament, the comparison is a broad ore and, in fad, the broad use of these dasses in the New
Testament cautions against an easy conclusion d the dependence of Hebrews gedficdly ona Qumran type
of background.

Fitzmeyer has also gven consideration to the introductory formulae used in the Qumran literature.
These have simil ariti es with the usage of the New Testament as awhale, espedaly in the designation o the
Old Testament as “Scriptures’, with phrases parale to the wmmon New Testament introduction,
yéypamrrar.” However, notably this phrase only appeas in Hebrews by way of quaation from the LXX
(10.5-7; Ps. 40.6-8). In the comparison with Philo, it has been naed that the method d quaation in
Hebrews differs from the genera pradice of New Testament writers, Hebrews tending to emphasise the
divine source of the words. Parale uses in Qumran literature do nd show any red paralé to this, as the
words 9 quded are dways from passages arealy attributed to God in the Old Testament (cf. CD vi.13,
viii .19).” Other personal references of qudations are to the particular Old Testament personage mncerned —
as, for example, Isaiah (CD vi.7-8)." The cmparison with Heb. 12.21 — Moses to the people of Israd
concerning Sinai, “I tremble with fea” (Dt. 9.19) — is no red paral€l, for the latter could na be taken as
other than a human readion. This, however, is nat the cae in the Qumran references, which in a Hebrews
background might easily have been directly attributed to Glo#ié€b. 1.6-12).

Perhaps of more significance has been the discovery of the use of testimonia by the Qumran
community in their Mesdanic expedations. In particular, the document known as 4Q Testimonia @ntains
the following texts — Dt. 5.28-29; 1818, Num. 24.15-17; Dt. 33.8-11; and an elaborated version d Josh.
6.26. Except for the last these ae without commentary, so that it is therefore possble that it is portion o
another document.” The possble use of an ealy Christian colledion d testimonia by some of the New
Testament writersis aquestion d some importance® It has been more recantly urged with speda reference
to the Epistle to the Hebrews by F.C. Synge. He suggests that it is assumed that the realers agreethat the
passages quaed in ch. 1 refer to the Son and affirms, “The most satisfying answer to the last question [i.e.
why the readers $roud thus agreewith him] is this, that Hebrews has before him a @lledion d proof texts
which was alrealy an authoritative bookin the Church.”* However, it seams rather tenuous to conclude that,
as 1.6 seams to alude to Prov. 8.22ff and to foll ow this with a quaation from Dt. 32.43 LXX and as distin
Martyr, using proof-texts in the Dialogue with Trypha does from Prov. 8 to Dt. 32, “it seems clea that the
connection is not merely in the head of Hebrews: it is there in his Testimony!Book

C.H. Dodd fes rightly cautioned that the postulation d a document “outruns the evidence which is
not sufficient to prove so formidable aliterary enterprise & so ealy a date.”* The evidence points rather to
the existence of a method d Biblicd study invalving the seledion o cetain large sedions of the Old
Testament scriptures, espedaly from the prophets and the Psaims, and the study d these & whaoles on

“ibid., p. 300.

*ibid., p. 301.

“ibid., p. 302.

*W.H. Brownleepp. cit, p. 48; T.H. Gastenp. cit, pp. 353-355.

# ¢f. C.H. Dodd According to the ScripturedNisbet, London, 1952), pp. 28-60; E.E. Eltg. cit, pp. 98-107.

2 Hebrews and the Scriptures (S.P.C.K., London 1959, p.2. Note M. Barth, “The Old Testament in Hebrews. An
Essy in Biblicd Hermeneutics’ in W. Klasen and G.F. Snyder (eds), Current Isaues in New Testament
Interpretation (S.C.M., London 1962, p. 64— “His methodis neaer [i.e. than the pesher method the haraz (‘string
of peals) method d the rabhis, which in turn seans to be refleded among the Qumranites by the wlledions of
testimonid.

# Syngeop. cit, p. 4

* op. cit, p. 26.
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intelli gent and consistent principles as stting ou the “determinate cunsel of God’ fulfill ed in the gospel
fads. This whole body d material formed “the starting pant for the theologicd constructions of Paul, the
author to the Hebrews, and the Fourth Evang&fist.

The Qumran testimonia, however, at lesst bea witnessto the posshility of such a wlledion, though
it must be asked to what extent these passages were adually regarded as testimonia. Certainly, they hardly
figure dealy in the present texts as sich, Num. 24.17 keing quded in two passages (CD vii.19-20; 1QM
Xi.6-7) and ahers nat at al (thoughthere is an adlusionto Dt. 33.11in 1 QH ii.5). Thus, even at Qumran
there was a broad Scriptural reference even though there seans to have been particular interest in
Deuteronamy, the Psalms and the prophets (espedally Isaiah). It may be noted that there ae aconsiderable
number of quaations from Dt. 32, a passage to which there a onsiderable number of alusions in the New
Testament also (as in Rom. 10.19; 1 Cor. 10.20,22; Phil. 2.15; et al.). It is noteworthy that one of the
fragments from cave 4 includes the longer text of this Song quaed in Heb. 1.6, known previously only in
the LXX.*

This evidence d least points to a broader badkground d the Epistle than was formerly adnowledged.
The gproad to and wse of the Scriptures sow that the exegeticd methods of Hebrews may be related to a
Palestinian badkground thoughthe paralels are not close enoughto establish dependence This type of
approach to the Scriptures, however, may have had more influence in Jewish circles in the first century AD
than is realised from the main stream of Jewish literature.

(b) Attitude to Sacrifices, Temple and Priesthood

Possbly the reason why the influences of Qumran thinking do nd seem to have been preserved in the
main strean of Judaism was becaise of their rigorous attitude to Temple worship and the Jerusalem
priesthood It seems clea that they did nd rged anima saaifices and a priesthood in principle, but
protested against the evils and corruption d the Jerusalem cultus. It shoud be noted that this protest
movement began with the Hebrew prophets, who were @wncened on the one hand to reform saaificia
pradice (asin Is. 1.11; Jer. 11.12; Ezek. 20.31; Hos. 4.13) and onthe other to reform saaificial theory,
laying geaer emphasis on ethicd duty (asin Mic. 6.6ff; Hos. 6.6). Care must, therefore, be exercised na to
overestimate the originality of the Qumran protest, whil e taking nde of it as a particular protest movement
in New Testament times.

Philo described the Essnes as being “primarily religious devotees, nat by any cult of animal
saaifices, but in their resolve to maintain the sanctity of their minds’ (Quod Ommn. 75). It must be ayread
with Matthew Bladk that this is a “simple negative’.” There is no amplificaion to indicae that they
repudiated anima saaifices, only an assertion that such cult was not part of their commund life and that
they laid emphasis rather on sanctity. Josephus' reference in the Antiquities is more pointed. Blad renders
the best-attested text, “In sending ¢fts to the Temple, they render up (their) offerings with superior
purificaions as they think. And for this reason they are excluded from the pulic prednct and gve up their
offerings by themselves...”” “Gifts’ here ae dratijuara, a general term for offerings, while “offerings”
(Guoiar) are most usualy animal saaifices. On this understanding d Josephus, the group saw some duty
towards the Temple, but avoided contad with the crrupt cultus of the Temple, perhaps tending to a spiritual
interpretation of sacrifice.

The pradice of the Qumran community affords a striking paral e to this. Thus, it is laid dowvn that
“No oreisto sendto the dtar either burnt-offering a med-offering a frankincense or wood bythe hand o
one suffering from any o the proscribed impurities, thus permitting hm to render the dtar impure; for
Scripture says, ‘ The saaifice of the wicked in an abomination, but the mere prayer of the righteousislike an
accetable offering’ " (CD xi.18ff). Bladk has suggested that it is these precaitions with regard to the person
conveying the offering which may be implied by the “superior purificaions’ nated by Josephus. However,

®ibid., pp. 126-127.

*F.F. BruceNTS 9, 3, p. 221.

* The Scrolls and Christian Origir@elson, London, 1961), p. 39.
*ibid., p.40.

“ibid., p.41.
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it seems necessary to conclude that the saaificia system was adually regarded as being o much less
importanceto the Qumran community than Bladk seams to conclude from their pradice of sending dferings
to Jerusdlem. This is e qute dealy in the Manud, “When these things obtain in Israd, as defined by
these provisions, the Holy Spirit will i ndead rest on a sound foundition; truth will be evinced perpetualy;
the guilt of transgresson and the perfidy of sin will be shriven; and atonement will be made for the eath
more dfedively than by any flesh of burnt offerings or the fat of saaifices. The ‘oblation d thelips will be
al justice like the estwhile ‘pleasant savour’ on the dtar; righteousness and integrity like that freewill

offering which God deigns to accept. At that time, the men o the community will constitute atrue and
distinctive temple — a veritable holy of halies —wherein the priesthood may fitly foregather, and a true ad
distinctive synagogle made up d laymen who walk in integrity” (1QS ix.3-6). Blak is at variance with
Gaster’ s trandation here, rendering as if “expiation is asaured throughthe flesh of holocausts and the fats of
saaifice’, this not excluding, however, “the spiritual saaifices appropriate in such a ommunity.”* S.E.
Johnson agrees with Gaster's interpretation, and comments, “The Manua of Discipline by itself does nat
prove that the members of the sed participated in the Temple saaifices or refrained from them. The
Damascus Document, which in al probability comes from the same group, denources the mntemporary
cultus. When the Manual of Discipline uses sacrificial language it does so metaphbtically.

The Epistle to the Hebrews hardly forms a dose parallel to this kind d teading. In nocase is there
dlusionto the arruption d the cultus, only to its imperfedion and transitoriness Indeed, the regulations of
divine worship (Sikaiduata Aatpeias) were an integral element of the first covenant (9.1). It is only
becaise they were thus an integral el ement that they could foreshadow the goodthings to come. The ideaof
animal saaifices is nat repudated, thoughtheir effedivenessis limited to the purity of the flesh (77 7775
oapkos kabapdtnTa — 9.13). The deansing d the wnscienceis only possble throughthe better saaifice
“the blood d Christ” (v. 14). This latter is not a spiritualised symbal, but an historicd aduality, Christ
having ded “oncefor al” (épdmal). Thus, the new covenant is founded onthe perfed saaifice Ps. 40.6-8
isquaed in 105-7, but is not used to set “saaifice and dfering’ in contrast with the spiritual saaifice of
obedience (as in 1QS ix.4-5). Rather, the saaifices and dferings and bunt offerings and sin-offerings
offered acording to the Law are set in contrast to the once-for-all offering d the body d Jesus Christ. This
involved obedience becaise it was a sdf-offering (cf. 5.8), thoughthe “one saaifice for sins’ (10.12) is
hardly just his obedience, this being bu a part of his total self-offering. There is no repetition d this
saaifice but his followers are cdled uponto dfer to God through hm “a saaifice of praise’ (Guoiar
alvéoews — cf. Lev. 7.12, LXX), evidently seen as a thank-offering, and to be diligent in dang goodand
sharing, for God is pleased with such saaifices (13.15,16). Although this final chapter is generaly
adknowledged as an authentic part of the Epistle, it gives the impresson d an appendix, setting ou some
fina pradicd exhortations after the mnclusion o the main development of though.* This focuses attention
al the more on the central placeof the self-saaifice of Christ. There is no longer any guestion d corrupt
saaificia system, for the perfed saaifice has taken place The spiritua saaifices to which Christians are
cdled are not a @rredive to the evils of a system, but derive their meaning from the perfed saaifice (note
13.12,13). The pradices of the Qumran community offer striking parallels to this concluding idea of
spiritua saaificesin Hebrews, but insteal of being “not very far, after all” from it,” it is here suggested that
it is “quite some ansiderable distance avay, noretheless' is this passage is ®e in rdation to the teading
of the whole Epistle.

With regard to the Temple itself, the Qumran community does not appea to have been against it in
principle. Their return to the desert was a separation from the rest of society, but does nat seem to have
involved a rgedion d the Temple in favour of the tabernade.® In Hebrews, there is no reference to the
Temple (vdos), but consistently to the tabernade (ox7r1j). The explanation d this cen hardly be that the

*ibid., p.43. O. Cullman agrees with this, citing as further suppat 1QM 11.5-6, vii.11 - “A New Approac to the
Interpretation of the Fourth Gospeh ET, LXXI, 2, p.39.

' “The Dead SeaManual of Discipline and the Jerusalem Church of Acts’ in K. Stendahl (ed.), The Scrolls and the
New Testamen(S.C.M., London, 1958), p.137.

* Cf. J. Héring, op. cit., p.121 - “(a) Contrary to the rest of the epistle, its moral prescriptions are joined with ore
ancther rather badly, no more ae they conreaed well to the end d chap. 12; (b) it adds nothing rew; (c) only in this
chapter does the author speak as if he was really writing a’letter.

¥ S.E. Johnson in K. Stendahl (eay. cit, p.137.

* Cf. F.F. BruceNTS 9, 3, p.299.
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Temple had been destroyed and the cultus had ceased, otherwise anumber of passages in Hebrews would be
sheg anadhronism (as 8.4-5; 10.1-2).* One wonders whether it is redly a sufficient explanation to assert that
the writer is not dluding to an existing cultus and Temple, but is merely quading from the LXX. Thus,
Moffatt writes, “He never refers to the temple... It is the tabernade 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 religioh:..

There ae other fadors which suggest that the reference to the tabernade may be deliberate. The
people of God are portrayed as being “strangers and sojourners’ (11.13). Their promised land is not
Palestine, but a heavenly courtry (v.16); andthe dty they are seeking is not the eathly Jerusalem (vv. 9, 10,
16). Inded, athoughthey had gained approval through their faith, yet they did na recdéve what was
promised (v.39). To this corresponds the statement that the diildren of Israd were nat given “rest” by
Joshua (4.8).” There is no clea or strong statement against the Temple, though“tabernade” would painly
be the more wnguouws with this view of the people of God. This principle is extended, moreover, to the
people of God after the time of Christ. Althoughthey live in the time of better things, “the best” remains as
a promise into which they must be diligent to enter (4.1, 9-11). Furthermore, even as the bodes of the
saaificia animals were burnt “outside the canp” (the nomadic setting), so Jesus suffered “outside the gate”
(spedficdly the established city®), and his followers must go ou to him “outside the canp”, not having a
lasting city, but seeking that to come (13.11-14).

H. Koester may beright in seeking 1312-13 as formulated in conscious contrast to Lev.16.28,* but is
excedaling the evidencein concluding that “outside the camp” isin fad “the worldliness of the world itself
and the placewhere men are exposed to the experience of this world rather than seduded and proteded from
it”.* One does nat deny this as an element in the exhortation d Hebrews both here (“beaing h's reproadt”)
and e saewhere (asin 1032-33). However, a strong contrast with Judaism is certainly implied (note 13.10),
andif vv. 13and 14aretaken together it is clea that the very reason for our going “outside the camp” is that
we know ourselves to be “strangers and exiles on the eath”. The perfed saaifice did na take placein the
Temple, nor yet within an eathly tabernade. So Christians, withou lasting city and hence withou temple,
but aso ouside the canp with no eathly tabernade, are to offer up to God their saaifices of praise,
thanksgiving, well-doing and sharing. To use Koester's terms, there is here akind d “worldliness’ rather
than the “unworldliness’ of Qumranian detachment — it is within the adivities of the world that the reproach
isto be borne and the spiritual saaifices offered to God. But this must be kept within the perspedive of an
evauation d the things of this world as transitory — a feaure of the desert community, though no rigidly
worked out with reference to the Temple anaitbus

The Qumran scroll s expressforthrightly the mmmunity’s attitude to the Jerusalem priesthood One of
the gredest opporents of the Teader of Righteousness was the Wicked Priest. This latter term (Y77
17727) seams clealy to be apunfor the Chief Priest (U877 ]7727)." While there seams to have been ore
outstanding accasion when the Wicked Pries exhibited his hostility toward the Teader of Righteousness
(1QpHab xi.4ff), it may aso have awider reference than just one person, involving condemnation o the
whale Jerusalem priesthood This wider referenceis explicit in 1QpHab ix.4-7 — “(Hab. 2.8d), this refers to
the final priests of Jerusalem who will amassfor themselves wedth and gain by dundering the people but
whaose wedth and dunder will ultimately be delivered into the hands of the Kittaeans, i.e., ‘the rest of the
peoples’.” However, the idea of a priesthood is not spiritualised, but there is expedation d a purified
priesthood Asin Ezekiel’s vision d the restored Temple (as in 4046), it is “the sons of ZadoK’ who are
accetable priests. This designation is made with referenceto Ezek. 44.15in CD iii .21ff, while it is gated to
refer to “priests that still keep the Covenant” in 1QS v.2. The former of these two references may possbly
have an extended meaning related to the community as a whole, but the latter points to the eistence of
priests within the community (cf. 1QS vi.8). Indead, “The priests done ae to have aithority in al judicia

* Cf. J. Héringop. cit, p.13; C. Spicgep. cit, |, p.255; B.F. Westcottp. cit, pp.xlii-xliii.

* op. cit., p.xvi; cf. also pxxii; T.H. Robinson, The Epistle to the Hebrews (Hodder & Stougtton, London 1933,
p.115.

" C. Spicq,op. cit, Il, pp. 95ff.

®ibid., I, p. 427.

¥« 'Qutside the Camp’: Hebrews 13.921#h HTR, LV. 4 (1962), p. 300.

“ibid., p. 302.

“ Cf. W.H. Brownleepp. cit, p. 63.
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and econamic patters, and it is by their vote that the ranks of the various members of the ommunity are to
be determined(1QS ix.7).

The Epistle to the Hebrews does not sean direded against the arruptions of the priesthood but
against its inherent imperfedion. The referenceto the high priest being Hmsalf beset with wegkness(5.2) is
by way of contrast rather than of criticism. It could na have been atherwise — this is why Christ, while
experiencing all the frailty of the Aaronic priest, belongs to the superior order of Melchizedek (5.1-10). As
far as the eathly priesthoodis concerned, the writer cen designate it equally as Aaronic or as Leviticd (note
espedally 7.11). Ezekid seamsto have had general condemnation for the Levites, except the sons of Zadok
(44.10-16). There is no indication that Hebrews uses the term “Leviticd” in any restrictive sense other than
that imposed by the normal requirements for priests. Note 7.5 — “the sons of Levi who recéve the priest’s
officeg’ (cf. Ezek. 44.22; Neh. 7.63-64). However, no matter what the order of the eathly priesthood the
coming d Christ does nat merely invalve the typologicd fulfilment of the former priesthood bt a change
of priesthood (7.12). Thus, the usage of Hebrews may at most indicate that the question d whether the
priesthoodis to be regarded as Leviticd, Aaronic or Zadokite is guite irrdlevant to the writer’s though. The
focus is on the superior Melchizedekian priesthood a royal priesthood Again, Hebrews shows littl e of a
specifically Qumran background.

Mention must be made here of the dtempts to seesome relation between Hebrews and Qumran in the
light of comparisons with John the Baptist and Stephen.*” For Cullmann, the Scrolls open the way to the
understanding d what he cdls “non-conformist Judaism,” which can acourt for what were thougtt to be
late Hellenistic dements in the Fourth Gospel and in Hebrews. His thesis is worked ou in relation to the
Fourth Gospdl, but he mnsiders that the Epistle to the Hebrews “is in every resped closdly related to the
Johannine literature and must very probably be dtributed to the same groug’.” His line of argument has
three steps, showing a relation between John and Stephen’s group, the Palestinian Hellenists, a relation
between John and nonconformist Judaism and a relation between this nonconformist Judaism and
Stephen’s group. It is worked out with resped to ore theme — the oppasition to (or, rather, spiritualisation
of) the Temple worship.

Therelation between the Fourth Gospel and the Hellenistsis e in the spiritua approad to worship
in the discourse with the Samaritan woman (Jn 4.20-24). Thisis paral €l to the dtitude of Stephen, and the
reference of v. 38 (“others have laboured, and you fave entered into their labou™) is taken as a prediction
the Samaritan misson, established by the Hellenist Phili p (Acts 8). Cullmann considers that Stephen asserts
that the construction d the Temple was the height of Israd’s resistanceto the divine law (Acts 7.47ff).* One
may nate here that “the tabernade of testimony’ was made acording to the pattern which Moses had seen
(v. 44), and there is reference to this ssme point in Hebrews (8.5), thoughit is by no means clea that
kexonudmiora is meait to imply a aiticism of the later Temple. Again, in the Fourth Gospel it must be
noted that, whil e the Word is described as “tabernading’ (éoxrjrwoer) in our midst (1.14), the Temple itself
as the “Father’'s house” is defended against the abuses taking dacewithin its predncts (2.14ff). This has
some simil ariti es to the type of though at Qumran as described abowve, but is hardly echoed in Hebrews. The
point is that “As for the Essnes, we know that their attitude toward the Temple was nat as favourable &
that of the main body d Judaism, even if they did na go as far as the Christian Hell enists’.” Thisis of some
significance, even though Hellenistic Christianity had further reasons for their attitude to the Temple.

While Cullmann dces nat insist that this paemic is found as such in Qumran, he @nsiders it may
have been prepared for by it,* and, while not insisting that the Hell enists were former Essenes, he a%rts

0. Cullmann, “The Significance of the Qumran Texts for Reseach into the Beginnings of Chrigtianity” in K.
Stendahl (ed.), op. cit.; Cullmann, “A New Approacd to the Interpretation d the Fourth Gospel”, ET, LXXI, 1 and 2
C. Spicq, “L’Epitre aux Hébreux, Apadlos, Jean-Baptiste, les Hell énistes et Qumran,” RQ, 1, 3 (Feb. 1959, pp. 365
390. A similar line is followed by S.E. Johrnson in K. Stendahl, op. cit.; Wm. Manson, The Epistle to the Hebrews
(Hodder & Stoughton, London 1951), pp. 30-36 et al., sees dired dependence between Stephen’s message and the
doctrine developed in Hebrews. M. Simon, &. Sephen and the Hellenists in the Primitive Church (Longmans,
London 195§ criticises Wm. Manson's pasition (pp. 100ff), but himself concludes that “the Qumran sed was
probably close to the Hellenist§p. 91).

“ET, LXXI, 2, p. 41.

“Ibid., 1, p. 11.

 Stendahl (ed.)p. cit, p. 28.

“ET, LXX| 1, p. 11.
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that “they come from a kind d Judaism close to this groupg’.” M. Bladk has adknowledged the
impressvenessof Cullmann's case, but considers that his thesis may have been more wnvincing if the link
with Qumran had been through the Hebraists.*® However, Cullmann is nat regarding “Hebrews’ and
“Hellenists’ (Acts 6.1) as necessarily a lingustic distinction.” Further, the Acts references aside, it shoud
be noted that “Hebrews” is hardly a normal designation for Aramaic-spe&ing Jews. Bladk has pointed ou
that “the designation, ‘£Bpaior, was an archaic form of speed’.” This designation seems more suited to all
we know of the Qumran community. It is just posdble that, from the point of view of language, the
members of the ommunity might be known as “Hebrews’, and, becaise of some Hell enising tendencies, as
“Hellenists’, thoughthis term seams hardly compatible with their exclusive use of (or insistence on) the
Hebrew language.

C. Spicq hes taken a somewhat similar line, except that he dso brings Apallos and John the Baptist
into his discusson. Acts 19 relates that Apallos used Johni's baptism and was only imperfedly instructed
concerning the Holy Spirit. Some scholars have wnsidered it a distinct posshbility that Johnthe Baptist was
adually reaed by Essenes when he was “in the wilderness’ (Lk. 1.80), though no thereby confining Johnto
the Essene mould.” AlthoughJohn spoke of the one mwming after him baptising in the Holy Spirit, it is not
clea that he fully understood the import of these words. The acourts in Matthew (3.7-12) and Luke (3.7-
17) paint to judgment as the key to this baptism, while Mark (1.7-8) and John (1.15, 26-27, 29-34) give no
further indication as to what may be implied by Spirit-baptism. This could explain the misunderstanding o
his disciples concerning the nature of this baptism annourced by their master and aso the wnception o the
Holy Spirit so littl e daborated by Apallos and in Hebrews. The latter only conceives of the Holy Spirit as
“inspirer of Scripture and source of the gifts of grace not as agent of the Christian life’.” It is further
suggested that Apallos the Alexandrian could hardly have nat frequented the synagogue which could na
withstand Stephen’s wisdom (Acts 6.9-10), and that he @uld have been, if not converted, a least strondy
impressed by the preading o the first martyr. “One would best explain thus the evident affiniti es between
the ‘discourse of Stephen’ and the ‘Epistle to the Hebrews'. The universalist conception o a very spiritual
Christianity centred in the person d Christ, the exegeses of detail, the position adoped onthe Temple and
the relations of the old and the new covenant, are similar to such an extent that numerous authors have
attributed to the Dea®mn the aithorship dof the Epistle”.” The Qumran community saw themselves in terms of
the exile and exodus (1QS viii.11-13), this being proposed as the pattern for Christians in Heb. 3.7-4.11

Spicq concludes, “The Epistle to the Hebrews, which is — for style, if nat for vocabulary — the most
Greek writing o the New Testament, is also ore of two which have the most contads with Palestinian
Judaism. On the one hand, the Alexandrian culture of the author and h's dependence with regard to Philo are
cetain; on the other, his centres of interest, his apologetic orientation, espedally his exegeses, this or that
point of moras, present notable dfinities with those of the ‘exiles’ of Damascus or of Qumran”.” Spicq's
conclusion here is rather more balanced than that of Cullmann. The badkground d Hebrews is notably
complex, and, while its many facds must be taken into consideration, no single facd seans to provide an
adequate account of the background from which the Epistle emerged.

(c) Messianic Expectations

The Qumran community seems to have looked forward to three main figures — the coming prophet,
and the Messahs of Aaron and Israd.” It is espedally with the latter two that we ae mncerned here. Thus,
“Until the oming d the Prophet and d boath the priestly and the lay Mesdah (lit. “the Mesdahs of Aaron

" Stendahl (ed.)p. cit, p. 29.

“op. cit, p. 77.

“ Stendahl (ed.)p. cit, p. 26.

*op. cit, p. 78.
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* F.F. Bruce, Biblical Exegesis, pp. 41-55; K.G. Kuhn, “The Two Messahs of Aaron and Israd” in K. Stendahl (ed.),
op. cit.,pp. 54-64.
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and Israd”), these men are nat to depart from the dea intent of the Law to walk in any way in the
stubbannessof their heats’ (1QSix,10-11). In 1QSaii.11ff, the gopdlation “Mesdah” is given orly to the
“Mesgah o Israd”, who seems to be aroyd person, thoughthe text does nat spedficdly cdl him “king’.
T.H. Gaster considers that the term “Mesdah of Israd” here “means no more than ‘the duly anointed
king ”.” However, if it is true that this text is concerned with “the aministration o the future ided
community of Israd,” as Gaster goes on to adknowledge, it must surely be taken to have more than genera
significance to padnt in fad to an anticipated “Mesdah”, aspeda “anointed ore’. In thistext, “the priest” is
clealy the “Mesdah of Aaron’,” and takes precalence over the “Messah of Israd” in assembly and feast.
This observationis nat invalidated bythe final clause — “thisruleisto oltain at all meds where there ae ten
or more men present” — which extends the principle of the superiority of the “priestly” over the “roya”, for
the principle is seen in terms of its messianic fulfilment.

Now, it shoud be nated that, while bath “priest” and “king” in Israd were “anointed”, the developed
Mesdanic concepts of later Judaism looked for a Mesdanic figure who was notably a king. Thus, the
Synoptics bea witnessto the arrent designation d the Messah as “son d David,” a title which Jesus is
recmrded as expresdy avoiding in al three (Mt. 2241-46; Mk 1235-37; Lk. 20.41-44). The term had
bewme fraught with too much petty nationalism. The Qumran expedations dand in marked contrast to this.
K.G. Kuhn res concluded from the sedion d 1QSa noted abowve, “The eitire passage shows us with
complete cetainty the mncept of two Mesdahs: (1) the Messah of Aaron, the high priest and head of the
entire Congegation d Israd, and (2) the Mesdah o Israd, the pdliticd leaer, subadinate and secondin
rank to the former™

In Hebrews Jksus is interpreted in terms of bath priestly and royal (as exemplified in Melchizedek),
the stronger emphasis being onthe priestly. That he isthough of as the Davidic Mesdah is quite dea. Heb.
1.5 qudes Ps. 2.7 — “Thouart my Son, today | have begotten the€ — and 2Sam. 7.14 —“1 will beto him a
father, and he will beto me ason.” The second d these dealy refers to the Davidic Messah, being part of
the orade delivered by the prophet Nathan to David. Ps. 2 is likewise taken to be aroya Psam. The same
may be said o Ps. 45.6-7, quated in Heb. 1.8-9, and d Ps. 1101, quaed in Heb. 1.13. This latter passage
was evidently commonly referred to the Davidic Mesdah in New Testament times, as sems clea from Mk
12.35ff and pardlds. There seams to be an allusion to this passsge in Heb. 1.3, 8.1, 10.12, 12.2, and its
importance is heightened by the use of Ps. 1104 — “You are a priest for ever after the order of
Melchizedek”. There is ome @gency in F.F. Bruc€s suggestion — “There was a sound hstoricd
justificaion for ascribing a priesthood d this order to the Davidic Mesdah, for it is extremely probable that
after David's cgpture of Jerusdlem he and his successors viewed themselves as heirs to the aicient royal
priesthoodexercised by Melchizedek and aher pre-lsradite rulers of that city”.” However that may be, it is
clea that Melchizedek is used becaise he represents both the priestly and the royal. In ared sense it might
be said that “one man fulfil s the roles of bath Messahs’.” However, it may be truer to say that the Messah
isconceaved o as havingadual role. While the royal function o the Mesdah is e as Davidic, the priestly
function is certainly nat Aaronic. As noted ealier, while the saaifices of the Law pointed to the perfed
saaifice of Chrigt, the priesthood d Christ is of a completely different order. Nonetheless it is on this
priestly function that Hebrews concentrates attention rather than on the royal function.

W. Stott has given caeful linguistic study to the oncept of “offering” evident in the Epistle. He
considers that, in the heavenly role of our grea High Priest, the expiatory work has been finished and the
roya work begun® This roya work is an integral part of the work of the “priest after the order of
Melchizedek”, the latter being bdh King and Priest. Christ is depicted as “seaed” at God's right hand and
“appeaing for us’ (9.24); he is mediator of the New Covenant (9.15) and “ever lives to make intercesson
for us’ (7.25). Stott points out that it was by no means usua for the priest to be seaed for intercesgon, but
that this was rather the royal posture for intercesson, as is ®e in 2 Sam. 7.1ff — a passage from which
gudation is made in Hebrews as noted above. The Lord makes covenant with David through hs prophet
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Nathan. David' s resporseisto goin and “sit before the Lord” (v. 19), there to claim the mvenant promises
(vv. 24, 26, 27, 29). Hebrews depicts a roya priest seded, as David was, before God, not pleading a
saaifice (the “cleansing” having keen aready acomplished — 1.4), but now seaed in roya state ad
claiming the fulfilment of the Covenant promises for his seed.

This perhaps tends to owersimplify the situation, for the various concepts invalved in Stott’s
considerations may na be used with the degreeof exaanesswhich he presuppases. Nonetheless this gudy
must be given due weight, and, for the present purposes, gives a useful clue to the oncept of roya
priesthood elucidated in the Epistle. The priesthoodis avowedly nat the Aaronic priesthood This fad is
made quite dea by the wnsideration that our Lord descended from the tribe of Judah, “a tribe with
reference to which Moses oke nothing concerning priests’ (7.14), i.e. the royal tribe is nat at al li nked
with the Aaronic or Leviticd priesthood However, as Stott has made dea, the king might at times be
involved in some form of priestly role, though this was nat within the scope of the speda priestly
ministrations. In Christ, the priesthood is nat fulfilled bu “changed” (7.12), and the Melchizedekian
priesthoodis nat based onthe law of a physicd requirement but on the power of an indestructible life (v.
16). Yet, as noted above, Hebrews lays emphasis mainly gnitsthood of this royal person.

Whileit is clea that the Epistle’s concept of aroyal-priestly Mesgah daces nat stem from the Qumran
concept of the Mesdah of Aaron andthat of Israd, it must also be aread with F.F. Brucethat “the agument
of Hebrews is nat spedally direded against the Qumran conception d a priestly Mesgah”, but rather shows
more generdly the temporary nature of the whole of the order established in the wilderness days.”
Spedficdly anti-Qumran dcctrine might have onfirmed a Qumran badkground but this is not present.
However, Qumran may well have made agenera contribution to the badkground at this point, by an
emphasis on the priestly in Israd’s destiny. For them, this meant the Aaronic priesthoodand thus implied a
Messgah dstinct from the roya Mesdah of Israd and superior to the latter. Hebrews approacdes the matter
from the cnviction that the historicd person, Jesus was the one expeded Messah — there is no indicaion
that the writer has ever though that there might be any more than ore Mesdah. For the majority of Jewish
people, Messahship meant kingship. Hebrews takes this expedation bu concentrates attention on the
priestly function d this roya Mesdah, who was not (and could na be) an Aaronic priest becaise he was
from the tribe of Judah, but is priest of a superior priesthood* after the order of Melchizedek”. This concept
may na have been totaly strange to Palestinian realers as the expedation d a priestly Mesgah was present
in non-conformist Judaism, though its difference from the latter is quite marked.

(d) The New Covenant

The Qumran community seans to have see its existence and function in terms of the New Covenant.
Thus, the Zadokite Fragment spe&s of “the men who entered the cvenant in ‘the land o Damascus” (CD
vi.19). The “traitors’ have betrayed the New Covenant, nat keeuing faith with the Covenant of God,
profaning Hs haly name (1QpHab ii.7ff). This Covenant theme occurs many times throughou the Qumran
texts, but there is neal to consider the extent to which it was though of as being “new”. Thus, T.H. Gaster
asrts, “What was envisaged, however, was no ‘New Testament’ in the Christian sense of the term, no
abrogation a substitution d the old Covenant, but simply a new affirmation d it. This was in ac@rdance
with the traditional Jewish view that the d@erna Covenant is periodicdly redfirmed and that the Pad
concluded a Sinai was itself but a re-articulation d that which God hed previously made, in their severa
generations, with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob

However, while Judaism considered that the old Covenant was periodicdly renewed, this was not
usually cdled a “new covenant”. Indedd, Jer. 31.31ff which expresss clealy the concept of the “new
covenant” expresdy states that it will not be like the old covenant. Althoughthe principle of the new
covenant is dill the Torah, it is now to be put within them and written ontheir heats. This is more than a
redfirmation d the old covenant and seams to be in dstinction to such redfirmations. The same seans to
be true to a cetain extent of the Qumran community. It is true that a very grea emphasis is laid onthe
Torah. However, the Torah is £ as expounded by the Teader of Righteousness and the whale situation
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of the community is e to be echatologicd, awaiting the Mesdahs of Aaron and Israd. While in a
number of respeds the @mvenant seams little more than a redfirmation d the old, it is nonetheless the
covenant made in the last days with the faithful remnant (cf. CD xx.27-34). Furthermore, not only was the
Jerusalem cultus a matter of protest and d dwindling attention, but a person hed to enter into the mvenant
when he becane amember of the mmmunity (1QS i.16ff), and the various ablutions and the saaed med of
the mommunity took on in pradice d least, greaer significance than the cultus even despite its corruption.*
W.D. Davies has nated, “Thus the Qumran community is conceved as the faithful remnant, the true Israd,
the coommunity of the New Covenant: it seems to have experienced a divine sprinkling with cleansing water,
the outpouring d anew Spirit —akind d baptism of water and the Spirit. The ommunity looked forward to
a new Jerusdem and a new temple, where accetable saaifices would be offered by an accetable
priesthood.*

Thisisamore balanced view than that of Gaster at this point. However, the mmmunity’s approach to
saaifices houd be noted as above. The system of animal saaifices as such daes not seem to have had very
gred importance athoughit was nat eliminated from their though or pradice This would pdnt quite
forcibly to a more natably spiritual and moral interpretation d the Covenant than traditional Judaism came
to adknowledge before the fal of the Temple. Of course, some degree of spirituali sation was beginning to
take placewithin the synagogues of the Dispersion, athoughas long as the Temple ad its cultus persisted
this dill tended very much to be focussed onthe Temple cultus. Indedd, thisis not seen as distinct from the
Temple cultus as the doctrine and pradices of the Qumran sed seam to imply. It could hence nat come to be
regarded as being particularly a“new” covenant. The separation d the Qumran sed and their New Covenant
seem distinctive.

Hebrews also lays grea emphasis on the New Covenant. The longest quaation in the Epistle is from
Jer. 31.31-34 (8.8-12), but the ideaof the New Covenant figures drondy throughou the Epistle. Attention
only nedls to be direded to the sedions stting ou the relation d the old and the new, considered with
reference to Philo (see dowve p. 7ff). In Hebrews, the New Covenant is sen to be more distinctly “new”
than the same idea @ Qumran. The new is a “better covenant”, enaded on “better promises’, and mediated
by the one who hes ohtained a “more excdlent ministry” (8.6). Indeed, the old is becoming olsolete,
growing dd, and in fad is dmost disappeaing (8.13). Whereas the sanctuary of the first covenant set out
the barrier between the worshippers and God (9.1-10), Christ, the high priest of “the goodthings to come”,
set out by his perfed self-offering to remove the barrier of sin and a guilty conscience and so becane
mediator of anew covenant by which the cdl ed may recave the promise of the d@ernal inheritance (9.11-15).
The ideaof “inheritance’ leads the writer to think of stabijxn in its snse of “will, testament” (vv. 16-18),
thoughthe idearecaves 9 little mnsideration that it is probably to be seen just as an ill ustration d the
conredion ketween sta0ijkn and Hood whil e the though returns to the basis of the old covenant (vv. 18ff).
The basis of the New Covenant is the person, saaifice and priestly ministry of Christ. This is one naotable
instance where the cncept of the New Covenant here differs < dstinctly from that of Qumran. Despite the
Teader and the speda mediators of the latter days, together with a spiritual and moral interpretation o the
Covenant, the “Christian” orientation o Hebrews makes the latter radicdly distinct. The presence within
Palestine of abody d “Covenanters’ may have brought this eement of though to mind, thoughit is one of
the strands of Old Testament teading which one would exped the ealy Christians to seize and wse in their
expositions of the Way.

(e) Summary

The Qumran writings are valuable in the study d Hebrews, not because of any dired dependence
which may be proved, but becaise they indicae a broader badground d though from within which
Hebrews may have aisen. If a pure Philonism is inadequate to explain the badkground d though lying
behind Hebrews, neither is a pure Qumranianism, thoughthe latter shows that certain ideas which were
formerly regarded as distinctively Greek or Judaen-Hellenistic are to be foundin a Paestinian dssenting
groupwhich sough to be notably Hebraic. The means by which these ideas came to be present in this group

** Cf. M. Black, op. cit, p. 96ff.
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it isnat our present purpose to enquire. Certain feaures make their Qumranian form attradive to the present
study.

As with Philo there is a se&ing into the meaning undlying the Old Testament Scriptures — an
enquiry which leals to a similar disregard of historicd situation. With the Qumran literature, however, the
applicaionis not only mora, but spedficdly eschatologicd. Hebrews has a strong historicd sense together
with an eschatologicd and moral emphasis. It is this historicd sense that leals to the awnclusion that the
exegesis of Hebrews is nat basicdly alegoricd or eschatologicd but typoogicd. Yet having acknowledged
this, it is gill true that, while paralels exist to bah the dlegoricd and the eschatologicd, it is only the latter
which finds its place in the thought-structure of the writer.

The question d the use of testimonia in Hebrews and in the Qumran texts must remain an open ore.
Even if this use and is charaderistics be determined in the cae of the Qumranites, it is by no means
established that this is the method d Hebrews. Indeed, the Qumran pradice is of such importance in
establi shing the posshility of such a hypahesis that it can hardly for that resson ke taken as a sure sign o
interdependence.

The dtitude to Temple, priesthood and saaifices, is of greaer importance & beaing onthe very
fabric of though of the Epistle. It does nat seem passhble here to establish a dired relation, for Hebrews
strikes at deeper principles. The cultus is not described as inherently wrong, nor is there dlusion to its
corruption — rather, the cultus is imperfed. The spiritua saaifices of Christians gem from the one perfed
saaifice of Christ, a saaifice which was not merely some eitome of the saaificial principle but which
adually took gacewithin time and space However imperfedly, the old saaificia system pointed towards
this sacrifice.

A similar principle seans to be invalved with regard to the priesthood d Christ and the heavenly
sanctuary, except that the priesthood d Christ does nat seem diredly related to the Leviticd priesthood and
the heavenly sanctuary was foreshadowed by the tabernade rather than by the Temple. The Qumran scrolls
give insight into the complex of Palestinian thougtt at this point. The presence of such idess is important,
even thoughit is not clea that they were being acceted, rejeded o modified by the aithor of Hebrews, as
might be epeded if this badkground were spedficdly in mind. There may, indeed, have been some
conredion ketween the ancept of “tabernade” and the wil dernesscommunity of Qumran, thoughthe latter
do not seem to have thought of themselves in these terms.

With the concept of “priesthood’, however, the situation is more wmplex. There is no evidence so far
that the Qumran community though of there being any ather priesthoodthan that of Aaron. However, they
looked forward to two Messahs — priestly and royal — the priestly being the greaer of the two. The writer of
Hebrews knows that there is only one Messah, Jesus, historicdly of the tribe of Judah. Quite eaily,
therefore, he is e as roya Mesgah, but the writer wants to emphasise his priesthood This canna be
Aaronic in aigin, and so the theme of Melchizedek is developed. The Qumran emphasis on the Messah as
priest, it shoud be noted, is avery significant contribution, if only as an element of first-century Palestinian
thought.

Perhaps of even more significance thoughfor the same reason, is the existence within Palestine of an
eschatologicd community with a new emphasis on the Torah, cdling its members into a New Covenant
with the Lord, engaging in their own peculiar lustrations and communal meal.

However, all of these facds fal short of proof of a dired dependence of Hebrews on a Qumran type of
though except for thase who are satisfied by the slenderest evidence Nevertheless it is equally clea that
these facds enter into the badkground d though against which Hebrews has emerged. At this paint the
nature of the relationships is nat clea. What is clea is that the problem of the badkground d Hebrews
cannot be satisfied by any easy solution.
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I11. Hebrews and Early Christianity

Enquries into the badkground d the Epistle to the Hebrews are sometimes in danger of overlooking
the fad that, whatever other badgrounds of thought it exhibits, it is basicdly a Christian production and
needs to be regarded as such. Spedficdly, it is not to be regarded as Philonic or Essne. The presence of
bath of these modes of though in New Testament times contributing to the genera badkground d the New
Testament period has been reflected in other New Testament writings than Hebrews.

Some mnsideration hes arealy been gven this with reference to the Johannine literature and the
Christian Hellenists in relation to Qumran. However, the Christian badkgrounditself needs to be examined
more caefully with questions sich as these in mind — whence @mes the fabric of the Epistle’' s though? to
what extent were other facds of badground raleled by a incorporated into ealy Christian thinking?
Questions auch as these involve adélicae balance of judgment, and for that reason a simple solution reed
not be expected.

The following preliminary suggestions may, however, be made. It ough to be aiomatic that a
Christian writing must be examined in the light of the Christian message. It shoud, of course, be dea that
this message, presented to or from within different cultura badkgrounds, may find expresson in dfferent
terms. Yet one would exped the message itself to be basicdly the same. Any variations, modificaions or
developments of this message would be significant, but for the present purpose espedally such as gem from
the cultural background.

But the adltura badkground d the first century was quite complex, and it is being increasingly
redised that influences canna be @ rigidly separated ou as was formerly suppased. It is therefore quite
possble to seethe evidences of new bodes of materia (as currently the Dead Sea Scrolls) built into the
badkground not only of particular New Testament books, but of New Testament though as awhade. Thisis
general, but the determination d particular emphases and hence perhaps of particular cultural badkgroundsis
more complex than this. It is relatively easy to say that many aspeds are present, but quite difficult to affirm
that here or there one type of though predominates. Subjedive judgments can cloud ou the central fad that
here is a presentation of the Christian message.

(a) The Primitive Tradition

The aithor is clealy acqquainted with the fads of Jesus' eathly life. Thisis evident in those passages
which lay emphasis on hs humanity (as 2.14-18; 4.15; 5.7-10; 12.1-3; 13.12)." The evidenceis not detail ed
enoughto assert agjuaintance, but at three points the aithor seams to alude to elements of the Synoptic
tradition— the temptation of Christ, the purification of the Temple and the rent veil.

The references to the “temptations’ of Christ in 218 and 415 are to be gplied in a broad sense rather
than spedficdly to the temptations in the desert (Mt. 4.1-11; Mk 1.12-13; Lk. 4.1-13) or, for that matter, to
his testing at the hands of the Jewish rulers (Mt. 16.1; 19.3; 22.18, 35; Mk 8.11; 10.2; 12.15; Lk. 11.16).
Thus, the testing d 2.18 is gedficdly the testing o suffering, while 4.15 refers to the trials of human
existencein their broadest sense, including the knowledge of al our weeknesses (dobereiats), though te did
not because of this experience fall into sin. This may be paralé to the meipaouoi of Lk. 22.28. C. Spicq
considers that there may be aparticular reference to the sorrowful tria of Gethsemane (Mt. 26.36-46; Mk
14.32-42; Lk. 22.39-46) to which 5.7 clealy refers.’ The further questions of the relation d this to Lukan
and Johannine traditions will be onsidered at a later stage. At this paint the fad that the primitive tradition
is used is of more significance than the particular manner in which it is used.

With the purificaion d the Temple, the evidenceis not quite so clea. Christ is presented in Hebrews
as the one who is faithful as Son ower the house (3.6). However, o/kos is surely to be seen here in a genera
sense, as Spicg ndesin hiscommentary — “in the Biblicd sense of househald or nation, cf. Ps. 10521... the

' Cf. Wm Manson, op. cit., p. 191 - “the supreme ill ustration d the dose congruence of Hebrews with the Synoptic
tradition is, of course, the centrality of place given to the human experience of Jesus in ‘the days of his flesh’.
? C. Spicq L’Epitre aux Hébreuxl, pp. 99-109.

*ibid., I, p. 99.
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true people of God.”* Here there does not seem to be any reference to the sanctuary, eathly or heavenly.
Whil e Spicq seems corred in his comment on Christ's adionin cleansing the Temple — “When he enters the
Temple, he takes possesson d a heritage which is his own. The initiative to puify it is norma on the part
of the one who presents himself as Messah. Far from presenting the gpeaance of a usurper or an ambitious
person, he acomplishes his proper work and ads on hs full authority”® —the cngruity of this with Heb. 3.6
does nat make the latter an alusion to the former. The deaer point of alusion is Christ's entry into the
heavenly sanctuary. Again the entry isin full right as Son. The question is whether, even in the Johannine
acount (Jn 213-32), Jesus in this ad is regarded as King-Priest. This sans key to Spicq's argument —
“The historicd manifestation o Jesus as King-Priest in the Temple, whether at the beginning d his ministry
of salvation, or after his triumpha entry into Jerusalem, may be @nsidered as a type of his entry into the
heavenly sanctuary, in the presence of God, on the day after the resurredion.”® Indeed, the type of the
cleansing d the heavenly sanctuary is expresdy stated in Hebrews to be Moses' cleansing d the tabernade
(9.21ff). Thistakes much of the force out of Spicq's datement that “the inauguration o the priestly ministry
of Christ in heaven is like apurificaion d the sanctuary.”” Now it is true that the Johannine acourt links
the deansing d the Temple with the saying, “ Destroy this temple, andin threedays | will raiseit up’ (2.19),
asaying referred by the evangelist to Jesus' deah and resurredion (vv. 21, 22), and that the Fourth Gospel
understands the eathly ministry of Jesus in terms of the divine shekhinah Indeed, this latter point has been
noted ealier, but it seans an ower-elaboration o the fads to find in Hebrews clea alusions to the deansing
of the Temple even throughthe mediation d the Fourth Gospel, thoughit would be equaly incorred to
assert that the writer is clearly ignorant of this incident.

The dlusion to the breking d the veil of the Temple is rather cleaer. Apart from the Synoptic
references to this event (Mt. 27.51; Mk 15.38; Lk. 23.45), Hebrews is the only New Testament writing to
make referenceto the kararéraoua (6.19; 9.3; 10.20). The seaond d these references aludes diredly to the
plan o the tabernade, sedng as the significance of the veil that the way into the Holy Placé has not yet
been made evident (9.8). The situation is different for the Christian — the Christian hoge is nat only founded
on the unchangeale purpose of God (6.17-18) but enters within the veil where Jesus has entered on ou
behalf as forerunrer, having become the Melchizedekian High Priest (6.19-20). “Within the veil” (¢is 10
éowTepor ToU kaTameTdouaTos) isto bethough of here @ the very presenceof God, but thereis no “veil”
in the sense of a barrier. Indeed, not only does the Christian’s hope enter within the vell, but this is where
the Christian properly belongs. By the blood d Jesus the Christian now has confidence (rappnoia) to enter
even the haly place nat only becaise the grea High Priest is arealy there, but becaise he has inaugurated
the new and living way through the veil (10.19-21).

An important exegeticd point depends on the understanding d the phrase ToiT” éonr Tiis capkos
avTor, apoint which has considerable beaing onthe significance of the velil. It seems grammaticdly most
natural to take this phrase with i@ 100 kaTameTdoparos, €ther in appaosition a diredly as a genitive. In
either of these caes there is the dosest possble mnredion, if not adud identificaion d “the veil” with
“his flesh”. Some exegetes who take this view see adired allusion to the rent veil of the Temple and the
flesh of Christ as abarrier which had to be rent before he culd enter into the haliest.” G.L. Archer attempts
to work this out in more detail, the vell in the old sanctuary representing the odpé or human nature which
forms the barrier between man and God. Christ, however, assumed “flesh” (cf. 2.14; 5.7) which he gave up
to be torn and gderced by crucifixion thus in his flesh rending the barrier separating kelievers from their

*ibid., I, p. 66.
®ibid., I. P. 105.
®ibid., I, p. 106.
"ibid., 1, p. 107.

* The phrase 7w ayiwr coud conceivably be taken as masculine here — “the way traversed by the saints’, but the
neuter follows more closely the usage of the conteit). Héringop. cit, p. 82.

° M. Dods, op. cit., p. 346, citing with approval A.B. Davidson; T. Hewitt, The Epistle to the Hebrews (Tyndale,
London 1960, p. 161 R.V.G. Tasker, The Gospel in the Epistle to the Hebrews (Tyndale, London 1950, pp. 30-31,
seesthisto be the significance“if ‘the flesh’ isidentified with ‘the veil’.” However, he thinks that the phrase “may be
interpreted na in close cnredion with the veil, but as descriptive of the manner in which Jesus opened up a way
through the vei.
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God.” However, this interpretation adds too much to the though of Hebrews. There is no reason why the
barrier should be particularly designatdéiésh’. This seems almost an allegorisation of Hebrews!

R.C.H. Lenski attaches the phrase to “the veil”, but invests the latter with qute adifferent meaning.
Whil e the veil was a barrier for the body d worshippers, it was neverthelessthe only means of entrance to
the inner sanctuary — used as auch orly by the high priest once ayea. “The aucified Christ is the entrance,
the entrance veil”." In this nse bath “vell” and “flesh” are seen in closest conredion with the “new and
livingway”, thoughmore anphasis neals to be given hereto the living Christ as constituting the living way
inaugurated in his flesh. Lenski does nat think the writer makes any use of the rent veil, never in fad going
beyond the original tabernacfe.

Spicq's view expressed in his introductory volume seans smilar to that of Lenski. The veil was the
symba of the inaccesshility of Yahweh. Jesus, by his @aaifice has entered into the true sanctuary, into the
presence of God, and hes been establi shed there permanently to exercise his priestly ministry on kehalf of
sinners. Thus, humanity is redeemed, and the relations and intimacy between humanity and God rendered
impossble by sin have been established. Spicq considers that this is gedficdly expressd by the metaphar
of the rent veil, but he ontinues, “The latter is therefore removed, or better it becomes in the Christian cult
the symbal of an opening, an entrance, and consequently is applied to the very person o Christ who, by his
deah, has removed this barrier”.”* In his commentary, Spicq seems not only to dsagree with Lenski (and
Windisch) on the matter of alusion to the rent vell but also on the @nredions of the phrase under
consideration. He links the phrase, not with “the veil”, but with odor, and regards the two genitives (700
kaTameTdopos and s oapkos avTod) as congtituting a brachylogy, the former to be taken spatialy, the
latter instrumentally, bath being dependent on the preposition id. Although e does not here identify Christ
(or his flesh) with the veil, the “living way” is norethelessthe incarnate Son who by hs saaifice leads us
into the heavenly sanctuary since his ascension.

Spicq is nat the first who hes ough to avoid sedng Christ’s flesh as in any way a barrier by linking
the phrase with “way”. B.F. Westcott seeks a solution in the same diredion, thoughas a genitive in dred
dependence on the latter — “away throughthe velil, that is away consisting in his flesh, his true nature” (cf.
NEB, “the way of his flesh”).” J. Héring arrives at a similar conclusion, insisting that either a dative or the
repetition d the prepaosition s:¢ would be necessary for Spicg’s construction. However, the point is mainly
grammaticd, for he understands this genitive, nat as indicaing Christ's flesh as the way (which,
incidentaly, as it stands leares the question d how it is ®en as a“living way”), but as indicaing the way
“which has been opened and traversed by his gershere is, perhaps, an allusion to the rent'¥eil.

It is not the purpose here to solve this exegeticd problem, thoughits relevance to the issue under
consideration is quite dea in this passage in which the posshility of alusion d the rending o the Temple
vell is most distinct. The “adlegorising’ interpretation implies a direct alusion, but this is far-fetched and
such clarity of alusion is not present in the text. If the phrase is taken with “way”, it is a reasonable
posshility that there is an indirect allusion to the event as an dement in the passon rarrative. Certainly,
there is congruity in this passhility. In the identificaion o Christ's flesh with the veil in the sense of a
means of entry, however, the situation is nat so clea. In this case, the old vell is completely dore avay
with, rather than rent apart — a though which would correspond to the dtitude of the Epistle to ather
institutions of the Old Testament cultus. If the rendingisin mind, it is necessary to seeit, nat as the symbal
of the bre&king davn o the barrier between man and God, but as the arogation d the old institution. Y et
the writer neads no suppating hstoricd evidenceto make such an assertion, just as he needs no alusion to
the destruction d the Temple. In viewing all the evidence however, the writer lays considerable enphasis
on the openness of the way into the most haly place ad there seems at least quite areasonable possbility
that the writer may be indiredly aluding to the ealy tradition o the rent vell, reported by dl three
Synoptists without comment or theological elaboration.

* op. cit, p. 63.

" op. cit, pp. 345-346Cf. F.C. Grantpp. cit, p. 49—*“Jesus’ flesh is now the ‘curtaif’.
* op. cit, p. 347.

¥ L’Epitre aux Hébreuxl, p. 108.

“ibid., II, p. 316.

* op. cit, p. 322.

' op. cit, pp. 97-98.
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Anather point of spedfic dlusion to the life of Jesus is to be foundin 1312 — “Jesus... suffered
outside the gate.” The Synoptics make no speda point abou the situation d Golgotha, the site of the
crucifixion. The Fourth Gospel mentions that it was “nea the dty” (19.20), but thisis given no theologicd
significance It is merely the statement of afad for the benefit of those who may na have been familiar with
it. The writer of Hebrews takes this fad and wses it to addressthe strongest chall enge of the Epistle. To be
“outside the canp” was to be unclean and an outcast of the people. Jesus did na die in a nomadic setting —
rather, he suffered “outside the gate,” but this beas the same reproach and the writer easily reverts to the
same figure. As H. Koester has noted, the terms “gate” and “suffer” paint to the historicd fad of the
Christian revelatior.

A further asped for consideration with resped to the primitive tradition is the relation between
Hebrews and the gostolic kerygma. To athers must be left the questions relating to the contents and form of
this kerygma.” The question kefore us here is whether Hebrews clealy exhibits the main feaures (as far as
these can be deduced) of the ealy kerygma. A goodstarting pant is to analyse the though of the Epistle in
terms of C.H. Dodds simmary.” With a rephrasing d Dodd s terms, the following elements are dealy
present. The prophedes have been fulfill ed in God s revelationin his Son (1.1,2) — indeed, the whole system
of sanctuary, priesthoodand saaificeis fulfilled in him (5.1-10 etc.); he is the Davidic Mesgah (7.14); he
cameto doGod s will (10.7), dedaring the message of savation (2.3); he suffered (5.8; 13.12) deah onthe
Cross(12.2) in arder to ddliver those in bondge to the devil (2.14,15) and to bea the sins of many (9.28);
God raised him from the deal (13.20); he is now a God's right hand (1.3,13; 8.1; 10.12; 12.2); he is to
appea asemndtime in conredion with salvation and judgment (9.27-28; 10.25ff, 37-39); hencethe cdl to
faith (10.19ff)°

When this is compared with the outlines of the gostolic kerygma derived by Dodd from the Pauline
epistles and the ealy speedes of Acts, it is clea that al the principal elements are present. Two elements,
however, are dsent from this sImmary — the Holy Spirit and the New Age. It is true that the main function
of the Holy Spirit in the Epistle is revelation (3.7; 9.8; 10.15) and that there is pradicdly no elaboration o
the role of the Spirit in the life of the believer. However, the theme is nat absent — “distributions of the Holy
Spirit” were the divine withesses confirming the spoken word (2.4); believers had been made “partakers of
the Holy Spirit” (6.4), and thus it was very grave if they shoud insult “the Spirit of grace (10.29). The
eschatology of the Epistle will be receiving its own due consideration.

With referenceto the New Age, however, it shoud be noted that Dodd may have overemphasised this
concept. R.H. Mource hasrightly insisted that there was no explicit testimony to the ariva of the New Age
inthe ealy preading, but rather “a polemic presentation o the aucial fads concerning Jesus of Nazaeth.”*
Two references might be dted, nonetheless to indicae the mnguity of Hebrews at this point with this
dement of ealy though — the cming d Christ was at “the wnsummation d the ages’ (9.26; cf. 1.2) and
Christians are experiencing alreddlye powers of the coming dgé6.5).

What is of greaest importance here, however, is not that references can be foundto these dements of
the primitive kerygma, but that these dements are not incidental to the writer's though. They may nat
aways be the themes given the most detailed expasition, but they always form the badkground to and
undergird those themes. Thus, to cite one example, whil e the heavenly priesthood d Christ is a development
of though nat clealy present in the ealiest traditions of primitive preading, it can be shown to depend
esentialy on the dements noted above — the dement of fulfilment is important in the writer’s typology
with resped to the ministry of Christ; while Jesus is notably High Priest, he is the royal Melchizedekian
priest; the experiences of his eathly ministry prepared him for his particular priestly ministry in heaven; his
deah constitutes the priestly offering he makes; his resurredion and exaltation represent his entry into the
hearenly sanctuary and commencement of his priestly work. His soond appeaing, of course, being still a

“HTR LV, 4, p. 301.

*® C.H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching andits Devedopments (Hodder & Stoughton, London 1936; H.J. Cadbury,
“Acts and Eschatology’ in W.D. Davies and D. Daube (eds), op. cit., pp. 317f; T.F. Glasson, “The Kerygma: Is Our
Version Corred?’ in HJ, LI (Jan. 1953, pp. 129132 C.F. Evans, “The Kerygma” in JTS VII (Apr. 1950, pp. 25
41; R.H. MounceThe Essential Nature of New Testament Preactiegdmans, Grand Rapids, 1960), pp. 60-128.
* The Apostolic Preachingp. 17, 21-24.

* Cf. A.M. Hunter,Introducing New Testament Theolg@:C.M., London, 1957), pp. 119-120.

% op. cit, pp. 85-87.
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matter of Christian hope caand be the basis of this priesthood as can the acomplished aspeds of the
proclamation- yet it points in some sense to the consummation of this priestly ministry.

There is ome disagreement among scholars concerning the eschatology d the Epistle. Thus, J.
Héring adknowledges the essential placeof eschatology to the Christian Gospel — “If the oppasition between
the two aeons plays a relatively unolirusive role in the Old Testament, so that one @uld withou difficulty
remain a Jewish theologian whil e denying it, the situation is different on the terrain of the Gospel, where it
is presuppcsed even when it is not expresdy developed.”” Neverthelesshe mnsiders that the eschatology o
Hebrews has been so profoundy modified by Platonic idedism that essential Christian concepts sich as the
resurredion and the new credion find pradicdly no gdacein it. By the aithor’'s nomadic view of the
Christian life pressng onto the goa fixed by the divine promises, the Judaeo-Christian “linea” view of
time (as against the Greek “cyclic” view) has been redaimed — “But on the other hand, he ignares dl of the
doctrine of a new credion, which elsewhere in Chritianity is the norma outcome of the development of
‘the times .”** However, it has been naed ealier that the treament in Hebrews of the shadow and thered is
more in line with eschatologicd than with Platonic though. The though of Hebrews canna rightly be fitted
into a Platonic cosmology d two superimposed and coexistent worlds™ — indeed, 11.3, which is cited in
support bears the distinctly un-Platonic doctrine of creation.

It is griking to nde by way of contrast C.K. Barrett’s conclusion that Hebrews “stands in close
contad with the primitive theology’ and that “the common pettern of N.T. eschatology is in Hebrews made
uncommonly clea.”” Barrett disagrees with Moffatt who seems to regard the writer's eschatology as an
incompatible aldition to the ideas of the high-priesthoodand the two worlds.” It may be ayreed with Barrett
that “the though of Hebrews is consistent,” bu his affirmation that “in it the eschatologicd is the
determining element”* is a littl e too emphatic. There is obviously a broader basis than simply eschatology,
thoughBarrett may here be cncaving d eschatology as including the whale primitive kerygma. Thus while
Phil o approacdhes the Old Testament from presuppasitions of Greek phil osophy and the eoistle of Barnabas
from the Midrashic traditi on, the only presuppasition d Hebrews is “primitive Christian eschatology’.” The
esential feaures of this eschatology can be dealy percaved. As Barrett has it, “God has begunto fulfil his
ancient promises; the dawn of the new age has broken, thoughthe full day has nat yet come. The Church
lives in the last days, but before the last day.”* Reference @nfirming this pattern have been naed above,
showing that the oming o Christ was e to have eschatologicd significance (1.2; 9.26) and that
Christians are dready experiencing the powers of the new age, thoughthis, however, was gill “coming’
(6.5).

This theme, however, demands further consideration here. The resurredion from the dead and the
eterna judgment are dementary Christian truths (6.2).* This is why the dedsions of the present are so
important (3.13). That judgment follows deah is dill avalid principle, except that salvation for those who
egerly wait for him is the mnsequence following Christ’s deah to bea the sins of many — the full ness of
this completed salvation™ will be seen at his sandappeaing (9.27-28). However, just as the prophet had to
warn the people ajainst presuming onthe salvationin “the day of the Lord” (Am. 5.18-20), so in this epistle
“the day drawing rea” is to be the matter of eanest exhortation (10.25), since espedally for those who
continue to sin after receving the knowledge of the truth there remains only a “terrifying expedation o
judgment (10.26-27 and ff). Inded, the parousia may invalve ather destruction a preservation dgpending

*“Eschatologie biblique et Idéalismiafnicieri in W.D. Davies and D. Daube (edsp. cit, p. 450.

“ibid., p. 453.

*ibid., p. 450.

*ibid., pp. 390, 391.

*op. cit, p. liv.

?’W.D. Davies and D. Daube (edop. cit, p.366.

*ibid., p. 373.

* Ibid., p. 391.

* This verse has made differing impressons. Thus, C.K. Barrett, in ibid., pp. 363364 — “The theme of judgment
belongs to elementary but esential Christian dactring”; but J. Héring, ibid., p. 451 - “As for the resurredion d the
dead in general or that of Christians in particular, the author only mentions it in passng among the dementary
teachings that the recipients of the epistle ought to have gone beyond long since.

** The mmpleteness of this one saving ad is emphasised here, nat only by dwaé, but aso by the phrase xwpis
apaptias which seems best interpreted herérast to deal with sih So most commentators.
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on whether one has faith (10.35-39). Alrealy in the establishment of the new covenant the old is e to be
obsolete and ready to disappea (8.13) and the time of reformation to be gproaching (9.10). There yet
remains to happen the final catastrophe in which the whole aeaed order will be removed. Thus will remain
the unshakeable kingdan (12.27-28) and ou goal of the cming lasting city will be redised (13.14).
However, in some measure it is true that we have dready come to Mourt Zion and to the dty of the living
God, the hearenly Jerusadlem (12.22). At whatever stage the development of eschatologicd events is
considered, Jesus Christ is the key to the whole process(13.8). Thus, it is the one in whom God hes goken
to usin these last days and who is now seaed at the right hand d the Majesty on hHgh (1.1-4) to whom it is
implied the world to come will be subjected (2.5-10).

The dfinity of this type of though with primitive eschatologyis clea, as aso is the substantia place
it occupies in the Epistle. The relation d this to the rest of the writer’s though confirms the impresson o
the onsistency of the whole. Héring's notion that Hebrews has a Platonic cosmology d two superimposed
and coexistent worlds (as noted above) does nat take sufficient acourt of the cirondogicd and hence
eschatologicd naote in the cmparisons made. This is why there isred paint in cdling them typology rather
than alegory. The red existence of the “copies and shadows’ is howhere denied. These, however, were
forward-painting — that is why they becane obsolete and rea disappeaing when the new covenant was
established (8.5,13). No longer could they redly serve @& copies and shadows. Moreover, the perfed
sacaifice itsalf was historicd (a distinctly un-Platonic dement which is key to the writer’s teading onthe
Priesthood d Christ and onthe heavenly sanctuary). This chrondogicd progresson indicaes that the
writer's concept of the shadow and the red is quite eschatologicd, though fhis eschatology, like that
esawhere in the ealy Church, invalved an owerlapping d the two ages. Only thus could shadow and
substance be seen contemporaneously.

C.K. Barrett considers that the author's use of philosophicd and liturgicd language is his most
significant contribution to the problem of New Testament eschatology. “By means of this terminology it is
possble to impressupon lelievers the neanessof the invisible world withou insisting uponthe neaness of
the parousia.”* This ®eans to be a tiange of emphasis from the statement at the beginning d his essay.
Inded, it seams better to say that the writer saw clealy that the two ages are nat caadysmicdly separated,
but that in the Christian era the two must coexist for atime whil e the old is disappeaing and the new being
made manifest. There ae, nonetheless dedsive eschatologicd events — the ministry, deah and ascension
Jesus, which inauguate the new age, and his soond appeaing which will consummate the work of
salvation.

At anumber of paints, then, the Epistleis en to bea a dose relation to the primitive tradition. The
writer is acquainted with the fads of Jesus' eathly life, though no necessarily from our present Gospels. All
dements of the gostolic keygma are present and integral to his though. His eschatology keas drong
resemblances to that of the ealy Church. Of course, in nore of thisis it implied that the writer did na
develop this material and make his own important contributions or that there may na be other tracedle
influences. However, the Epistle is nat to be seen as an oddty divorced from the primitive tradition bu as a
writing clearly related to it.

(b) Paulinism

Althoughthe eridence seans dedsively against the Pauline aithorship of the Epistle, the problem of
its relation to Pauline doctrine remains. While substantial reassons can be found for denying the Pauline
authorship of the Epistle, the agument can be extended too far so as to imply that the Epistle had no
points of contact with the formative theological genius of the great Apostle Paul.

C. Spicq has given some dtention to the divergences of the Epistle from Pauline though.** Some of
these, in particular, seem quite dedsive. Thus there is no claim here to have recaved the gospel dired from
Christ (cf. 2.3; 13.7; but compare the cdegoricd clam of Gal. 1.12, Eph. 3.2-4). This Epistle usualy

* W.D. Davies and D. Daube (edsp. cit, p. 391.

* Cf. the analysisin V. Taylor, The Atonement in New Testament Teaching (Epworth, London 2ed 1945, pp. 102
111.

* L’Epitre aux Hébreuxl, pp. 145-155.
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moves diredly from Christ’'s deah to his ascension and sesson a God's right hand (1.3; 4.14; etc),
referring to the resurredion orly once (13.20; cf. 5.7), whereas Paul emphasised in al his epistles the faa
and importance of the resurredion (as, for example in 1 Cor. 15.3-8 and ff). For Paul, Christ is natably in
the believing soul, the phrase ¢ Xocomy (attested 164times in Paul’s epistles, including Philemon) being
the key to this concept of union with Christ, while Hebrews makes no reference d al to év Xpuota, but sees
Christ notably in heaven where one must go to appear before God (as in 1.6,9; 10.19ff).

Furthermore, there ae ceatain naable differences in theologicd emphasis. It is srely an
overemphasis to affirm with Spicq that the writer sets “faith in God’ among the primary eements of
Christianity which the perfed ough to have gore beyond (6.11). Primary indeed it is, but also founcktiona
(note deucAior), andis, in fad, given a very important placein the Epistle from this point (besides the very
significant chapter 11, note 6.12; 10.22,38,39; 12.2; 13.7). It is true that in Paul “faith” is espedally related
to “justification” and to establishing the believer in vital union with Christ. In Hebrews, “faith” is nat
espedally related to justificaion, being rather the dharaderistic atitude of the Christian life, “an arientation
of our whale life which gves it a new diredion and which aone can seaure, if not such mirades as those
acorded to the ancients, at least a sure entry into the promised land.”** No oppaition between faith and
worksis gedfied here. In 113, “faith” seemsto refer to an intelledua assent, but more usualy it isalife of
adive accetance of the divine promises. The tension between faith and works evident in Paul and James
does not seam to be present at al here. It shoud be noted, however, by speda reference to chapter 11 that
the people of old recaved divine gprova by faith (v. 2); Abd islikewise said to have recaved approva as
righteous by it (v. 4); faith is the indispensable cndtion for pleasing God (v. 6); faith is e to rest on the
promise and work of God (v. 10 etc.); and in 122 the faith of a Christian is shown to rest on the work of
Jesus. While thisis nat a statement of the Pauline doctrine of “justificaion by gacethroughfaith”, it is nat
incompatible with it.

Spicg’'s conclusions on the use of Sikaios and its cogretes” need caeful consideration, as his
judgments do nd aways sem acairate. Thus, it istrue that Hebrews ignares dixatdw (but apart from its use
in Romans and Galatians it is not common in the Pauline eistles), stkaiwors (thoughthis is only used in
Rom. 4.25; 5.18), dikaiws (thoughthis only occurs threetimes in the Pauline eistles if the Pastorals are
included), dikatos as diredly attributed to God (but the only reference gart from 2 Tim. 4.8 is Rom. 3.26)
and 70 Sikacor “just thing’ (to which the dea referenceis Cal. 4.1, but cf. dso Eph. 6.1; Phil. 1.7; 2 Thess
1.6). It istrue that Sikaiwua is used in the Epistle in the sense of rule or regulation (in the same @ntext,
9.1,10), but Paul, who wses thisword only in Romans, gives it awide range of meaning — sometimes neaer
to the use of Hebrews as “just standard or requirement” (as 1.32; 2.26; 8.4), once & a “just sentence’ (here
of aqyuittal, 5.16), and orce & “righteous ad” (5.18). However, it is quite begging the question to assert that
Sikatos (8s also sikatoovrn) is used in the Old Testament sense, as there ae variations in the use of the
correspondng Hebrew words in the Old Testament, as indeal in the use of Sikaios in the New. The
principal equivalent P*73 has the meaning o “guiltl ess withou fault”. In Paul, the concept spesks not only
of adivine verdict on a person, but of the divine saving adivity (Rom. 5.19). Hence God's righteousnessis
natably his sving adivity (Rom. 1.17) and so is the sole groundand source of his peopl€'s righteousnesson
the basis of faith (Rom. 3.21ff; 4.3ff; 10.3; 1 Cor. 1.30; 2 Cor. 5.21; Phil. 3.9).

Now, in Heb. 11.4, Sikaios as predicaed of Abel is more than mora reditude of which the cadinal
expresson is faith. Faith in this chapter is dways e as direded towards God and the divine promises,
which are future because not redised urtil the coming o Jesus (cf. vv. 39-40). However, faith before this
dedsive event must for that reasson embody more of the dement of hope than faith in the days of fulfilment,
but is dill an adive quality based onthe divine goodressresulting in dvine gprova (note 11.39-40*). To
note the difference of emphasis in qudation d Hab. 2.4, as Spicq dces — “faith, the source of justice faith,
the source of life"* — is to missthe similarity of meaning thus expressed by dfferent minds, a simil arity
which suggests that the writer at least had contact with the Pauline group.

*ibid., I, p. 148.

* J. Héring L'Epitre aux Hébreuxp. 103.

* L’Epitre aux Hébreuxl, p. 149.

* naprynbévres (v. 39) “having hed witnessborne (abou them)”, here implies clealy a good testimony (cf. Acts
6.3) and seems to refer to the divine testimony (as 11.4).

¥ L’Epitre aux Hébreuxl, p. 149.
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A further differencein emphasisis £ in the dtitude taken towards the Mosaic emnamy. For Paul,
the basis of this econamy appeas to be the Law, for Hebrews the priesthoodand cultus. Paul saw the Law
as inherently weak (Rom. 8.3) and consequently insisted that in nosense auld it be the basis of justificaion
(Rom. 3.20; Gal. 2.16; cf. Acts 13.39). Thejust requirement (76 Sikaiwua) of the Law could na be fulfill ed
on the basis of the Law, but only in the divine agivity in sending God's Son in the likenessof sinful flesh
and as a sin offerifg(Rom. 8.3-4).

Hebrews, in viewing priesthoodand cultus, alows ome dficag to the old system, even though bt
an imperfed shadow. Thus, “the blood d goats and buls and the ashes of a heifer sprinkling defiled persons
sanctify for the purity of the flesh” (9.13) — they restored ceremonia purity to those who were ceemonially
defiled. However, thoughsuch saaifices be offered continuall y, they can never cleanse the amnscience (10.1-
2; cf. 9.14). At this paint, one notes a resemblanceto Paul’s though, for just as with the latter justificaion
was impossble throughthe works of the Law, so here the ultimate onclusionisthat “it isimpaossble for the
blood d bulls and gaits to take avay sins’ (10.4). The dficag/ of the old saaifices was minor indeed,
though they did genuinely foreshadow the perfect sacrifice.

The Law did na prepare for the work of Christ in this way, thoughin aher respeds its function is
like that of the saaifices. The Law prepared the way as a matdaywyds eis Xpiotor (whether ei's Xpioror
isto be taken temporally or as a spatial metapha — Gal. 3.23-24). In this sme context the Law is described
as being added “for the sake of transgressons’ (rwv mapafdoewy ydoy, v. 19) — whether to ad as a
restraining influence on them or to stimulate sin (Rom. 7.7ff) so that it shodd be seen as “sinful beyond
measure” (Rom. 7.13). Thus, the Law canna be the basis of justificaion, for it is notably throughthe Law
that the knowledge of sik{/yrwois duaprias) comes (Rom. 3.20).

In Hebrews, the ultimate inefficagy of the Law (the saaificia code) to take avay sins points to a
positive function, for in the saaifices there is a ontinua reminder of sins (dvdurnots duapTior —
10.3).Thereis aparald at this point, thoughit must be noted that in Hebrews this “reminder of sins’ is part
of the imperfedion o the Law rather than an element in its preparation for the wming and work of Christ.
The concept of progression is different.

This leads to some @nsideration d this different though-pattern. Spicq has described the Pauline
pattern at this point a “multiform antithesis’ with the oppasition o Law-Gospdl, letter-spirit, sin-grace
slavery-liberty, works-faith, whil e the Epistle to the Hebrews has a “ metathesis’, the @ntrast between type-
antitype, shadow-redity being o kind rather than of degree™ This differenceis sen in the pardlel phrases
noted at the end d the previous paragraph. In some @ntexts, Law and gacein Paul sean to be successvely
involved in the process of savation. In Hebrews, however, the Law is nat involved in the process of
salvation as such, but insteal sets out imperfedly yet truly the means of salvation later to be manifested in
the ministry of Christ.

While atentionisrightly focused onsuch divergences from Pauline enphasis, it is plainly a distortion
of the fads nat to see &so the resemblances to Pauline teating. Thus, there seems to be asimilar doctrine
of Christ, his previous glory and part in credion. In Heb. 1.2,3, he is described as “heir of al things
(rAnpovouor mdrmwy), throughwhom (8c “ 0) also he made the world” and as “the radiance (¢ravyaoua)
of his glory and the exad representation (yaparxtijp) of his nature, uphdding al things by the word o his
power.” Having completed the task of purificaion d sins, “he sat down at the right hand d the majesty on
high.” “Heir" («kAnpovouor) and “firstborn” (mowrdTokor — v. 6) probably have similar force here and bdh
seam to refer to a pre-existent state of the Son — the former in a setting where the @ernal order is clealy set
forth, whil e the latter does nat refer to the mpwrdTokos as the one then creaed bu one who is before dl
things. The pictureis nat merely one of pre-eminencein time, but rather in gory (notev. 6; 2.9), name (1.4)
and essence (1.3).

“ wepi duaptias isthe usual LXX rendering for n8BT in the sense of “sin-offering”. Whether it shoud be so taken
here (as NEB) or as “to ded with sin” (as RSV) is a debatable paoint (cf. C.F.D. Moule, An Idiom-Book of New
Testament Greek (C.U.P., Cambridge, 2ed 1959, p. 63). The “cultic” interpretation d the deah o Chrigt is nat
absent from Romans (nate 3.25), but littl e significance is to be atached to the use of the same phrase in Hebrews as
this is only used clearly in this sense in quotation (10.6,8;fb6t3).

“ L’Epitre aux Hébreuxl, p. 150.
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To some extent this language seems related to that of the captivity epistles.” Thus, Eph. 1.20 presents
God as ding Christ “at hisright hand in heavenly places,” superior to every name (v. 21), with all things
put in subjedion undx him (v. 22; cf. Heb. 1.13; 2.8ff). In Col. 1.15ff, he is presented as the “image (e/xwv
—aword that is not as grongas yaparxijp, but is of parald significance) of the invisible God, the firstborn
(mpwrdTOKOs) Of al credion.” The ideaof the “new Adam” seems to be in mind here, though I is not
thereby though of as a part of the aedion, but rather as the one in whom the aeaion finds its meaning and
existence Thus, dl things were aeded “in him” (ér adryw), “through hm” (61 ° avror) and “for him” (eis
avtoy), and all hold together or cohere in him. This bears some resemblance to the teaching of Hebrews

Phil. 2.6-11 also contains paralels to the though of Hebrews. This passsge may have wider
significance than Pauline asociations, if in fad it represents an ealy confesgona statement. However, this
is not the placeto investigate this question na in any detailed way the weighty exegeticd problems of the
passage.” Significantly, the passage moves diredly from the passon to the exdtation o Christ — a feaure
drealy naed in Hebrews. “The form (zop¢#) of God,” whatever predse meaningisto be given it here, has
aforceparald to that of e/xwiv. While a this paint the doctrine is most predsely developed in Hebrews, its
heritage in ealier forms is plain. The theme of the self-humbling o Christ and o his obediencein the days
of his flesh is also set out in Hebrews (as notably in 214-17; 3.2; 5.8; 10.7,9). These various aspeds are
quite integral to the thought of Hebrews.

Further parallels with the Pauline epistles may be noted: a similar view of the new covenant (Heb.
8.6; 2 Cor. 3.9ff); asimilar view of Abraham’s faith as an example (Heb. 11.11,12,17-19; Rom. 3.17-20); a
similar view of the distribution d gifts by the Holy Spirit (Heb. 2,4; 1 Cor. 12.11); an apped to the same
Old Testament passages (as Ps. 8 in Heb. 2.6-9 and 1 Cor. 15.27; Dt. 32.35in Heb. 10.30 and Rom. 12.19;
Hab. 2.4 in Heb. 10.38, Rom. 1.17 and Gal. 3.11); asimilar use of the ahletic metaphar of the Christian life
(Heb. 12.1; 1 Cor. 11.24). The weight of these parallels could only be established after considerable further
study, and it canna be stated on the present analysis that they prove dependence They are, however,
conguouws with the general conclusion to which the evidence seams to leal, viz. that the writer to the
Hebrews, while dealy showing himself independent of Paul, is neverthelessin line with, and pobably has
contacts with, Paulinism.

(c) Lucan Writings

As ealy as Clement of Alexandria, some wnredion hes been seen between the Epistle and Luke.
Eusebius of Caesareahas preserved Clement’s opinion onthe matter (H.E., VI, xiv), viz. that Paul wrote the
Epistlein Hebrew, but Luke translated it for the Greeks and hence“the same wmplexion d styleis foundin
the Epistle and in the Acts.

B.F. Westcott has commented onthis likenessto the style of the Lucan writings as “unguestionably
remarkable.”* More recently spedal study hes been given to this isaie by C.P.M. Jones in an essay entitled
“The Epistle to the Hebrews and the Lucan Writings’* in which he seeks to establish that there is “akinship
of outlook, a ammon family likeness' between these writings.” The purpose here is not to solve questions
relating to authorship, but to establish the dements which form the badground d the Epistle to the
Hebrews.

To compare the styles of two sets of writings is a highly technicd and complex task. It is in order,
however, to make the general comment that, while Luke-Acts do nd achieve the rhetoricd podlish o
Hebrews, the style of these writings is noretheless quite literary, even thoughit seans to have been
deliberately varied in ac@rdance with sources and circumstances. The comment of C.F.D. Moule is

2 Cf. C. Spicg's anadlysis in ibid., |, p. 161ff. The questions of date and authenticity of these epistles cannat be
considered here.

“ A useful study o these problems which sets out and considers the main views is to be foundin R.P. Martin, An
Early Christian Confession. Philippians iii.5-11 in Recent Interpretafiyndale, London, 1960).

“ op. cit, p. Ixxvi. d. p. xIvii.

“ D.E. Nineham (ed.), Sudies in the Gospels. Essays in memory of R.H. Lightfoot (Blackwell, Oxford, 1959, pp.
113-143.

“ibid., p. 142.
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pertinent, “At any rate St Luke is lessuniformly e egant than the anonymous writer to the Hebrews, who hes
a mnsiderable sense of the rhetoricd and the poetic, and a style which has glitter if not warmth.”*" It
appeas, then, that it may be too superficial a judgnent to see arelationship onstyle done, except as this
may indicate some degree of literary trainihg.

B.F. Westcott has listed nineteen words and phrases exemplifying “the frequent use’ by Hebrews “of
words charaderistic of St Luke among the writers of the N.T.”* As C.P.M. Jones has noted, two o these
can hardly be justified in the list, but Jones goes on to add a further thirty-five words which occur only in
Luke-Acts and Hebrews.™ The significance of these listsis difficult to assess Indeed, it is difficult to justify
Westcott’s description d “the frequent use of words characteristic of St Luke’ (emphasis mine) on the
basis of words used orce or twice by Hebrews which accur once or twicein Luke-Acts. A similar comment
needs to be tendered concerning Jones' additional li st of words “only rarely found ouside these writings.” A
number of these, while used onseveral occasions in Luke-Acts, are & rare in Hebrews as in the rest of the
New Testament (as opidw, only Heb. 4.7, mepraipéw, only Heb. 10.11; mepicpyouar, only Heb. 11.37,
ordos, only Heb. 9.8; rexvitns, only Heb. 11.10; smooréldw, only Heb. 10.38). In the cae of oxdnpivw,
Hebrews quaes or aludes to Ps. 95.8 onseveral occasions while in the Lucan writings it is only foundin
Acts 19.9.

It may well be though that such words do nd form a strong tesis for comparison, as bnes ems to
adknowledge. In severa instances, however, even where the number of occurrences ems rather small, the
comparison seansto be significant. Thus Jsus is described as doynyds in Peter's peedesin Acts 3.15and
5.31 and also in Heb. 2.10 and 12.2.

In Hebrews the word tends to have particular force derived from the emphasis of Hebrews on
Christians as the pilgrim people. Thus Jsus leals (¢yaydrra) many sons to dory (2.10), while he is the
one on whom the faithful must fix their gaze a they presson in the raceof faith (12.2). Quite probably a
connection is to be seen with thedspouos of 6.20.

In the Acts references, even thoughthe force of the word may be different, it is sgnificantly set in
relation with “life” and “salvation’. Indeed F.F. Bruce has nated on rov doynyov 1ijs (wijs in 3.15, “in
Aram. this would be the same & 7or doynyor mis owrnpias in Heb. ii.10, as Aram. hayye is the

equivaent of both fwij and owmpia ... Here and in Heb. ii.10 it denates Christ as the Souce of life and
savation; in v.31 the meaning ‘Prince€ or ‘Leader’ is uppermost; in Heb. xii.2, the meaning ‘Leader’,
‘Exemplar’.”* The usage of the two writings, therefore, while showing evident variation in the meaning o
this word, is not so divergent as to exclude some degree of common background.

The epresson draordoews Tvyydrery isfoundin LK. 20.35 and Heb. 11.35. The expresson itself
isas griking asit is unique, thoughsome parallel may be seen in the use of karavrdw in Acts 26.7 and Phil.
3.11 The use of Tvyydrw with the genitive in this snse of “attain, obtain” is espedaly common to Luke-
Acts and Hebrews in the New Testament, being also foundin Acts 24.2; 26.22; 27.3; and Heb. 8.6. Apart
from theseit isfound ory in 2 Tim. 2.10. Thus, while the expresdon may serve to indicae general kinship
along with other evidence, it hardly points to a specific relationship.

The use of ezdapBijs andits derivatives Dlely by Luke-Acts and Hebrews seams on the surfaceto have
some significance Here again, care needs to be exercised. Hebrews has only e¢dddBeia (5.7, 12.28) and
cvdapéouar (117, while Luke-Acts has only eddafijis (LK. 2.25; Acts 2.5; 8.2; 22.12). Now, ¢vldBeta in
Hebrewsis natably a Christian guality, being exemplified in Jesus himself in the days of his flesh (5.7), and
exhorted as part of acceptable Christian worship (12.28). The use of ezlapBijs in Luke-Acts paints rather to
an Old Testament badkground Thus, it fittingly describes Simeon (Lk. 2.25) and the people gathered in
Jerusalem at the time of Penteast (Acts 2.5). In all probability, its use in Acts 8.2 indicaes that the men
who buied Stephen were Jews, even if they were dso Christians, while in 2212 the description o Ananias
as élapns kata Tov vouor clealy designates him as a pious Jkw in terms cdculated to apped to pious
Jews. The verb edlapéonar is used orly in Heb. 11.7 with reference to Noah. This word, however, had
taken on a rather more genera meaning, pointing here to the healing d the divine coommand. It is nat

“op. cit, p. 3.

“F. Blass and A. Debrunnesp. cit, § 3.

“ op. cit. p. Ixviii.

*D.E. Nineham (ed.)pp. cit, p. 117.

*' The Acts of the Apostles. The Greek Text with Introduction and Comm@htadale, London, 1951), p. 109.
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suggested here that these New and Old Testament concepts are unrelated, but that they involve adlight shift
in emphasis. The new emphasis is e in the teahing o Hebrews in the word mappnoia which isto be an
integral part of the Christian approach to God (3.6; 4.16; 10.19,35). Thus, there may na be ay strong
significance in the usage of this word-group by Luke-Acts and Hebrews.

The items considered by Jones as indicaing similarity of fad or interest (mainly in minor details)
have varying weight. The emphasis on Jesus as Messah o Judaic rather than of Leviticd origin® in
Hebrews is probably seen better in such terms as noted ealier, viz. the superiority of his priesthoodand the
concept of the priest-king as exemplified in terms of Melchizedek. It is not the question d whether the
Mesdah is Judaic or Leviticd, but rather the statement that he exercises bath kingly and priestly function
which are superior to what has gore before. The agument of Hebrews would be self-defeding if it were
trying to prove the superiority of Judah to Levi in terms of Abraham’s meding with Melchizedek, for, it
might easily be pressed, Judah was just as much in the loins of his father at that time. Jones asserts that Luke
places emphasis on the Judaic and Davidic descent of our Lord in his opening chapters, but the references
given (1.27,32,69; 2.4,11) emphasise his Davidic lineage (though tardly more than dces Matthew’s acount
- 1.1,20; 2.2,6) but do nd expand on lis clealy-inferred Judaic descent. Further, there is no indicaion in
the narrative of 1.41 that Levi is hereby bowingto Judah. It rather portrays the forerunner’ s adknowledgment
of the one he would heraldf( 3.16ff).

Concerning the tria and suffering o Christ,” something hes arealy been said in relation to the
primitive tradition. C. Spicq hes asserted on this point that “it is particularly with Luke's acourt that
Hebrews has the most affinities.”* He alduces a number of points in suppat of this assrtion. Thus, this
evangelist more than the others emphasises the humanity and dstress of Jesus during this testing in
Gethsemane. A careful balance of judgment needs to be maintained on this paint. While the narrative of
Luke overlaps that which is common to Matthew and Mark, proper acount neeads to be taken o the
independent material. In the latter two Gospels, expressmention is made of his grief and dstress (Avreiota:
éxbauPeiobar kal ddnuoveiv — Mt. 26.37); Mk 14.33), while he himsdf states that his ul is rrowful
(mepilumos, cf. Ps. 43.5) to the paint of deah (Mt. 25.38; Mk 14.34). The last of these termsin particular is
very strongin its emphasis on the sorrow which completely encompassed him, while éxfaupéw (MK) points
to a state of terrified amazement. Further, in the acouns in Matthew and Mark, the prayer of Christ is
thrice-repeaed (Mt. 25.42-46; Mk 14.39-42). Luke, on the other hand, represents his “agony’ or strugde of
soul (aywria) to the extent of the physicd manifestation o perspiration like grea drops of blood (22.44). It
is no simple matter to conclude that Luke lays greaer emphasis on the humanity and dstress thoughthe
one prayer in Luke is portrayed with greder intensity than the threein the other acouns. Moreover, he
receives the strengthening help of an angel in Luke (22.43).

Now, Hebrews lays emphasis on “prayers and supdicaions with loud crying and teas’ to the one
who was able to save him from deah (cf. 2.15, where “fea of deah” charaderises those in whose eistence
he was participating) — he was head, though no by deliverance from deah, for in this he leaned obedience
(5.7-8). By severa points of emphasis thisis neaer to Luke's acourt than to those of Matthew and Mark —
the physicd manifestation is clea, thoughthe same points are not noted; it is explicit that the prayer was
answered; there is a stronger emphasis on oledience (the prayer in Luke begins as well as ends with an
afirmation d obedience). However, even when this has been naed and diwe acourt taken of it, it must also
be insisted that these facds san to be implicit in the other acourts and that the likeness of Luke and
Hebrews on these points is in emphasis rather than detail.

In reviewing the possble relation with the Qumran literature, mention was made of the simil arities
between Hebrews and Stephen’s geed in Acts 7. Jones has used this smilarity, not to show some relation
with the Hell enists in the ealy Church, but to suppat the relation to the Lucan writings.” He considers that
this aim is lessambiti ous “whether this be arecord of primitive teahing a not.”** However, this depends on
the assumption that the speed is a free @mposition by Luke. Its force must surely be diminished if the

*D.E. Nineham (ed.)pp. cit, p. 120.
Zibid., p. 121.

* L’Epitre aux Hébreuxl, p. 100.

* D.E. Nineham (ed.)pp. cit, pp. 122-124.
*ibid., p. 123.
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speed is though to be the reproduction d an independent genuine tradition. The isaue, then, is nat as
simple as Jones has suggested unless nothing more than a community of atmosphere is in mind.

More significantly, Luke-Acts and Hebrews both lay emphasis on the ascension.” It has drealy been
noted in considering the primitive keygma that Hebrews does include areference to the resurredion o
Christ (13.20). However, the exdtation d Christ seans a more prominent theme than the resurredion. Now,
whil e the resurredion figures grondy in Luke-Acts, the acension and exdtation are dso mentioned with
equa importance Thisisthe dimax of Luke's Gospd and the paint of entry into the Acts of the Apostles. It
seams to be the paint of the talk with the two onthe way to Emmaus (Lk. 24.26); it becomes the key to Acts
becaise of its relation to the gift of the Holy Spirit (Acts 2.33-36; cf. 5.31), but this particular emphasis
canna be said to be universal in Acts (note 3.26; 4.10; 10.40; 13.31; 17.31; 23.26; 24.21; 26.8,23). It must
be naoted further that this emphasis is foundin the Johannine and Pauline literature (e.g., Jn 17.1-5; Phil.
2.9-11).

A similar comment to this would be due in regard to eschatology.” Indeed, the whole agument again
and again fall s short of conclusive proaf of close kinship. The li kenessbetween the though of these writings
may be d times very striking, but it is not conclusive — a fad which causes one to consider that Hebrews is
not to be seen as outside the main stream of Christian thought.

(d) The Johannine Literature

Some mnsideration hes drealy been given to the relation between Hebrews and the Johannine
literature in the sedion onQumran and Hebrews. It is nat the present purpose to reped this material. It
shoud be noted, however, that the aguments under that heal go further to show affinities with Johannine
thought than to show a definite relation to Qumran thought.

C. Spicg has enumerated a grea number of paints from which he @ncludes the dependence of the
author on the Johannine catechesis which was later crystallised into the Gospel andEpistles.

Thus, the mncept of Law in Hebrews, while being onthe one hand dfferent from that of Paul, seems
to approach that of John* Neither Hebrews nor John consider the relation between law and works, or the
tragic role of law as the instrument of sin (1 Cor. 1556) and d condemnation (2 Cor. 3.9). Thus, in
Hebrews law is equaly important in bah emnamies. It is true that “the Law” is espedally the Law of
Moses (7.5,19,28; 8.4; 9.19,22; 10.1,8,28). However, under the new covenant, there is a “change of law”
(uetdbeors vouov, 7.12), and the new order may be set in contrast to the old Law in terms of “the power of
an indestructible life’ (7.16), “the word o the oath” (7.28) and “the very form of things’ (10.1). John also
sees the Law as pointing forward to Christ (1.14,45), but there does not seem to be a1 exad corresponcdence
of ideas.

There is greaer weight in the cnsideration o the humanity of Jesus as st out in Hebrews™ — brother
of humankind (2.11,17), participating in the same flesh and Hood (2.14), and in the same temptations (2.18;
4.15), wed in agony (5.7), suffering min (12.1), hated by hs fellows (12.3), humiliated and crucified
outside the walls of Jerusalem (13.13).

The Johannine enphasisis pardld to this— the divine Word becane flesh (Jn 114; 1 Jn 11; 4.2; 2 Jn
7); He becane weay and thirsty (Jn 4.6,7; 18.28); he was rejeded by hs own (1.10,11), misunderstood by
his fellows (4.44), objed of hatred of the Jews (5.16,18; 7.1,30,44; et al.); he wept and was trouded (11.34-
35,38; 12.27); he was crucified outside the city (19.17,20).

Against this impressve list nedls to be set the parallel dements in the Synoptic withess Here dso
there ae statements beaing witness to Jesus humanity — he becane hungy (Mt. 4.2; 21.18); he was
misunderstoodand rejeded by hisown (Lk. 4.16-30 and paralds; cf. Mk 3.21); he incurred the hatred o the

*ibid., p. 125ff.

*ibid., p. 129ff.

* L’Epitre aux Hébreuxl, pp. 109-138.
“ibid., I, pp. 111-112.

*ibid., I, pp. 112-113).
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Jews (Mt. 12.9-14 and pardlds; et al.); he knew love (Mk 10.21), sorrow (LK. 19.41), anger (Mk 3.5; 10.14)
and compassion (Mk 6.34).

The Johannine anphasis is not unique, yet in bah Hebrews and the Johannine writings there is st
aongside this emphasis an insistence on the divinity of Jesus, espedaly under the title of “Son o God” (cf.
Heb. 4.14; 6.6; 7.3; 10.29; Jn 134,49 3.18; 5.25; 10.36; 11.4,27; 17.1; 19.7; this title may likewise be
traced through the Johannine Epistles). It is the juxtaposition of ideas which is significant here.

A comparison d the prologue of the Fourth Gospel (1.1-18) and Hebrews (1.1-3) is quite fruitful .
Both tead the pre-existence of Christ, identifying him as the Son d God and describing in similar terms his
relation to the divine aeaive adivity. The divine glory is clealy manifest in him (Jn 114; Heb. 1.3).
Notably, in bah prologues he is presented as the Reveder, under the figure of the divine Word — “God...
has spoken to usin a Son” (Heb. 1.1,2), while in the Johannine prologue he is diredly “the Word” (o
Aoyos; cf. 1.18). In bah heis espedaly related to the light (Jn 1.9; Heb. 1.3; cf. 1 Jn 15). The theme of the
cleansing d sin (Heb. 1.3), though no present in the Johannine prologue, is drongy present in Johannine
thought (1 Jn 1.7,9). The trend of thought here is strikingly similar.

Spacedoes nat permit consideration d al the points raised by Spicq under this heal, but the trend o
the comparisons is apparent. There is no clea demonstrable dependence between these writings in detail ,
languege or ideas. Nevertheless there ae enough pants of common interest and though to suggest, not
merely that both writers dem from a badkground d ealy Christianity, but that they stand reasonably close
together in the Christian tradition. The fad that there ae paralels to most of these resemblances in ather
N.T. writings may caution against sedang the though of these writings as too dstinctive, or against
regarding it as rather late and non-Palestinian. However, the fact of some such relation seems hard to d

(e) Summary

The aumulative result of these various lines of investigation is to demonstrate the remarkable dfinity
of the Epistle to the Hebrews with a wide range of ealy Christian development. The Epistle does not seen
to fit well into a particular scheme of thought.

Althoughclealy na by the Apostle Paul, it is hardly true that the aithor shares no affinities with
Paul. The aguments in favour of spedfic Lucan kinship fall short of proof, thoughthey strengthen the
impresson that the aithor was in harmony with the Synopgtic tradition and perhaps closest to its Lucan
expresson. These facds further serve to emphasise the dose relationship existing between Hebrews and the
primitive tradition.

Following these @nsiderations, it is nat surprising that Hebrews iodd be seen as related most
closely within primitive Christian writings to the Johannine literature, for with the latter it has been formerly
regarded as distinctly late, non-Paestinian and Hellenistic. However, withou regard to the conclusion d
this last problem, there sean to be good gounds for seéng the Epistle to be most akin to this literature,
thoughthis kinship is probably best expressed in general terms rather than as the dependence of either on
other.

There has perhaps been atendency to think toorigidly of development in terms of sequence The fads
seeam to require the ideaof co-lateral development in which Pauline though, the theology d Hebrews and
the Johannine cdechesis could find a place ontemporaneoudly. In this way, the general kinship may be
acknowledged and the proximity of relationships more reasonably explained.

2ibid., I, p. 117ff.
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Conclusion

The badkground d Hebrews as sgudied here has led to the mnsideration d a wide range of material
and a tentative weighing d this has been undertaken in the summary at the end d ead sedion. Some
attempt must now be made to draw together these strands of evidence into a wherent conclusion. At this
point it shoud be noted that an element of subjedivity invariably enters into the weighing o evidence No
matter what externa standards are used, ultimately a grea ded depends on the impresgon ore gains from
the evidence.

The evidence mnsidered comprises a wide range of materia — hermeneuticd method, use of the
Septuagint, vocabulary, though-forms, philosophicd presuppditions, attitude to Jewish ingtitutions,
Messganic interpretation, covenant-theology, eschatology, relation to the Synoptic tradition in matters of
detail, relation to the primiti ve kerygma, the relation to Pauline, Lucan and Johannine writings. Numbers of
comparisons have been qute striking, but in no case has there been evidence pointing with any
conclusivenessto a strong conredion with any ore dement of badground except primitive Christianity as
a whole.

It seans clea from the palished style of the writer and from other aspeds considered in conredion
with Phil o that the writer may well have had athorough Greek educaion. It seans clea that he would have
known of the aoncepts of Greek phil osophy, espedally as these may have become part of common educated
though. However, these mncepts are not to be seen as normative for the writer's though. He may, indedd,
have had recourse to them at various points of his argument, but at most used them as vehicles of his
though, not as the adual substance For this reason, it is nat possble to see ay ore @wncept of Greek
philosophy wsed urmistakably, as the writer is not basicadly working from the philosophicd presuppaitions
of Greek thought and remoulds phrases and concepts to the needs of his own outlook and message.

There is ancother point a which pacssble Greek influence neels to be @nsidered — the readers
badkground However, this canna clarify the situation, sincein this case one would exped the writer to use
concepts more spedficdly. The very broad and urspedfic way in which they come into the Epistle does nat
concur with a deliberate d@tempt at communicaion. If the badkground d the readersis at al refleded in the
Epistle, it is most likely that it would be similar to that of the writer himself, since the readers' though-
forms do nd recaeve any spedal consideration. However, that the writer is fluent in literary Greek is beyond
doult, and such aajuaintance with the language would amost certainly involve some knowledge of current
ideas, though, as noted, this is not to be seen as normative for the writer’'s thought.

With the Qumran literature, the mnredion tends by the nature of the cae to be abroad ore, as the
writer expressed himself in pdished Greek whil e the Scrolls are in Hebrew. One caana exped to find the
same kind of linguistic parallels as with Alexandrian literature.

This line of studyis fruitful, however, becaise it ill uminates the first-century Palestinian badkground
It has for some time been clea that, athoughthe writer seams at first glance to be writing from a Jewish
Christian pant of view to Jewish Christians, it is difficult to explain it in terms of traditional Judaism. This
is why there has been so much remurse to an Alexandrian badkground since here there was a
rapprochement between the Jewish religion and Greek culture. However, it is sgnificant that the existence
of a non-conformist group within Judaism had been al but removed from the records of Jewish literature
and that the surviving acouns of the teahing and pradice of the group seemed to indicate that they may
indead have had qute adegree of influence Thus, while they were an exclusive kind o group, their
teading must be taken into consideration in viewing a total Palestinian badkground This was formerly nat
possble, but now it is clea that a number of points which seamed to be eplicable only in terms of late
Hellenism may nat have been meaninglessat dl to Paestinian eas. Here ajain, the problem is brough no
neaer solution byassuming that the readers were of Essene badground Such a wnclusion is too restrictive
to suit the evidence Whil e the Qumran scrolls provide valuable information onPalestinian badkgroundand
offer striking parallels in some instances with the Epistle to the Hebrews, it can hardly be said to be
normative or to be clearly the specific background of the Epistle.

With relation to ealy Christianity, it is quite posdble to focus most attention onthe distinctiveness of
the Epistle. There ae, indedl, distinctive dements, but noretheless the Christian badkground is clealy
foundational. The Epistle's presuppasitions, religious or philosophicd, are to be sough in common
Christian belief andteading d thefirst century, no matter how their expresson may seem to be wloured by
other elements of first-century though. Hebrews has its distinctive enphases, but that they are dosely
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related to the primitive tradition and kerygma is equally clea. This reation is confirmed by the
consideration of other facets of New Testament thought.

It is mewhat difficult to placeHebrews exadly in the New Testament badkground perhaps becaise
the groups are nat as distinctly different from one ancther as is ometimes suppaed. They are dl based on
ealy tradition — some of the paralels gem from this fad. To passbeyond gnerdliti es, however, there ae a
number of spedfic points to be made. While the writer is clealy na a Paulinist, he does have paints of
contad with Pauline though. Further, the facds related to the Synoptic tradition seam closest to its Lucan
expresson. (Yet it is hardly sufficient to say that the Pauline wntads are through Luke) The dosest
contads of the Epistle with ather New Testament though seam to be with the Johannine literature, though
the relation is one of proximity rather than of dependence.

In conclusion, the philosophicd and redigious badkground d the Epistle to the Hebrews is rather
complex. The badkground d thougtt of those days was itself complex and the writer canna be tied dowvn to
one spedfic strand. Two strands, however, do throw light on the badground d the Epistle in a general way
— the Philonic and the Qumranian. Yet the only spedfic badkgroundis that of ealy Christian though in
which the Epistle does not represent the development of some other traditi on (except the primiti ve tradition
itself), so that it is related to the other writirggslaterally.
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