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Abstract

Title of the Document: The Writer of Hebrews as a Reader of Hebrew
An Inquiry into the Linguistic and HermeneuticaldJsf the Old
Testament Quotations in the Epistle to the Hebrews

Name of the Candidate: = Adam de Jong, MBA, BTh

Supervisor: Professor John A. Macleod, Free Church of Scotland
College

The writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews is regylaonsidered to depend on the
Greek text of the Old Testament for his quotati@sy when the translation diverges
from the Hebrew. In addition, he is at times founduse hermeneutical techniques
associated with Second Temple hermeneutics, whichad always respect the Old

Testament context.

Examples are his alleged usegaizerah shawalm Hebrews 4:4-9 in connecting one
concept of rest in Psalm 9ar(:») with a different one in Genesis 2:2() relying on
the Greek which translates both witlitatevolg; and the dependency in his use in
Hebrews 10:5-7 of the quotation from Psalm 40 XX translation of the Hebrew

ook With odua.

Through a review of selected quotations, their Gddtament context, any differences
between the Hebrew and Greek text and the wrifgpssible amendments and his
hermeneutical use of these quotations, this stestythe hypothesis that the writer did
have an understanding of Hebrew and did respecOttieTestament context of his

guotations.

It is concluded this hypothesis provides a goodanation of the analysed evidence.

Key words: Hebrews, Old Testament quotations, LXX dependehegneneutics.
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1. Question and thesis

1. Question and thesis

The question

The first thesiSaccompanying Kistemaker's seminal study on thénpsgiotations in

Hebrews is:
‘The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews had novkedge of the Hebrew language.’

This is a broadly held vieivand its importance might be limited to the questiof
authorship and audience, were it not for two offaetors: (i) Hebrews’ use of Old
Testament (“OT”) quotations in its discourse is sidared at times to depend on a
Greek translation deviating meaningfully from theeblew text and (ii) this
dependence on a Greek text is, in certain caspposad to facilitate the alleged use
of Second Temple hermeneutical technicties

These techniques do, in practice, often not resfhectcontext of quotations in the
traditional historical-grammatical sense, resengplen post-modern hermeneutical

! Kistemaker, 1961. This book is his doctoral digg®n and in accordance with Dutch

practice accompanied by a number of separate thesgs for discussion during the pubfica exam
preceding the promotion ceremony. The first onelsede auteur van de Brief aan de Hebreeén bezat
geen kennis van de Hebreeuwse taal.’; the transl&imine.

E.g. Lane, 1991, p.cxvii: ‘A virtual consensus leen reached that the writer read his Bible
in Greek.’ Ellingworth, 1993, p.37: ‘There is nongpelling evidence that the author had access to any
Hebrew text.” Karrer, 2006, p.339: ‘We do not fiagingle Hebrew or Aramaic relic in the quotations
or elsewhere in Hebrews. Moreover, no quotatiosgmts us with undisputable evidence of a
correction by our author toward the Hebrew (Protd)Next.’

E.g. Attridge, 1989, p.23: ‘The scripture thathrews interprets is certainly a Greek form of
the Old Testament. This is particularly clear fridtase cases where the scriptural citations contain
characteristic variant readings of the LXX, whiack arobably erroneous or tendentious translations.’
And: ‘Dependence on a Greek form of the Old Testdrigealso clear from exegetical arguments such
as that of 4:4-5, which only work on the basishef €tymological similarity between words in the
Greek texts of Ps 95(94) and Gen 2:2.’

Similarly Ellingworth, 1993, p.37: ‘In several pkgthe argument depends on a LXX reading which
diverges from the Hebrew, and in many more, thguage and thought of Hebrews appear to
presuppose a Septuagintal rather than a HebrevngeaBchréger's is frequently cited as the seminal
work in this respect.

Longenecker, 1975, p.169: ‘...it appears that theewri.had no immediate knowledge of any Hebrew
version... ." He notes that, while six quotatioasicot be accounted for by reference to either LXX-A
(Alexandrinus) or LXX-B(Vaticanus), of the remaining thirty-two eighteaee with both the LXX
and MT and fourteen with the LXX against the MTgS&able 2.5).

4 E.g. Attridge, 1989, p.24: ‘[tlhe appropriatioh@ld Testament passages...clearly involves a
process of decontextualizing.” And: ‘Recontextualigpassages is frequently the major interpretative
device. For others, the exegesis turns on the wagbor syntax of the passage and standard Jewish
exegetical techniques surface.’



1. Question and thesis

approachavant la lettre And as a result of both (i) and (ii) the authos&d to draw
theological conclusions not supported by the Heltiexts which are the quotations’

ultimate sourceé.

Consequently, two questions arise, in general, dmrtainly for the Reformed
tradition: (i) whether inspired Scripture is depentlon unrecognized mistranslations
of other parts of Scriptufe:and (ii) whether Scripture itself exegetes Scriptu

without respecting the historical-grammatical cante

Those who do not hold Scripture to be inspiredyedong to a different hermeneutical
school, may consider the Epistle just one momertherrajectory of an interpretative
tradition, trying to understand and apply oldertsewithin its own temporal and
cultural horizon, and using the hermeneutical tadlgs time in doing so. Thus they
answer in the affirmative.

Others, closer to the Reformed tradition, do themesaEnns for example sees the
historical-grammatical approach as an impositionoof standards and wishes to
follow the NT-writers in their use of ‘christotelihermeneutics. Kidner seems to
consider a deviating LXX as a helpful (messianitetipretative tradition, rightly
informing Hebrews’ exegesfs.

Still others have resorted to declaring OT-textsssraniconly, so justifying the
perceived NT-application bukeaving them meaningless in their own historical

context?

These two questions and the various answers arertamh and fascinating, but the

prior question isls it true that the author had no Hebrew?

> E.g. Schréger, 1968, pp.262-265, identifies twhgexts (2 Sam.7:14, Psa.104:4, Psa.45:7-8,
Psa.102:26-28, Psa.8:5-7, Num.12:7, Psa.95:7-B14®3-9, Hab.2:3-4 and Hag.2:6) and lists six of
the author’s conclusions which could not have ldr@mvn on the basis of the Hebrew text: (i) God
created the world through Christ, which cannot asell on Psalm 102:26-28 alone; (ii) Christ’s
humiliation was necessary and planned; (iii) Chaistl Moses cannot be compared wittcdc as the
tertium comparationis(iv) the promise of rest dsdeilsgutcould not have been derived from the quoted
texts; (v) only Christ’s death is a sacrifice adedye to God; and (vi) the exhortation to persevere
could not have based on the coming judgment usadgakkuk and Haggai.

6 Unless it is assumed the LXX is an inspired tia@ien. This alternative hypothesis and its
consequences are not further considered here @r tydimit the scope of this inquiry.

! Enns, 2005, pp.158-159.

8 E.g. Kidner, 1975, p.363; see also §4.4.

o E.g. Harman, 1974, pp.338, 345; see also §4.3.
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A different answer to this, our primary questiampiies that the two other questions,

which follow in its wake, can be approached inféedent light.

The nature of the inquiry

As phrased above, the question is a pursuit ofhtriand this raises the
methodological question of whether and how truth loa ascertained in an academic
context. It is a vast question outside the scopthisf study, which largely uses the

insights of Karl Popper and Thomas Kuhn.

Popper has observed theories should be bold cangsctvith as much explanatory
and predictive power as possible. Then they catested: not for verificatio’ but
for falsification! This is the required ‘context of justification’.idvs, expectations,
beliefs are valuable as a source for hypothesesctmtext of discovery*?

Although Popper does not think truth allows itdelbe shaped by the human mifid,
he accepts that the falsification data are alwaterpretations in the light of theot?).

Falsification remains ultimately a decision.

And how are these decisions taken, and why aredbegpted?

10 Popper points out that science tries to makeaugal statements (laws), which cannot be

justified on the basis of the evident and contitigkris Hume’s induction problem: a law like (x)(P
P,) can in principle not be proven because of theansal quantor. To reduce science to elementary
sentences, a la Wittgenstein, does not work. Evienitpve terms (“table”) rely on law-like-behaviour
in as much as they refer to many objects not pteséii observation involves interpretation in the
light of our theoretical knowledgdP.opper, 1963, p.23, attempts to rely on probabilityerisimilitude
have to fail. The number of verifications dividegithe number of possible outcomes is always zero.
Improving the likelihood of verification can be aehed by reducing the empirical content of theories
(tautologies are always true), but that does nohéu our knowledge.

1 Even numerous observations Rx do not prove (xpRkpne - Rx does negate (X)RX.
Logically we can never be certain a theory is tardy that it is not true. This then calls for axne
better theory.

12 Popper rejects the view that metaphysical statésrare cognitively meaningless.
Psychological or other a priori knowledge is impattas a source of inspiration for scientific
hypotheses. Their origin does not matter so lontpe are bold conjectures with empirical content
and forecasts open to refutation.

13 And about Kant's view in this respect he saysl feel it is a little too radical, and | should
like to put it therefore in the following modifiddrm: our intellect.. tries...to impose upon nature
laws which it freely invents’ (Popper, 1963, p 184y italics).

14 Therefore: ‘[f[rom a logical point of view, thedting of a theory depends on basic statements
whose acceptance or rejection, in its turn, dependsur decisions’. Popper, 1963, p 387.
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Kuhn, reflecting on this question, does not beli¢vat scientists are always busy
making new bold conjectures or trying to refutenthén periods of ‘normal science’,
the prevailing paradigh is accepted® Only when the cumulative burden of
unresolved anomalies becomes too great may thee axception, be the switch to a
new paradigm.

And, ‘although the world does not change...the s@erhen works in a different
world’. *” The debate between different theories remains aftfficult because of a

difference in worldview and the sociological stie&ss of theoretical traditions.

Rabbit or duck?® A question of paradigm!

Kuhn rightly draws attention to the importance a¢ademic interpretative traditions’.
However, Popper’s contribution remains his insiséethat (i) there is no reason to
abandon the concept of an objective truth; (ii)eksstence allows it to function as a
regulative principle in developing theories with rasich explanatory and predictive
power as possible; and (iii) presuppositions, etgiems and beliefs can not be

15 Paradigmacan mean many things, but is used here in theesgfrtbe whole constellation of

convictions, values and techniques, which membfkasgiven community (e.g. an academic school)
have in common.

16 Scientists are trying to support the paradigmee are being pursued, articles published in
journals and dissertations written solving smathaiing puzzles and patching up problems. Kuhn,
1972, pp.39-50.

17 Kuhn, 1972, p.143: Communication between paradjdatts being theory-laden and
therefore an inadequate independent arbiter, énafery difficult. The scientific revolution reselab

a religious conversion. Lakatos, 1970, pp.173-&nd, others have tried to develop criteria to
rationally decide between competing research progres. A major challenge has been not to slide
into pragmatism: true is what works best, wherdisst’ then often is defined by the scientist’s
political or other worldview. There is here no sedp review that issue further.

18 Kihlstrom, J.F.Joseph Jastrom and His Duck, Or Is It a Rabbit?
http://socrates.berkeley.edu/~kihlstrm/JastrowDhick, [accessed 12/03/2010]. Jastrom’s cartoon was
originally published in Harper's Weekly, 19/11/18821114.




1. Question and thesis

qualified as meaningless. They are entirely legiten if not critical, in formulating

theoretical hypotheses.

Popper, however, fails to establish that a debateitatruth and meaning can always
be settled rationally’ This does not necessarily imply that truth or nieguitself is
polyvalent or that it is neither available nor dable (i.e. ‘an intentional fallacy?’ In
the words of Vanhoozer: ‘It is possible to beliemea single correct interpretation
[truth] without believing one has full possessidrito

However, rationalism can no longer be the finaitarkand pluralism is likely to be a
fact of life* Rationality becomes now an attitude of clarity &vhare the
consequences of the hypotheses), a readinesseagoount (of the presuppositions
of the hypotheses) and openness (to criticism @fctimsequences and failings of the

explanatory power of the hypotheses).

Reflecting the above, this study attempts to bé botd andmodest

A bold hypothesis

The Reformed tradition holds to the inspirationifyiand perspicuity of Scripture and
follows a historical-grammatical hermeneutical agwh®® Such tradition is a
‘context of discovery’ in which it is both legitit@and unsurprising to formulate a

hypothesis reflecting these tenets.

19
20

Because presuppositions are critical in formatathe hypotheses and facts are theory-laden.
Vanhoozer, 1998, pp.82-85, identifies four vamias of the view that an attempt to derive
meaning from the author and his intention is a aist this would be a fallacy (i) of relevancy (what
the author wanted to do is no help in determinitigthe has done); (ii) of transparency (an author’s
conscious intentions may hide his unconscious ¥eéii} of identity (from the act of writing onwas
the author’s intention and the meaning of the tesstse to coincide); and (iv) of objectivity (the
interpretative object has no real independencadstg over and against the interpretative acts; and
there is no glass slipper to identify the Cinderelinongst the contending interpretations). In simil
vein, the concept of multivalence has appeareéxtual criticism, where not only the concept of one
authorial meaning, but also the existence of ahaitative text and a fixed canon is to be abandpne
see Schnabel, 2004, p.75.
21 Vanhoozer, 1998, p.300. Although it may be betiesay one can believe to have the truth,
but not purely rationally prove it.

See also Osborne, 1991, p.413.
23 E.g. Turretin, 1679, pp.62-85, 143-147 and 148-15s recognized that not all texts present
themselves as historical narratives; the expressiased here in the sense Turretin for example
describes the ‘literal’ sense, p.150: ‘that whilsl Holy Spirit or the author intends’. The former
implies that there may be a sense which goes bewbatithe human author understood (see §2.3)



1. Question and thesis

A rational discourse does require, however, that hiypothesis is proposed in a
format which can be tested and refuted. In thipeesour hypothesis attempts to be
bold.

And in response to the question ‘Is it true thehauhad no Hebrew?’ and the follow-

on questions regarding his use of the OT-quotationsproposed hypothesis is:

® the author of Hebrews understands the Hebrew layggulaut (a) uses
Greek for the benefit of his audience; and (b) duatscriticize or correct
the Greek if not strictly necessary in order toidvereating uncertainty
about the authority of the OT-text he cites in suppf his discourse; and
(i) the author of Hebrews, in using quotations, appllemeneutical

techniques which respect the OT-context as explaagbe Hebrew text.

Assuming this hypothesis to be correct, one migipeet the following findings: (i)
any divergence between the Hebrew and Greek texdtisritical to his argument; (ii)
when paraphrasing, exegeting or amendfrthe author follows or moves towards the
Hebrew (con-)textual meaning; (iii) otherwise, lgaares and is silent regarding any
divergence; (iv) any Greek text so divergent tigaioring differences is difficult and
correction would constitute a major change is mesented as an (inspired) quotation;
and (v) the OT-context of the quotation is congtusith its use in Hebrews (82.3

attempts to further articulate this).

A modest approach

The hypothesis must be bold, but the approachtar@nclusions are modest; modest
because of the limited knowledge of the presentewrthe limited scope available for

this study and the limitations of any rational deba

An introduction to the Epistle to the Hebrews atsdown statements on hermeneutics
(82.1-3) provide a minimal background to the exiegéteview in 83 and 4.

2 Amendments which do not affect meaning and mas leeen made for stylistic reasons are

not considered.
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The primary components (i) and (ii) of the hypotkesill in these paragraphs be
tested against quotations in Hebrews. Their textoiath and the selection used are
explained in §2.4-5.

The sub-components (a) and (b) are not testedatbiltis stage merely offered as a
more or less plausible explanation.

In 85 some general and hermeneutical conclusioasdeawn, whose limitations

reflect the scope of this endeavor.

If this study stimulates reflection on the questimsed, it has served its purpose.



2 .The Epistle to the Hebrews: introductory obséores

2. The Epistle to the Hebrews: introductory observaons

2.1 Author, audience and date

Thirteen names Ellingworth lists as people from whose pen Hebrews may have
flowed and many writers end their review of authgswith Origen’s conclusionto

wev aAndeg Beog oldev.

Hebrews is always received as Pauline in the Bagtburch?® but already Eusebius
notes doubts in the WeStAssuming Pauline authorship would answer our pryma
question. However, since the Epistle is anonymobappears prudent not to go any

further than Origen.

At times alongside Pauline authorship, the audiaacassumed to be the Hebrew-
speaking church in Palestine, possibly addressedeiorew?® Others argue for a
Hellenistic Jewish congregation in RoATer more generally to such a congregation
in the Diaspord® Neither is certain, but what is clear, from bdile way the author

2 Ellingworth, 1993, p.3. Either as directly thetar, or in the capacity of scribe, amanuensis

or translator.

26 Harris, 1969, p.268.

21 Possibly because of the Montanist controversyHgltrews 6:1-6. See furthermore Eusebius,
3.3 (p.94), and also 6.14 (p.217) and 6.25 (p.2@3Pectively on Clement of Alexandria who assumes
the Epistle written to Hebrews, but with Paul omgthis name in order not to offend them. And on
Origen who observes ‘the thoughts are the apodilgt'she style and construction reflect someone who
recalled the apostle’s teaching and interpretechth&nd concludes: ‘If any church, then, regards th
epistle as Paul’s, it should be commended, sinaeafeld had good reason to hand it down as his.’
2 E.g. Raymond, 2000, pp.281-282 and Geertsemd,, 2(p0132-135, who understands ‘the
approaching day’ of Hebrews 10:25 (when combindtl Wiebrews 8:13) as the looming destruction of
Jerusalem with its temple and thewstavpodvteg as a reference to the support Jerusalem’s popnlati
gave to Jesus’ crucifixion. Clement assumed alaitios into Greek by Luke (Eusebius, 6.14).

29 E.g. Lane, 1991, pp.Ixiii-Ixvi; linking the pagtessures on them to the Claudian expulsion
and the impending ones to Nero. But Suetonius’esera often referred tol(fdaeos impulsore Chresto
adsidue tumultuantes Roma explli too vague: it may mean those Jews in Rome wére rioting
(possibly about some of them joining Christianitif €hrestois assumed to refer to Christ) were
removed; or: since the Jews were making disturtmamessibly even in Palestine, which is the context
Suetonius writes about) Claudius had as warnindéwes in Rome thrown out. In that case there is no
reason to postulate a mainly Jewish Christian cagegfion in Rome prior to 49AD, which was then
removed from Rome.

30 See Attridge, 1989, pp.10-12. Such congregatitnjest to internal and external pressures
tempted to move back to Judaism aslgio licita. The phraséondlovtal Uudg ol &mo tAg Traiiag is
not of much help in choosing, since it gives nddation as to where these Italians were; it only
suggests that they were known to the audience.
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argues throughout the Epistle and his explicit cemifiote v&p..., ! is that they

knew and respected the OT.

For the purpose of this study no assumptions ardemmagarding authorship and
audience other than tham its preserved fornthe document was meant for an
audience which knew the OT, considered it authibréaand relied on a Greek

version®?

Also the date of the Epistle to the Hebrews is ispdte. Here no assumptions are
made other than assuming that the author was tmiith thetraditionsreported in
the Gospels, even where not all of them may haes baitten down at the time of

the Epistle.

2.2 Genre and structure

Genre

The limited background knowledge makes it moreidiff to define the nature of
Hebrews which ends like a letter, but lacks theausuotroduction, salutation and
prayer of epistles like Paul's. Many attempts hagen made to determine the genre
and structure of Hebrews.No agreement has been reached and a detailedvravie
outside our scope. This makes it even more impbttaristen to what the author

himself says about the nature and content of hitsngr**

In two sentences the author presents it as (i)ittewrparaenetic homily, based on (i)
a Christology presenting Jesus as the Davidic &droar heavenly high priest.

31 Hebrews 12:17. The verb-form can be indicativergerative perfect. We found only one

translation (the Luther Bible with ‘Wisset aber. taking the latter. See also Ellingworth, 1993, g8p.2
667 and Lane, 1991, p.liv.

32 Compare Lane, 1991, p.liv: ‘Their [the addreskeesarce of authority is the Bible in an old
Greek version...".

3 For a review of the many contributions, see Bllorth, 1993, pp.50-62, Lane, 1991, pp.Ixix-
xcviii, Westfall, 2005, pp.1-20.

3 It is noted that it is possible the author expiicsays one thing and implicitly does another,
but our analysis below does not provide any eviddacthis.
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In Hebrews 13:22 he gives the well-known descriptbwhat his Epistle isideAdol,
qvéxeaBe ToD AOYOUL TRC THPOKANOEWS Kol yop Oub Ppayéwy €méotelin vuiv. Itis a
word of exhortation, a sermon encouraging perseeeran faith and obedience, and
many analyses of Hebrews have recognized® it only is the Epistle replete with
exhortations, also their pattern is simifaand, as may be evident from the brief and
limited comments below on the structure of sectioastaining several quotations,
they are the concluding climaxes of his discourses.

In Hebrews 8:1-2 the author summarizes his mainuraemt supporting his
exhortations to persever@cpaioalov O¢ €mlL TOLC A€YOUEVOLE, TOLODTOV EYOMeV
apyLepée. We must, and can, persevere because we haveashigh priest as Jesus.
The summary contains many of the main featuresiofChristology: thetoiottov
refers back to Christ as (i) the Son having atofoedsin through His once-for-all
sacrifice (Heb.7:27b-28b), who (ii) has completes Mork and is now seated at
God's right hand in heaven (Heb.8:1b), where i@ act as our mediator (Heb.8:2a)
in (iv) a sanctuary which transcends all OT-insiits (Heb.8:2b§’

These two observations indicate the author (i) adsko convince his audience to
adopt certain behaviour, based on a certain argygraed (ii) in a form which was
intended to be spoken, but under the circumstamegso be writteri®

Therefore, the use of rhetorical strategies magxgected. However, in view of the
ongoing debate, no specific techniques have begmosed or imposed; the versatility

of the author suggests he did not feel beholdeméoparticular approact.

% The (not authentic?) title ‘To the Hebrews’ maggest a letter, but the ‘oral, sermonic

character’ is often recognized, e.g. Lane, 199%xip, and Ellingworth, 1993, p.62. It is at timakso
used to explain certain changes to the text ofjti@ations the author may have made to achieve a
more memorably sounding text througgronomasiasee Jobes, 1991 and 1992.

% McKnight, 1992, pp.22, 25, identifies a paraflattern of (i)addresseesvhich are at risk of
committing (ii) asin, against which they are warned in (iii) @xhortation which if not heeded will
have (iv)consequencds five warning passages: Hebrews 2:1-4, 3:7-45181-6:12, 10:19-25 and
12:1-29.
87 It should be noted this summarizing sentencerigitd in the middle of the author’s long
discourse, which — apart from Hebrews 6:1-12 tisarily describing Jesus as high priest (Heb.5:1-
10:18), but draws in the earlier description of Himthe divine and human Son (Heb.1:1-3:6a). It can
therefore appropriately be considered a summaayl tfie main points of his Christology in the Efsst
and not just a ‘local’ summary.

38 Note Hebrews 13:19, 22-24.

39 Lane, 1991, p.Ixxix, e.g. notes: ‘The difficultyclassifying Hebrews as “deliberative” or
“epideictic” [rhetoric] is easy to understand. eliative rhetoric is concerned with persuading an
audience to make a choice on the basis of someefbnefit or to dissuade them from some
inappropriate action. ... Epideictic rhetoric is cenmted with reinforcing beliefs already accepted by
the audience.” And both apply.
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2 .The Epistle to the Hebrews: introductory obséores

The oral character of a sermon may also be recednidowever, considering his
audience had the written text available (includihg quotations), it is not assumed
that the author derived from this the freedom tangje the authoritative quotations to

make them more memorable.

Structure

The author does not comment on the structure, égepts it. Here only two aspects
are briefly touched upon, with the aim of providibgckground to the exegetical
efforts in 83-4: (i) the overall structure of theigtle; and (ii) the introductions and
‘summarizing overlaps’ bracketing the first two seaes.

Overall structure Many different approaches are taken to determieesthucture of
Hebrews'® and they have led to many different propo8als addition, Guthrie
observes in his attempt to distinguish the differplanatory and hortatory units in
the discourse by charting ‘cohesion shifts’, tha transition is often made by such
devices as ‘hookwords’ and ‘overlapping constitaefftAs a result there are not only
many different approaches for drawing-the-linesMeein sections, it is also likely no
sharp lines can be drah.

Westfall argues, based on her discourse analysisa tripartite structure with two

thematic discourse peaks; around which proposak thppears some convergence.

40 Westfall, 2005, pp.1-20, lists content analysig(F.F. Bruce, P.E. Hughes), rhetorical

criticism (e.g. H.W. Attridge, D.A. deSilva), litery analysis (A. Vanhoye), W.Nauck'’s tripartite
structure, an agnostic approach (e.g. J. Moffait) discourse analysis (L.L. Neely, G.H. Guthrie,
1994). The agnostic view basically gives up onifigda compelling solution and Moffatt is quoted as
concluding: ‘The flow of thought...is best followem point to point’.

4 Guthrie, 1994, p.22, shows a schematic overviemre different alternatives, and even these
are a selection. Joslin, 2007, p.122, after a vewkeight approaches to the structure of Hebrews:
‘...there is little consensus regarding the structfrelebrews.’

42 Guthrie, 1994, pp.96-102 (hookwords: rhetoricalfyhoring the connection between the two
units in the use of the same word (e.g. ‘angel$iébrews 1:4, 6, 7, 13 and 2:2, 5, 16)) and pp 11@2-
(overlapping constituents: Hebrews 4:14-16 and 923 are identified as belonging to both the
previous and the following section).

a3 The observation no single rhetorical strategy maye been used, suggests that also
mechanical adherence to one structural schemdikelyn In view of the oral nature (and the facath
even as a written document is may have been rea$d of its intended audience), it seems unlikely
that any highly intricate, complicated structurabites are used intentionally, certainly not ifythe
stretch out over long parts of the text.

11



2 .The Epistle to the Hebrews: introductory obséores

She notes: ‘[t]he patterned use of the hortatobjusctive occurs at major discourse
shifts [including the two peaks] and functions asaasition from one unit to the next,
so the hortatory subjunctives are both destinagod point of departure of the
surrounding units — they belong to both unifsThe indicative spans of text in
between, whether long or short, are on this undedstg consistently signalled (often
through the conjunctiopip) as support material for the exhortations (oft@itofving

an inferential conjunction such a%).

This is consistent with the view taken above that Epistle is best understood as a
word of exhortation frequently supported by chiistiical observations; and not a

theological treatise providing a Christology prayidesus to be the messiah.

The resulting understanding of the structure ofrieels is*®

0] Persevere, considering Jesus, the divine Son (He#:16);
(ii) Persevere, considering Jesus, the high priest 4-Heh10:25); and
(i) Persevere considering the consequences: your i@hrige (Heb.10:19-13:15).

In the first section, the audience is exhortedt¢aheed thevord God now speaks
through the Son, superior to the (word brought agyjels (Heb.1:1-2:4% (b) to
consider the obedient service of Jesus, who huntiedelf and is a mediator better
than Moses (Heb.2:1-3-6a); and (c) not to foregoapproach to throne of grace, to
which Jesus has opened the way (Heb.3:1-4:16).

The second movement urges the readers to consdes .hs the high priest, who
through His obedience has effected the once-andifasacrifice thus not only
surpassing the inadequate OT word and mediatoralbatits temple-cult. Jesus now
mediates for us directly before the throne of Goteaven.

The third segment is more diverse in character,eltiorts the Hebrews to draw the
consequences: (a) to persevere in view of the apiuidgment, like the OT-heroes

(Heb.10:19-12:4); (b) to come to a better and nawesome Zion and worship God

a4 Westfall, 2005, p.297.

45 This outline follows Westfall, 2005, pp.299-3@1 the breakdown of the tripartite structure,
but not always in the detail within the three majomponents and the summary of their content.

46 It may be argued thexordiumfunctions as the introduction to the whole Epidtiat this is
not further reviewed here.
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with reverence (Heb.12:1-12:29); and (c) to livadaily life before His presence
(Heb.12:29-13:5).

The two ‘overlaps’, also described as ‘peaks’, ebkews 4:16-18 and 10:19-25 are
the transitions between the three sections andacotite summarizing exhortation of
the authof’ They are preceded by a set of parallel introdustiand reviewed in

more detail below.

Two introductions and two summariéByo of the main sections presenting Jesus
respectively as the obedient, divine Son (Heb.116¥and the once-and-for-all high
priest (Heb.5:1-10:39) are introduced by a paraklof double quotations.

The first in Hebrews 1:5 joins 2 Samuel 7:14 tolfasa 7, followed by an exposition
of Jesus, the Son, as the divine ruler and creatoo, came to earth to become man
with His people and to lead them into rest. Theosddn Hebrews 5:5-6 combines 2
Samuel 7:14 with Psalm 110:4 and introduces a dirseoon how and why Jesus as
high priest supersedes and replaces the OT atonteituzis.

Each main section is followed by an exhortationjolvhshow remarkable parallels
and may well be understood as the author in hoicallefashion repeating and
summarizing his main message. Hebrews 3:1-2 witH4-46 is considered the first
and 10:19-25 the second high point of the Epistle.

Both summarizing exhortations each contain the¥alhg main elements:

0] the addresseedrothers and partners in the heavenly callingxBid, 10:19);

(i) the time and need of his audience time of need and approaching judgment
(Heb.4:16, 10:25);

(iir) the state and comfort of/for his audiencéney have in Jesus, the Son of God, a
high priest in heaven (Heb.4:14, 10:19-21);,

(iv) the reason for this comfortJesus like man was tempted, but He remained
obedient and thus through His sacrifice He opemedway to God (Heb.3:2,
10:19-20);

4 Although the structure of the Epistle is not theus of this study and the point cannot be

arguedn extensopthe verses of Hebrews 3:1-2a are consideredpde first ‘peak’, followed by a
comparison of Jesus and Moses and a long excurgee@ntry to rest/God’s presence. It makes the
parallel with Hebrews 10:19-25 clearer and it seemgecessary to force this versatile author in the
harness of too mechanical a scheme.
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(V) the exhortation to his audiencelook at Jesus, hold fast your confession and
make your approach with boldness (Heb.3:1, 4:1410&2, 23); and finally

(vi) the goal for his audienceentry into the Holies, before the throne of grdonto
the presence of God (Heb.4:16, 10:19).

When reflecting upon parts of the text and howdhbthor uses the OT-quotations it
will be helpful to keep his own summary of his naggsin mind.

2.3 Hermeneutics

Since the author’s perceived lack of Hebrew iginag¢s, linked with the use of certain
hermeneutical techniques, we will below briefly smer what the Epistle itself
suggests regarding its hermeneutics against th&gbmmd of some different

approaches.

Summary of hermeneutical approaches

Many linguistic and philosophical questions, inchglpost-modern doubts about the
possibility of reconstructing authorial intent basa of the ‘*hermeneutical circle’,
surface when reflecting on how texts are exegéelbdre is no scope here to review
this in any depth, but, when considering the us®odfquotations in Hebrews, it is

helpful to briefly reflect upon some hermeneut@pproaches.

Trull discerns seven different possible categodeNT intertextual use of biblical
texts.*®

(1) Hermeneutical error: the writer applies thedust wrongly.

(2) Jewish hermeneutics: the NT use of the OT issiciered an example of the
hermeneutics of Second Temple Judaism. Given theeped importance of this

approach for the author it is below reviewed in endetail.

48 Trull, 2004, pp.199ff. His review is of Peter’seuof Psalm 16 in Acts 2, but his approach is

helpful here also.
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(3) Sensus Pleniotere the text is seen as having a first leveingnatical-historical
meaning and the same time a deeper meaning alnetmhgled by God, but possibly
not fully understood by the original writer. Thisgper meaning can be made known
(5mr6w™) in later revelatiort’ For those who believe with the author and Petetr ah
scripture is inspirett this possibility is recognized in 1 Peter 1:10-There, the
apostle states that the OT prophets, then alrezpired by Christ, with prophecies
they themselves did not fully understaéeqitnoov kel énpedvmonr), ‘ministered
things’ to later believers which the Holy Spirit wd then explaina vov davmyyéin
UULY).

However, as Moo has pointed out thensus plenioneeds to respect the original
meaning and be developed in the canonical context.

(4) Single message: KaiSémaintains that each text has one and the sameimyean
for its own time and for later, i.e. the originaltior’'s intended meaning. Regarding
Psalm 110, for example, this implies David underdtbe was speaking about his
son(s) and ultimately also about the Messiah aal noifests in the sense Hebrews 7
explains Him. Only of the time was he ignorant.

It is, however, difficult to find any evidence thBtavid’s understanding was so
detailed>*

(5) Directly prophetic or messianic: regarding €galm 110, several commentators
take the position that David was not speaking alhsison(s), but directly, possibly

without recognizing the implications of his propiie@bout his great Son. Davis

49 Louw-Nida, no. 28.428nAéw: ‘to make something known by making evident whaswither

unknown before or what may have been difficult hoerstand’ - 'to make known, to make plain, to
reveal.'" See also Ellingworth, 1993, p.437.

%0 For R.E.Brown, whose name is associated withdbiecept, such revelation could come from
the Roman Catholic Church as well, but the concaptalso be used limiting such additional
revelation to the Bible itself as the only authatiite source. There must be a relationship between
original, literal sense and the fuller sense; dedcdoncept applies to text, rather than eventkiongs
(see Moo, 1986, p.202) to discern it from typoloQy.put differently: it is ‘words about words’ (see
also Ellingworth, 1993, p.208).

>1 Compare 2 Peter 2:21 and 1 Peter 1:10-12.
52 Moo, 1986, pp.201-208.
>3 Kaiser, 1985, p.235. His exegesis (pp.17-23) Béfer 1:10-12 and Daniel 12:6-9 however is

criticized (Bock, 1986, p.490), as is his attenaplirnit a different understanding in the OT and T
the difference between meaning and applicatiov§Sil986, p.493).

4 Kaiser, 1974, pp.310, 316 and 318, has arguenjrcingly in our view, that David
understood the promise of the Davidic covenantevesof great scope and importance, which is
reflected e.g. in Psalm 110. However it does nidfothat David did address this psaémly to the
Messiah, nor that he understood the full extentahtthe details, which the NT later reveals. S8 §
%5 Delitzsch, p.66 (through Waltke, 1981, p.6).
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contends the psalm is messianidy>® A similar view is held by Harman on Psalm
45, when explaining the author’s use of it in Helse

Although it simplifies the life of an exegete caleiably, this approach often seems
to sit uneasily with the way God may be perceiv@avork in and through history.
Why would David compose a psalm which was meangsgle his timé® and why
would a Psalter-editor retain it hundreds of yeaiesr? The approach heavily relies on
direct intervention, like ®eus ex machinan the process of inspiration.

(6) Typological-prophetic approach: here, the laext uses a historical person or
event of an earlier text as a type of the thenerursituatiorr? The emphasis is on
propheticif the earlier event was forward looking and aptted fulfilment, and on
typological if the later event was not obviously anticipatdulit the fulfilment
recognized in hindsight.

(7) Canonical process approach: this approach,osexpby Waltke, can be seen as a
refinement and integration of (3), (5) when appieaand of (6§° For the psalms he
suggests identifying the meanings of the text far poet (e.g. David), for the time
following (e.g. the monarchy with focus on his segsors), in the Second Temple
period (focus on the messianic hope) and in the(fddus on Christ) respectively.
Poythress, in a similar manner, sees both progeessiderstanding and progressive
revelation and concludes a text should be readthmneé progressively larger

contexts’® the book, the canon up to the point of writingd @ow the entire Bible.

The hermeneutics of Second Temple Judaism are ditenribed asnidrash. The
verbwaT means ‘to seek, inquire’ and has a wide rangeppfi@ation: from seeking
lost animals to divine guidance. The derived noecame a technical term indicating
the searching, for its meaning, in a written &®oth its definition and origin are,

%6 Davis, 2000, pp.164 and 173. E.E. Johnson, 1,9432.

57 See also Allen, 1983, p.113.

%8 While texts such as 1 Peter 1:10-12 appear ttyithpre was in certain cases more meaning
to prophecies beyond what the prophets at the timaerstood, it seems going very far to assume there
was no contemporary meaning. The Daniel text irag lwdicates how unusual this was: in Daniel 12:9
an explanation is specifically refused and the waaid to be closed up and sealed.

%9 Or a current ‘thing’ can be the anti-type of &pfthing’, e.g. the tabernacle as the anti-type
of the type in heaven shown to Moses (Heb.8:5)rd feno scope to explore this further.

60 Waltke, 1981, p.8. Although he emphasizes thdioity in the various stages of the text’s
meaning compared to a divergsensus plenioapproach.

Poythress, 1986, p.268.

Probably in the second century. The term doegrmtide any precision in identifying its
hermeneutics. And J. Neusner observed that: ‘Midpmesently stands for pretty much anything any
Jew in antiquity did in reading and interpretingifire’, through Leschert, 1994, p.173.

62
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however, in dispute and a detailed review fallssilgt our scope. We will, therefore,

follow Bateman and Leschert in a brief overvigw.

Midrash can be understood as (i) an interpretative staviluch seeks to apply
Scripture to contemporary issues not directly aslkkd, to explain perceived
inconsistencies or to find hidden meanings, oftesmgiisolated textual units; (i) a
hermeneutical methodology frequently associatet! tié rules of HilleP* which are
discussed below; and (iii) a literary genre whishthe resulting secondary literature
about Scripture, characteristically with both ipteter and audience accepting its
authority.

It includes rabbinienidrash(halakah and haggadah), the Targums and alsaufdid)p
Pesher® The latter writing, often closely associated witle Qumran community, is
a strongly eschatological application of Scripttwe(the time of) its audience and
regularly seems to assume the real meaning of tBogips cryptic, a mystery only

revealed in the end-time to a chosen interpreter.

Of Hillel's rules thre€® are regularly identified as being used in Hebre(i)snal
wahomer(-»m 5p): a logical syllogism which arguesfortiori (what applies in a less

important case applies in a more important on€)gézerah shawalmy n-m): the

63 Bateman, 1997, pp.1-21, believes the author epplarly Jewish hermeneutics. Leschert,

1994, pp.172-186, does not.

o4 Hillel reputedly lived somewhere between 110B@&D0and his seven rulesjiddoth were
later elaborated and refined allegedly into 13 bysRmael and 39 by R. Eliezer. Codification may no
have taken place before the time of R. IshmaelADBMHowever, it is uncertain whether Hillel
invented, simply used or codified (some of) thades. The use ahidrashwas prevalent in Jewish
circles from the time of Constantine, but it isfidifilt to assess how widespread it use was in the N
time. Towner states: ‘Scholars have struggledrtd &vidence that the Jews who wrote the New
Testament were familiar with threiddotof Hillel...” (Towner, 1982, p.133). See also Batema997,
p.4, citing there R.B. Hays, and pp.9-11. AlsoIseschert, 1994, p.175. The Qumran findings can not
necessarily be taken as representative: it wastangh views that were far from mainstream; aneirth
library and writings on the rock in the desert nhaye reflected this.

65 The (Aramaic) nounu2 appears most frequently in Daniel, where it referthe (initially
hidden) meaning of a dream, to be reveated £MT, éniéw —LXX) only by Daniel.

66 The others, which are less frequently cited, are:

(iii) Binyan av mikatuv ahaghm 21non 28 12): the meaning of a phrase found in one text may
inform the meaning of others (a family) where itiso found.

(iv) Binyan av mi-shenei khetuvifgraino “3u 28 172): as above, but now based on two texts taken
together.

(v) Kelal u-ferat(®=z1 552): a general principle may be restricted by a pakirisation, or a particular
rule generally applied.

(vi) Kayose bo bemagom ahfamx oipr2 12 831°2): as (i), but the analogy can go beyond a verbal
one.

Bateman claims to have identified also (iv) and itviHebrews (Bateman, 1997, pp.241-245).
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use of verbal analogy (if texts share a common teme can be used to explain the
other); and (viiydabar halamed me-inyan{»»y» =571 =27): a meaning can be
established by the context.

Phrased this way few would take exception to theses, but their application is
frequently very creative and texts are used atacaibt to such an extent that it goes

well beyond the biblical context or even resultslisrespect for it’

Enns, together with many others attributing to thathor such ‘apostolic
hermeneutics®® has commented that this approach frequently doesequire the
quoted text to be historical (it may well be myththaut undermining the argument);
nor does it always respect authorial intEnNT writers exegete according to the
tradition of their time, their cultural moment, artbey were driven by their
eschatological moment: to proclaim the risen ChEsins calls this their ‘christotelic
approach”® Thus, the NT itself contains exegesis which thetdnical-grammatical
method of the Reformation would consider inadmissibut the interpreter should
feel free to follow. He cites the use of Psalm®5iebrews as an examgle.
Longenecker similarly identifies the use of Jewfsrmeneuticd’> However, he is
more cautious in his conclusion: the author is @eex as still trying to understand
‘wlhat do the Scriptures mean when viewed from lai§locentric perspective?’,
although at times providing ‘a mild allegorical-etglogical treatment’?

In a variation of this theme, the author has besso@ated with a ‘Hellenized’ version

of Jewish hermeneutics and both in his concefftiamid hermeneutical approach

67 E.g. Leschert, 1994, p.180, points at R. Eliez&tib-rules’ ofgematria(meaning of a word

is derived from their numerical value) andtarikon(meaning of a word is derived by transforming the
letters in an acrostic). Towner, 1982, p.124, eslat use of rule (vii): Since the Ex0.20:13 command
‘you shall not steal’ is given in the context ofligcussion of crimes deserving capital punishntéid,
command also refers only to actions resulting pitehpunishment, i.e. stealing of people; therefatr
does not speak to stealing of goods which is notghable by death. Which exegesis, as Bateman,
1997, p.20 comments, is ‘contrary to the origimntion of the human author’.

68 The hermeneutics of the apostolic NT writersfaréhim very similar: ‘... one [c]ould easily
understand the NT as a Second Temple interpretitte Enns, 2003, p.268.

69 Enns, 2003, p.267.
70 Enns, 2003, pp.275-277 and Enns, 2005, p.154.
n Enns, 1993; in addition he mentions Matthew Zibsea 11:1, 2 Corinthians 6:2-Isaiah 49:8,

Galatians 3:16-Genesis 12:7, Romans 11:26-27-1&820 (Enns, 2005, pp.132ff.). And while he
does not mention Psalm 110 and Hebrews 7 as anpbxatinese texts presumably would fit his bill as
well.
2 Longenecker, 1975, p.185, e.g. the principlegeakerah shawaanddabar halamed me-
inyano.

3 Longenecker, 1975, p.185.

" E.g. in his understanding of the concept of ‘rest
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considered akin to, if not dependent on, Philo akdxandrian Judaism. Any
conceptual affinity will be considered later wheedevant for his use of quotations.
Concerning his hermeneutics, it suffices to obsémaéthere is hardly a trace of the at

times extreme allegorical exegesis characteri$tidexandria’

Indications on hermeneutics in Hebrews

Lescherf® tries to demonstrate that the author uses whatdmeifies as the historical-
grammatical hermeneutics of the Reformation. Howewe a review of Leschert’s
book, Enns comments: ‘The author of Hebrews is patmitted to set his own
hermeneutical agenda. Rather, one is imposed on’him

To avoid imposing any such agenda, an attempt @enrathis research to understand
the author’s approach, which can be done in twoswéy by identifying his actual
practice in the way he quotes, exegetes and uee®Thin the broader context of his

Epistle; and (ii) by listening to what he himsedfys in this respect.

The first approach would require not only an analg$ how quotations are cited and
commented on, which will be undertaken in 83-4, &gb an analysis of how all OT
information functions in his overall discourse. Figoes well beyond the scope of this

study. Our conclusions on his hermeneutics theeafemain necessarily tentative.

The above limitation makes the second approachisténing to what the author

himself says even more relevant and it is remagkblv explicit the author is about

& See Longenecker, 1975, p.171, who also desdnitpegenaciously theories can survive the

facts in quoting S. Sowers who writes: ‘The absesfahis hermeneutical tool [allegory] is partictia
conspicuous because of the Alexandrian backgrofititeaepistle. Because allegory was the
outstanding exegetical principle practiced in Aledidan circles, its omission in Hebrews also means
that the writer has excluded Alexandrian hermersptr excellence

7 Leschert, 1994, p.16.

" Enns, 1998, p.164. His review of Leschert’s bmokivid, if not livid. Enns, however, makes
no attempt to listen to what the author of Hebrbisself says about his hermeneutical views and
proceeds to foist upon him the hermeneutics of S&d@mple Judaism, apparently used by some of
the author’s contemporaries (p.166). The revieanignteresting example of the ‘we-in-the-know... -
attitude of the academic purveyors of a prevaipagadigm; note his comment: ‘Those familiar with
the literature and hermeneutics of the Second Temptld, and who understand the need to view
apostolic exegesis somewhere within those parametdt hardly be satisfied with Leschert’s
insistence on the universality of historical-grantice hermeneutics.’ (p.165).
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his view on Scripturé® Although he does not give a systematic accouribdiay’s
terminology, it can fairly be summarized as follows

(1) Inspiration.Scripture, although spoken through human beings tlee prophets, is
the word of God. The confirmation is made exphcitl Hebrews 1:1 and 4:7.

(2) Validity/authority. As a corollary of inspiration, Scripture is recagd as still
valid and authoritative in the present. This is paty clear from his enlisting the
guotations in support of his argument, but alsenftus frequent introduction of them
as God speaking in the present tense. He explicitlyfirms the OT a$épaiog
(Heb.2:2) and the word of God as ‘living’ (Heb.4)12

(3) Unity. Also as a corollary of inspiration, theity of Scripture is recognized. It is
the basis on which the author can draw conclusfomma taking statements across
time, as he e.g. does in Hebrews 4:4-5 and eXpligges as part of his argument in
Hebrews 4:7¢v Aauld Aéywv, petd tooobtor ypévov.® In this respect, he may well
have drawn comfort from his confession in Hebre®s88lthat the one who speaks,

Christ, is always the sanfié.

However, God’s word is, for the author, not stadig,he appears to perceive that there
is:

(4) Progression in the History of Redemption andRef/elation. The first, although
strictly speaking maybe not a hermeneutical conasph evidence in the discussion
of the movement from the old to the new covenane.op Hebrews 8:13, 9:8-10,
11:13; and this progression, he writes in Hebre@23-27, is set to continue. The
second aspect is announced in the opening stateshémt author: God spoke in the
past through the prophets, but now through the 8Soparallel therewith, he argues
that his audience now knows more than the OT pe@plé that this brings heavier

responsibilities and makes his exhortations mogent: It is reflected in the repeated

8 It is again noted that it is possible the auxplicitly says one thing about his hermeneutics

and implicitly does another, but our analysis bettngs not provide any evidence for this.

Taking Hebrews 2:2 in isolation it could be amgjpéatoc (Louw-Nida, no.28.043:
‘pertaining to that which is known with certainty’known to be true, certain, verified.") appliegyo
for the OT-time, but in the broader context thipegrs unlikely: it should be noted the expresséion
A0vo¢ tob Beou in Hebrews 13:7 refers to the NT-message, whildebrews 4:12, coming after an
extensive quotation, it appears to refer to the With Ellingworth, 1993, p.260, we have taken the
genitive as subjective and, although the word rsquafied, not read it as a reference to Christ,tbu
God’s speaking in both OT and NT.

80 The unity and validity across time is here segthle author as both intra-testamental and
inter-testamental.

81 God, Christ and the Holy Spirit are used intengeably at times in the Epistle and that may
be applied here as well.
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a fortiori-reasoning foAA® upaiiov) in e.g. Hebrews 2:2-3 and Hebrews 12:25-27,
which compares the OT and NT speaking of &od.

In the combination of the dynamics of history pesging and the constancy of
authoritative unity the author recognizes threé&eir concepts:

(5) Prophecy or promise and fulfillment. The authot only confirms that that which
God spoke in the past has come true (Heb.6:15hdses his exhortations on the
conviction that this continues to be true (Heb.6.3

(6) Sensus pleniorThe verbénidéw, discussed in above, returns in Hebrews 9:8.
Having described the arrangements for the OT taoéenthe author observes that the
Holy Spirit is, through these arrangements, indncatrodto 6niodvtog, present
participle) that the way into the sanctuary had yeit been openeddparvepdodor,
perfect infinitive). The present participle suggeghat, while the message to the
visitors of this OT sanctuary was that the saa#ido not provide a free-for-all road
into God’s presence, the Holy Spirit now reveals tvas temporary® The
information that another solution than the reg@acrifices was required and would
come (Christ, Heb.9:11), although implied in the @®cedures, is a deeper meaning
only now becoming clear. The verb is used in alainway in Hebrews 12:27.

(7) Typology. In fact, these OT arrangements atgpa of what was to come. In the
author’'s typology an earthly reality can, as apety{modetyue, Grtitumod, okid),
refer back to a heavenly realityifoc) as in Hebrews 8:5 and 9:23; or, alternatively,

as type dkd, mepepors) 2 foreshadow it as in Hebrews 9:8-10 and 10:1.

82 See also Longenecker, 1975, pp.173-174: ‘...theemto the Hebrews thought in terms of
historical redemption...”; ‘...Hebrews begins on thempise that history is divinely purposes and
revelatory by design, pointing...to a promised consation by God.’; ‘...Hebrew is concerned with
the tension between prophetic anticipation andlliuént...” and ‘...Hebrews spells out typological
correspondences existing within the framework deraptive history...".

8 As long as the first tabernacle is standing (V&8tic mpwitng oknriic éxovong otdoLy,
present participle), for the then present timeQwdc tov kalpov tov éveotnrora, perfect participle),
until the time of reformation/restoration (vs.18ypt katpod SLopbwoewe).

84 Louw-Nida, no.58.63tmog; TapaBorn: ‘a model or example which anticipates or precexes
later realization’ - 'archetype, figure, foreshadeymbol.'
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Concluding comments

To review whether Second Temple hermeneutics wkyarlg defined and widely
used in the NT time, how they today can best berdexi and whether the author’'s
approach can reasonably be classified as suclelidoayond the scope of our study.
There is also significant overlap between some olelr$ rules in their general
formulation and the exegetical approach as formedlafor example by Waltke.
Therefore, our interest is not so much in whethher kbelling of the author’s
hermeneutics is corret, but in whether the author's approach, when late#s
Second Temple hermeneutics, shows a disregard her ariginal meaning of
guotations as it may reasonably be establishedmtitie OT context.

While it is recognized that the above summary of t@uthor's hermeneutical
comments does not amount to a systematic doctgoeje observations may
nevertheless be made: (i) the author's commentsamgatible with the approach
outlined above by Waltke; and (ii) they indicate af@inity with an approach which
does not respect the OT meaning, nor assume aicipt meaning waiting to be

revealed by the author.

Although not all four steps are always applicalbve, will broadly follow Waltke’s
approach and seek first to understand the OT txtsi own setting; then try to
understand how the author uses the quotation dgaligtin his argument; possibly
with an eschatological, typological sensus pleniomeaning as long as this can be
plausibly supported by the progress of the histdrgedemption and revelation and is
compatible with the original meanirf§.

Whenever this approach yields a satisfactory exgtian, it may be concluded that
there is no need to suggest that the author usem&eremple hermeneutics to the

extent that this implies a disregard for the hisadrgrammatical meaning.

8 E.g. whether an argument is described &stiori or asqal wahomeimmay be a matter of

fashion or compliance with the prevailing paradigm.

86 Or as Abasciano, 2005, p.232, describes it réggulaul’s use of the OT in Romans: ‘To say
that Paul uses OT texts in accordance with thégiral intentions at least means that his applcatf
them is a logical extension or development of thiogentions.’ To label any interpretation which goe
beyond a passage’s strict original intention ‘nomextual’ is too restrictive a definition (p.231).
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2.4 Texts used

When drawing conclusions from comparing texts,ithportance of textual criticism
has to be acknowledged: which LXX (and possibly tdel) texts the author did have
in front of hint’ and what exactly he wrote is of great importarBgt. this vast and
fascinating topic is outside our scope; only anoaat of the choices made when

comparing texts can be given.

For Hebrew the Masoretic Text (“MT") is us&In the only deviation from the MT
in §4.1 the guidelines provided by Jobes-Silvakat in mind®®

Several inquiries have been made into which versfdhe Septuagint the author may
have used, but no clear alignment with any of thewkn manuscripts (“MSS”) has
emerged? Here Ralphs’ Septuagint (“LXX") has been uséd.

87 Apart from inquiring which LXX-variant the authased, it is also possible to assume he only

had access to a limited numbers of scrolls. Kag@96, p.342-3, considers it likely he had only the
Psalms, Jeremiah and maybe the Pentateuch, whibkth @oplain the variations in the quotations from
e.g. the Minor Prophets. Here no such assumptiaeed.
88 The Codex Leningradensis Hebrew Text, as predantd3ibleworks 8Plussesandminuses
against the MT in the Septuagint were already ifledtin Origen’s Hexapla and the existence of othe
texts, which may have been the Septuagmtdage,confirmed in the findings of Qumran. The
decision on which text-variant to accept as origipaften a matter of disposition. See Jobes ava,S
2000, pp.151-152. They view a new eclectic, crilyceonstructed text of the Hebrew Bible as having
serious theoretical and many practical problems.
89 Jobes and Silva, 2000, pp.52 and 153. The dgnakefor deviating from the MT based on the
Septuagint are: (i) establish the Septuagint igelyl to be a mistranslation; (ii) if applicable)a
proposed retroversion is a sensible one, (iii)k@sta there is a reasonable basis for the assumptio
anotheVorlageactually existed; and (iv) maintain consistencyhi@ assumptions regarding the textual
quality of the MT and Septuagimerlagefor the whole of the OT book under consideration.
On this last point it may be noted that Jobes alva&, 22000, pp.155-156, make a similar analysis for
Deuteronomy 31:1 as §4.1 does for Deuteronomy 32:43

See e.g. Thomas, 1965, and McCullough, 1980gen&ral inquiry; and Gheorghita, 2003,
pp.170-174, for a selected text, Habakkuk 2:3-Whd¢agh, oddly, he prints as his conclusion the
Hebrews text rather than the selected LXX-textomhs, 1965, p.303, identifies 56 variations from
LXX A/B (the two principal witnesses to the LXX) imhat he counts as 29 quotations. He assumes
LXX A/B represent two traditions from a single pat,eof which a more primitive edition was used by
the author, p.325. The variations from LXX A/B tensiders deliberate and frequently meaningful.
McCullough, 1980, p.363, disagrees and posits titleoa did not use an archetype, but a, now
unknown, local version of the LXX, possibly the dnaise with his audience to avoid confusion or
opposition. He concludes the author’s variationsawinited and either stylistic or clarifying his
interpretation of the quotation, showing ‘a reveramd cautious attitude to this text which consast
sharply with that found among many of his conterapies’ (p.379).
o LXX Septuaginta (Old Greek Jewish Scripturesjeztiby Alfred Rahlfs, copyright © 1935 by
the Wirttembergische Bibelanstalt / Deutsche Bibsdjschaft (as presented on Bibleworks 8), which
is largely based on the Codices A (Alexandrinus)yBticanus) and S or (Sinaiticus). It is interesting
to note that Jobes and Silva, 2000, pp.54-55, denshat a Lucianic recension of the Greek Old
Testament (next to the Hexaplaric recension) mag h&en limited to stylistics, while substantive
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For Hebrews the Byzantine or Majority text (“BYZIY used’® for methodological
and historical reasons.

The view taken here is not that there is one pveseexact copy of the autograph
somewhere in the body of the Byzantine MSS (e.g.Té#xtus ReceptusTR”), nor
that the subjectivity of weighing internal and extd evidences can be excluded, but
that the majority of the (famili€Sof) MSS should be given more weight. Confronted
with the choice between a (reasoned) eclecticvigmith is largely Alexandriall and

a Byzantine-text reflecting the majority of the M33he latter has been selected.
Where the differences with the Nestle/lUBS-text (“NAre meaningful, such has

been noted.
The English text used is the New King James (“NKaiiyl all textual references are to
it, unless indicated otherwiseé.

2.5 The OT in the Epistle to the Hebrews

When considering the question whether the writeHebrews had any Hebrew and,

secondarily, what hermeneutical method he applfezipervasive presence of the OT

revisions in the direction of a pre-MT Hebrew tar¢ from an Antiochene or Proto-Lucianic
recension.

92 Robinson and Pierpont, 2005. The alternative ditvalve been Z.C. Hodges and A. L. Farstad
(eds.),The Greek New Testament according to the Majortt,Nashville TN: Nelson, 1985. But

since the major differences are outside HebrewsdR#&on and theericope adulteragyallace,

1994, p.199); availability on Bibleworks 8 led tolstnson and Pierpont.

9 To argue this choice at any depth is outsidestiope of this study, but it is noted that
Wallace, 1994, pp.197 and 168 describes the ‘MTelhlajority Text] movement’ as ‘a popular
movement within conservative circles bolstered byecasional scholar’ ‘trying to reopen an issue
once thought to be settled’ often driven by thetbgicala priori of providential preservation of the
Textus Recepty8TR”) or the King James’ Version — as the case ibay
o Establishing such families (Robinson, 2005, np\&h Bruggen, 1976, p.17) will involve
judgment.

% Robinson, 2005, fn107, quotes research indicdtiagpapyri and uncials (i.e. important
sources for NA) for Hebrews may be of a shared pigg provenance. Ellingworth, 1993, pp.81-84,
following the NA, lists only two Byzantine sourcéle uncials K 018 and L 020 (botf 8entury).
% Simply taking the majority could be considered toechanical an approach. Robinson and

Pierpont, 2005, p.xiv, state that, although thext teflects >70% of the MSS, ‘the primary basis of
textual determination remains non-quantitative’e¥ldescribe their method as ‘reasoned
transmissionalism’.

o7 It is noted the NKJ is based on the TR, which mvall be inferior to the BYZ, but it seems
the closest approximation in a recognized Engliahdlation.
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in Hebrews provides an embarrassment of riches him any instances of
intertextuality. However, not all are equally helpénd a selection needs to be made
on two grounds: (i) the identification of actualogations; and (ii) the quotations’
suitability for this enquiry, i.e. those which mayidence dependence of the LXX
rather than the MT.

Quotations and allusions

Intertextuality presents itself in different formKoch has distinguished between
quotation, paraphrase, allusion and phraseology.

A quotation he describes as a conscious incorporati a formulation from another
text in one’s own, which is only effective if theithor can count on his audience
recognizing this® He proposes a number of criteria for identifyingjuotation: (i)
most clearly when introduced by an introductionnfata (“IF”), directly, or in an
earlier instance; (ii) when followed by exegetic@mments; (iii) when there are
syntactical or stylistic pointers (e.g. emphasizpagticles or peculiar integration in
the sentence); and (iv) when it is a text cleadiohging to a shared cultural tradition
(e.g. the LXX-text)’’ Criteria (iii) and (iv) have been criticized asspibly vague and,
as he himself notes, this raises the question ashti extent the foreign intrusion
would be recognized as such. And ewiterium (i) does not always yield clear
conclusiong?®

The degree of certainty with which the (intendexistence and audience-recognition
can be established diminishes further for the ofbems of intertextuality Koch
identified.

Hays has reflected upon the concept of ‘echo’, Wwiugerlaps with these categories,
and in his view it is not necessarily dependenthenauthor’s deliberate intention, nor
on recognition by the perceived audience.

An echo can be identified when a text has the rigatioor semantic effect of linking a

text with an earlier text. Through the rhetoricgufe of metalepsighe audience is

% Koch, 1986, pp.11-12.

9 Koch, 1986, pp.13-15.

100 Koch, 1986, pp.13, 22, identifies two examplethi Pauline corpus, 1 Corinthians 15:27 and
2 Corinthians 3:16-17, of which the first makes coom sense, but the second is much less convincing.
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caused to interpret the new text by the (unconsgioecall of aspects of the original
context not explicitly quoted: ‘[t]he figurativefett of an echo can lie in the unstated
or suppressed (transumed) points of resonance eettre two texts'”! It is an
unstated, and possibly uninvited, murmuring in erear. However, the demarcation,
or ‘vanishing point’, between an allusive and iiiesecho is difficult to identify. And
its interpretation is also difficult; for when ‘arh creating my own poem by
misreading elements given by...Pad?’

While Hays’ approach does not help much in idemgyquotations beyond Koch’s
criterium (i), it puts the spotlight firmly on the occurrenof resonance, i.e. the

importance of the context of the earlier text foe teadet®®

Because of the relevance of context in any echamgutd be argued that for a study of
the author's hermeneutics the vagueness of the rdatian is less of a problem: a
comparison of the contexts of the new and the ‘edheext is to be undertaken
anyway'® However, for our primary inquiry into the likelibd of the author’s
understanding of Hebrew, the congruency of the MXX and his own writing is
much more important and a narrow definition is ¢opoeferred. Questions of textual
criticism and incidence already complicate comperjsadding uncertainties as to
whether differences are a consequence of parapgrasiallusion make any analysis
of the results of a comparison very speculative.

101 Hays, 1989, p.20 and 1993, p.43.

102 Hays, 1989, p.26. The recognition is difficulchase ‘the murmur in one’s ear’ may be like
‘beauty in the eye of the beholder’; and betweepsHnd C.A. Evans they produce an example of this:
Hays considered ‘abyss’ in Romans 10:7 as derikad Sirach 24:5; Evans, however, notes that
TargumNeofiti employs ‘abyss’ in an interpretation of Retonomy 30:12-13. And Hays compliments
Evans as ‘a better reader’, a ‘more competent hg@fays, 1993, p.72). Determining the meaning is
difficult because Hays wants to hold ‘in creatieagion’ the views of all those in whose ear the
relevant murmurings take place: Paul, his origmalience, the present reader himself or his
interpretative community (pp.26-27). This problenurther aggravated because Hays subsequently
agrees with Evans that what is resonating is reSttriptural text but the ‘interpreted traditiofhe

tune one hears in one’s ear is turning into a gy of the author, various intermediate interpgieta
traditions and today’s hearer and his companiogeéd, a deafening cacophony can not be far off
(Hays, 1993, pp.71-72).

103 This the more so if it is considered that, ireaa of expensive writing materials and no
isolated quoted texts called up on computer-scrdendoth the author and his audience quoted or
alluded texts were likely part of a larger memadizentext. Abasciano, 2005, p.231 notes that foit Pa
the allusions are possibly pointers to their oadjioroader context and that he uses them as suth in
discourse.

104 Abasciano, 2005, p.226, argues the relevanctidyisig allusions to gain an understanding of
the use of the OT by NT writers to be at a par witidying quotations.
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There is also another reason to be cautious irribduthe distinction in Hebrews
between a quotation and another form of intertdiyyand that is the Epistle itself.
While Koch notes that for a quotation to functioméeded to be recognized as such,
he also comments that an IF could be lacking amditidication less clear if an
empathic IF was considered to disrupt the otherelegant flow of the discoursé
However, while the author is often recognized asaacomplished, articulate and
elegant rhetorician, his many IFs stand out, ard fhequency could be considered
less than elegant.

The explanation for this may lie in his use of @ii@ns. In a narrative they might
function to give color to the picture painted ahdit introduction and reception may
be unconscious. Hebrews, however, is a paraenemilyh and for the author
guotations are authoritative sources, enlisted uppasrt his argument, and to be
effective they had to be recognized and acknowlgd@gesuch by his audience. This is
reflected in the explicit use of a marker (e\gyer) and the referencing back to it
throughkel meAly, which in its frequency makes it all the more ethjma It seems
reasonable, therefore, to assume that when theramtiended to use a quotation he

used an IF.

The texts thus selected as quotations are showahie 2.5, which does not contain
many surprise&?

The notable absentee is Hebrews 10:37-38, whiobften considered a conflated
quotation from Isaiah 26:20 and Habakkuk 2:3-4. @bsence of both the usual IF
and thexal maALr separating quotations is, however, remarkable. ofthg indication
for considering it a quotation could be the usedf which, even in Koch’s long list,
is the weakest indicatd?’ In light of the author’s consistent and articulage of the

IF elsewhere, its absence here is import&ht.

105 Koch, 1986, p.12.

106 The number of quotations identified in Hebrewses(Longenecker, 1975, p.164) from the
high twenties to the high thirties. But this is mar function of different ways of counting of répehs
and combinations than of disagreements about tiualdexts (see Table 2.5).

107 Koch, 1986, p.15: ‘wenn der Verfasser mit eimgchten sprachlichen Hervorhebung
(z.B....einem eingefluigtepup...) den Gbernommenen Wortlaut zumindest beildaigsolchen [i.e. a
quotation] markiert’.

Karrer, 2006, p.337-338, is one of the few whoardy explicitly notes the quotations are
usually marked by introductory formulae, but alsavas the conclusion of not listing it under
quotations. He puts it in the category ‘most comiatems add [to the quotations]’. He concludes: ‘So
our author indicates a greater poetic license wherabstains from introductory formulae. The
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LXX and MT dependence

While for a study of the author's hermeneutics @liotations and arguably all
recognizable echoes should be considered, for wumapy question the selection can
be smaller. A lack of Hebrew on the part of thehautcan be deemed highly likely
when it can be demonstrated that (i) the Greek mghully deviates from the
Hebrew; and (ii) the author’'s argumentation is delemt on, or facilitated by, such
deviation. Quotations which might meet both crédeare thus the primary object of
this study.

It is possible to attempt to explain texts whichemneriterium (i) as the result of
unknown variant readings of the author's Greek ebidwVorlage or assume for
texts in category (ii) that he considered the LXt just a translation, but also an
inspired text. However, mindful of Occam’s RazBrwe have drawn back from such

additional assumptions.

Not many commentators explicitly reflect upon thethar's supposed lack of
Hebrew-capabilities, and often Schréger is citedthas source of wisdom in this
respect. However, there appears to be a considedagree of consensus about the
texts which allegedly meet both criteid.In some cases the dependence on the LXX,
and its perceived eschatological or messianic slarftased on the LXX-context of
the quotation; these are included in our selection.

The reverse, i.e. dependence on the Hebrew texdyety argued. Howard’s attempt
appears the best-known for selected c&Ses.

In Table 2.5 below the resulting selection of thet@tions meeting criteria (i) and (ii)

is shown. These quotations are discussed in sota# ithe84.1-14.

dividing line between quotations and allusions Inees blurred. Hence one should modestly weigh
such quotations.’

109 The principle éntia non sunt multiplicanda praeter necessitgtenattributed to the logician
and theologian William of Ockham. Its validity isloated, but, to the extent it simplifies theoried a
their assumptions and testing, often preferred.

110 In fairness it should be noted that reviewing thiee texts meet criteria (i) and (ii) is asking
many commentators a question which they did noésgarily set out to answer and the results need to
be interpreted with caution. Dependence on Greékisnat times, implicitly assumed or hinted at, o
simply not commented on.

1 Howard, 1986, pp.208-216. His analysis is brief hased on a comparison of the quotations
with possiblevVorlagen.It does not consider any exegesis of either theélelor the quoted texts.
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When considering the selected texts, the questigularly surfaces as to whether the
author assumes their messianic character and,, ifwbether that is appropriate
considering either the MT or the LXX.

None of the frequent quotations of Psalms 2 and di0of 2 Samuel 7 falls in
category (i), but, since they provide a framewark the Epistle, they are reviewed
briefly in 83 in order to determine whether they &g considered messianic and what
implications this has for the author’'s hermeneuiiggproach in dealing with the other
guotations.

The remaining quotations were briefly reviewed &tedmine whether they provide
any refutation of our hypothesis. The result isspraed in 84.15.
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Table 2.5: Quotations in Hebrews.

This table lists those verses in Hebrews whichvatle some frequency considered quotations. The ‘aken in this
enquiry is shown in the last column.
An attempt has also been made to determine whethected writers consider the author’s use of tleaQjuotation
and dependent on a LXX version. The results shbeldreated with caution however, since this is ragkjuestions

which these writers did not necessarily set oartswer.

Hebrews  Source IF  Speaker A E Gh Gu H K La Lo NA SHere
1:5a Psa.2:7 v  God y y - y y- VY- Yy y y y y-3
1:5b 2Sam.7:14 v  God y 'y - y y- yc y 'y y yc y-3
1:6 Deu.32:43/Psa.97:7 v  God yo9 yg yg vg vh yg vyg w yg y-4.1
1:7 Psa.104:1 v God yg vg - yo Y- Yyg yg vy |y yg 2-4.
1:8-9 Psa.45:6-7 v  God yg Vyg yc vy Y- yg y y vy yg 4%
1:10-12 Psa.102:25-27 v God y yg YC VO VYg VYOg YC Vg yg y-4.4
1:13 Psa.110:1 v  God y y - y yv- Yy Yy y 'y y y-3
2:6-8a Psa.8:4-6 v Someone YO VO Y9 VYO VYO YO Yyg Y wg y45
2:12 Psa.22:23 v Jesus y y yc y- vyh y- y vy vy y -4
2:13a Isa.8:17/2Sam.22:3 v  Jesus y y yc vy vh y- v vy y? y-4.7
2:13b Isa.8:18 v Jesus y y yc y yo Y-y Yy ¥y y? y-4.
3:2&5 Num.12:7 ny n n n Y- y? n n n yg n
3:7-11,15 Psa.95:7-11 v Holy Spirit YO YO YO VYO VY§0 YO Vg VY yg y-4.8
4:4 Gen.2:2 v  God yg vg - yo Y- Y VYO Vg VY yg y-4.8
4:3&5,7 Psa.95:11,7 v God yg vyg yg yg yg vy ygr4.8
5:5 Psa.2:7 v  God y y - y Y-y 'y Yy y y-3
5:6 Psa.110:4b v  God y 'y - y- yh vy y 'y 'y y y-3
6:14 Gen.22:17a v God y y - y yv- Yy Yy y y y y-4.15
7:1-2 Gen.14:17-20 y? n - n n y? y n y y n
7:17 Psa.110:4b v Open/God y 'y - y Yy VY Yy Yy y y-3
7:21 Psa.110:4a v  God y y - y Y-V Yy Yy vy y y-3
8:5b Ex0.25:40 v  God y 'y - y Y-y Yy Yy y y y-4.15
8:8-12 Jer.31:31-34 v  God y 'y - y yo Y YV VYyg vy y ¥8
9:20 Ex0.24:8b v Moses y 'y - y vh 'y yv vy vy y y-4.15
10:5-7 Psa.40:6-8 v Jesus yg Vvyg§g vy YO YO Vg VYyg ¥y yg y-4.9
10:16-17  Jer.31:33a&34b v Holy Spirit y 'y - y y gyy yg y-4.15
10:30a Deu.32:35a v  God y y - V¥ y- yg vy vy vy yg M@
10:30b Deu.32:36a v God y 'y - y y- VY- Yy Yy y yg 4.
10:37-38  1sa.26:20 and VO YO VYO VYOg YO Yg VYyg vy yg n-4.11
Hab.2:3-4
11:18 Gen.21:12 v  God y y - y y- Y-y y 'y yg y-4.15
11:21 Gen.47:31 yO Yy Vg n Y- n yg n 'y yg n
12:5-6 Prov.3:11-12 v Teacher/God yg y vyc vyg vh w vg vy yg y-4.12
12:12-13  Isa.35:3/Pro.4:26 n n - n vh n n n n n n
12:20 Ex0.19:13b v? God n? y - n n y- n y y n re4.l
12:21 Deu.9:19 v? Moses n y - n n y n y 'y n n-4.15
12:26 Hag.2:6 v God YO Y9 - YO Yyg Yy Y- yg y yg ¥a
1355 Deu.31:6/J0s.1:5 v God yg y? - y? yh yg vy y vyyg y-4.14
13:6 Psa.118:6 v We y vg vy Y-y Yy Yy y y y-4.15
(w Scripture)
Legend:

IF: Introductory Formula; A: Attridge, 1989; E: Elgworth, 1993; Gh: Gheorghita, 2003; Gu: Guth?ieQ7; H:
Howard, 1968; K: Kistemaker, 1961; La: Lane, 1994;; Longenecker, 1975; NA: Nestle-Aland; S: Schryd®68.
Vv: yes; y: considered quotation; yc: consideredafimn, its uselependenon or facilitated bythe LXX context; yg:
considered quotation, its udependenon or facilitatedby the LXX-text; yh: considered quotation influendeda
Hebrew text; y-: considered quotation, no influenaa be distinguished; n: not considered quotatod; - not
commented on. y-3, y-4.1-14 and y-4.15: consideretation, reviewed in 83, respectively 8§4.1-14415; n, n-
4.11and n-4.15: not considered quotation and na¢wed, reviewed in 84.11 or reported on in 84 d&pectively.
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3. The scene: the 2 Samuel 7, Psalms 2 and 110 @lioins

Buchanan famously considered Hebrews a homiletitdtashbased on Psalm 110.
While that is an exaggeration, the psalm’s impantais easily recognized? And in
the development of the Christological argument sujppy the exhortation, the
Davidic covenant looms large through the many ahs and quotations of 2 Samuel
7 and Psalms 2 and 118.Not only are they frequent, they also appear irspt the
start of the main components of the discourse alibuist’'s importance as the Son
(Heb.1:5, 13) and high priest (Heb.5:5-6).

The author is not considered to depend on a daeygi&ireek text in his use of any of
these quotations. A messianic slant, going beybedMT, has been detected in the
LXX translationévaotion 1o onépue cov of 2 Samuel 7:12'* but the evidence is
slight since the MT uses a Hiphil waw-consecutieggct ofoir.

Steyn speculates a reason the author may haveatedrfésalms 2 and 110 is they are
the only texts in the MT using the woreh+>. This would suggest knowledge of
Hebrew, but his comment is unconvincitg.Other arguments for knowledge of
Hebrew are not compelling eith¥?.

12 Psalm 110 is quoted four times: Hebrews 1:13Lfysnd Hebrews 5:6, 7:17, 21 (vs.4). And is
six times alluded to: vs.1 in Hebrews 1:3, 8:1,1P0and 12:2, all pointing at Jesus’ exaltation (@et,
2007, p.943); and vs.4 in Hebrews 5:10, 6:20 (f&®tday, 1973, pp.163-166).

13 The quotations identified are listed in Table. Z&r the reasons given earlier the frequent
allusions, such as to Psalm 110, are not revielee Davidic background is arguably also relevant in
the other quotations considered Davidic, such aé®s22, 40 and 95, but they are reviewed in 84.
The quotations reviewed here are considerembastitutingthe Davidic background.

14 Kistemaker, 1961, p.20, feels this translatiozirs to a successor who will be raised up after
the death of David'. He is followed by Schroger6&9pp.42, 262: 2 Samuel 7:12 ‘ist in der LXX-
Fassung deutlicher messianisch als im hebréischemd@xt.’, and so also Lane, 1991, p.25.
Supposedly this would have given the author thefedrto apply 2 Samuel 7:14 messianically to
Christ.
15 Steyn, 2003, p.265. The word appears in Psalrad7110:3. However the noun from Psalm
110 g11%°) also occurs in Ecclesiastes 11:9-10, while inrR<it is a common verbnbr). He also

notes, p.274, the author avoids quoting the IFefdracle in Psalm 2:7, where the translation diegr

the MT has a cohortativer{2or) and the LXX a participled(ayérrwr). He does not draw any
conclusions about language-capabilities. His suggethe author may identified a common context

for both psalms is more to the point.

116 All three times Psalm 110:4 is quoted the authoits) against the LXX and with the MT, the
verbet, but since it is clearly implied, not much candeecluded from this. More interesting is that in
all four allusions to Psalm 110:1 the author deddtom the literal LXX-textk 6cEt@v, which he does
use in his quotation, and moves towards the MTsingithe singuladv 6efiy. (See Kistemaker, 1961,
p.28. It may have originated under influence dtifjical) use in the Early Church according to Hay,
1973, p.35, but it remains noteworthy.) Howevee, ¢thange does not appear to imply any difference in
meaning.
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For the inquiry into our first hypothesis (understeng of the Hebrew text) these

quotations are less helpful.

They are, however, relevant for the second paspéet for the Hebrew text) of our
hypothesis.

There is broad agreement that the author appliesetiexts, directly or indirectly,
messianically to Jesds’ However, there is less agreement on whether they c
appropriately be used as messianic while stilleespg the OT-context!®

The inquiry into the hermeneutics of the authoerdifiore, demands a view on the
possible messianic character of these quotatiomse repecifically on the question:
can it plausibly be assumed that David entertamedsianic expectations? And how
can 2 Samuel 7 and Psalms 2 and 110 be underggaodsathis background?

Since the topic of messianic expectations is oatie scope of this study, only some

brief observations are offered outlining the wogkassumption used.

3.1 OT context and exegetical comments

The background of Deuteronomy 17 and the Davidveant

Reflecting more narrowly upon Psalms 2 and 11€e@ms appropriate to ask whether
David’'s own view on kingship, and its possible n@sie overtones, as it is reflected
in the historical book$'® can give a more precise and articulate framework f

understanding what he meant to convey in thesengsal

17 See e.g. Schroger, 1968, pp.259-260: 'im SchéWeissagung — Erfiillung’.

118 As noted, one alternative is to declare them rari&sonly; so solving the problem by
assuming they had no contemporaneous contextualingede.g. Davis, 2000, pp.163 and 173, on
Psalm 110. Another is not to consider these OTstedssianic and to conclude the author has imposed
a messianic interpretation on his quotations (fbgén line with a later, post-exilic tradition in
Judaism). E.g. Lane, 1991, p.25: ‘[iln a narrowssetie oracle of Nathan...had reference to Solomon,
but in the LXX a messianic interpretation had beroouraged...” and Schréger, 1968, pp. 259-262,
and his discussion of Hebrews 1:5, 13, 5:5, 6 ahd, 21.

119 The historical books are preferred over the psainthe attempt to identify David’s views.
Although the psalms contains references that coelthterpreted as messianic, there is the realistic
possibility that they are (in the first instancepleessed to an earthly, historical king, but atsme

time contain poetic hyperbole or are written inexmberant court style. This makes it more diffi¢alt
derive conclusions from the psalms as to theiriogignessianic character.

It should be noted that e.g. Grant can (to a aeraient) avoid the question of authorship of the
Deuteronomistic History (‘DtrH’) by pointing outah his focus is the canonical shape of the Psalter
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In Deuteronomy 17he king is, as grimus inter pareshnot to rely on military
(horses), diplomatic (wives, Egypt) or economicldygower, but on the Lord. He is
to live by the law of the Lord and then he will delais people for a long time. He is to
be what Grant has called an exemplar-Kiffg.

Saul was rejected for not — as was required by @enbmy 17 - obeying and trusting
God (1 Sam.15:10-32). And David’s close encountin whe sad warning of Saul’'s
failed kingship can be expected to have had a fovenanfluence on his views.

The key to his views may lie in the passages inclwiine Davidic covenanis
recounted?! In important features that emerge there the mraffithe exemplar-king
can be recognised: (i) David acknowledges thatritkhis successors need to rule in
obedience to the Lord and (as an example to thpl@ewalk in his ways? (i) the
Lord shall establish David’s house and his desaetsdshall be His son'? (iii) He
shall defeat his enemi€$ and give His people re¥t (iv) do so forever?® and (v)
then David’s house will be a blessing for the pedpl

The deuteronomic view on kingship is now compleradnivith the promise that
David’'s son will build the Lord’s dwelling place thi His people, symbolizing the

access they have to G&§.

Whether David entertained messianic expectatfdiis not easy to determine. Rose,

acknowledging that the OT contains texts with awénd-looking orientatiod°

(Grant, 2004, p.190). The post-exilic compositidnhe Psalter may have been completed after an
assumed late DtrH. However, with our assumptioDa¥fidic authorship we need to assume that if not
the historic books themselves then at a minimuntrémitions upon which they are based are at least
as old as Psalms 2 and 110 and are accurate. @dbene conclusions regarding David’s views on
kingship and how they may impact on the interpretadf these psalms are possible. This assumption
we make. We can, therefore, for a Davidic view orgkhip analyse numerous texts in both these
psalms and the historic books. We will limit ouxss here to a brief review of the latter.

120 Grant, 2004, p.213. Grant has suggested thatatefor-the-King of Deuteronomy 17 can be
used as a paradigm for explaining some of the featof the organisation of the Psalter around icerta
psalms; he identifies Psalms 1-2, 18-21, 118-11&s paradigm of course then also needs to be in
harmony with the actual content of the relevantrpsa

121 They are 2 Samuel 7, its parallel passage inrbriities 17 and the subsequent reflections on
it by David in his ‘Last Words’ (2 Sam.23:1-7) ahid charge to Solomon (1 Kin.2:1-4 and 1 Chr.28:1-
10) and by Solomon, citing his father at the detihceof the temple (1 Kin.8:25-26 and 2 Chr.6:4-11)
122 2 Samuel 23:3, 1 Kings 2:3 and 8:58 and 61.

123 2 Samuel 7:8, 11 and 14.

124 2 Samuel 7:9 and 12 and 23:6-7.

125 2 Samuel 7:10 and 1 Kings 8:57.

126 2 Samuel 7:16 and 23:5 and 1 Kings 2:4.

127 2 Samuel 23:4, 1 Kings 2:3 and 8:55.

128 2 Chronicles 6:6-9.
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concludes, based on a study of the wergh, that in 1-2 Samuel it refers to the
dynastic or present king, not a future ore.

Kaiser, translating 2 Samuel 7:187§7 n2in nxi1) as David referring to God's

promise as ‘this torah for/of mankind’, reads hddavid’'s recognition of the
eternalness and un-conditionality of the Davidivestant. He concludes that David
realized the greatness of the promise and undetst@oMessiah would be one of his
descendant§’?

Kaiser seems to conclude much from a difficult smuHowever, David's frequent
references to ‘forever’ and his words in 2 Samub2an everlasting covenant for
his house), in combination with his life-experierafethe sinfulness of this hou$¥,
imply that, at a minimum, he understood this wasertban aquid pro quocovenant
promising a ruling descendant as long as theyvi@bbGod’s way.

The answer to the question of whether David hadsraei expectations is probably
not as black and white as Rose sugg€4tsThe demarcation between poetic
hyperbole or court-style (in the psalms), conterapeous, possibly inarticulate,
messianic expectations asensus pleniois not always very precise.

Solomon on his throne, and the expectation thatgbn would build the temple, may
have loomed large on David’s horizon in Psalms @ 510, but it appears also likely
he was aware of the contours, however vague, ofeatey descendent beyond

Solomon.

129 Rose, 2001, p.279, defines ‘messianic expecsitas ‘expectations focusing on a future

royal figure sent by God who will bring salvatian®od’s people and the world and establish a
kingdom characterized by features such as peacpatick’.

130 Rose, 2001, pp.279-281. This orientation, whictinaes looks far into the future (i.e.
Gen.3:15 and 12:3), is in this study also refetceds ‘eschatological’.

181 References to ‘the messiah’ only appear oncéigapointment with the monarchy has set
in, which intensifies after the institution hasappeared altogether with the exile. Rose, 200283p.
282: references to messiah are usually in a comppbrase (the Lord’s/His anointed) and also
Hannah’s song and 2 Samuel 7 refer to David andymasty. And p.283: later, i.e. in the eighth
century prophets Amos, Isaiah, Micah, references@he messiah (with the definite article).

132 Kaiser, 1974, p.310ff. The verse demonstratesctimscious awarene$avid had of the
universal and messianic implications of that pramis’. p.316. See also Kaiser, 1985, p.181.

133 Reading Psalm 40 (see §4.9) it is clear Daviitimatted that already he, himself, would fall
short in worship and obedience.

134 He agrees the later expectations were ‘rootédardynastic oracle of 2 Sam 7’ and that some
psalms picture a king with ‘characteristics whichlipyond what is common’. Rose, 2001, pp.283 and
284 respectively.
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It seems appropriate, therefore, to assume a cengyubetween these psalms’
historical conteXf® and their messianic applicability; and in thathtigonsider the

guotations in Hebrews.

2 Samuel 7, Psalms 2 and 110

Since we conside2 Samuel foundational for Psalms 2 and 110 we will lookla
quotations starting with the announcement by Natifdahe Davidic covenant.

David’'s wish to build a house for God in Jerusalsmdenied, and the roles are
reversed. God will build a house for him. In aduhti God declares David’s off-spring
to be His son. Obedience is still required of gus to the divine father, and, when
sinning, he will be corrected, but not abandoné&d I5aul. David’s house will be
forever. The oppression by foreign people fromtthrees of the judges will end and
he will have rest from his enemies. In additions thon is allowed to build God’s
house, as confirmation of God’s benevolence towBasd’s city, Zion.

The actual phrase quoted in Hebrews is the linclpithe promise and no doubt is

used to evoke the whole prophecy.

Our working assumption is that Psalm 2 and Psaléhviidre composed by David for
the occasion of Solomon’s second coronatirin this setting, it would be natural to
see both psalms as a poetic reflection on, antirgaf, the promise of 2 Samuel 7,

now applied to Solomon.

Psalm 2has a vivid and dramatic character.
First (vss.1-3), the psalmist reports the revohdiy mutterings of foreign,

subjugated kings®’ Secondly (vss.4-6), he cites God as promisingtthiatrevolt will

135 Here assumed to be David, entertaining (vaguspsiaic expectations, composing these

psalms for Solomon’s second coronation, see below.

136 Psalm 2 is attributed in Acts 4:25 to David. \M# use this as a basis rather than any
assumption of a later dating, since it fits the tea&ll. During his co-regency, after the hastytfirs
coronation to stave off the Adonijah revolt, Datigd some time to prepare for the second event,
presumably intended to solidify the succession waitltofficial celebration. Subsequently the psalm
may have become a fixture in the coronation riteélhe Judaic kings, thus ensuring its presermatio
187 David had through conquest created a signifioaaiin and both David and Solomon are
reported as having rest from the enemies all ar¢g2r#hm.7:1, 11 and 2 Chr.22:9, 18). Even so, for
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not succeed and that the king God Himself hasliedtan Zion will prevail. David is
proclaiming this to reinforce the young king’'s gasi. Thirdly (vss.7-9), he
introduces the new king as applying the promisedfde’) of the Davidic covenant to
himself. This verse about his adoption as God’'sis@uoted in Hebrews. In the same
section Solomon acknowledges his dependence on(‘@skl of me’) and professes
his confidence that, if he so acts in accordandé thie Law-for-the-King, he will
prevail over his opponents. The latter is expressaubetic hyperbole: as ruling till
the ends of the earth, dashing the enemies togigitk an iron sceptre.

And lastly (vss.10-12), David, as the psalmist,erdf his own advice: potential
opponents would be wise to fear the Lord and submmiiiis anointed and blessed are
all (advice also for Solomon?) who trust the Lord.

David is later, pre- and post-exile, seen as a bfgee messiah (Jer.30:9, Eze.34:23-
24, 37:24-25) and the psalm is widely recognisedaasessianic psalm in later
Judaism® and this may have prompted the editor of the Bisét retain it after the

monarchy’s demise.

In Psalm 110David, identified in the title as the composereas in arinclusio to
the people in vss.1la and 7 and, in between, tosdis Solomon, citing the Lord
twice* The following parallel structure has been discermesolemn IF (vss.1a, 4a),
an oracle of the Lord (vss.1lb, 4b), an elaborafi®s.2-3a, 5-6) and a concluding
exaltation (vss.3b, 7f°

The first IF states the oracle to hex5, and David could appropriately address his
co-regent in this manner, serving to underline aughority; but the ambiguity also
allows for Jesus’ later application of it to Hinfsats the divine Son. The first oracle
repeats the promise that the Lord would establighid>s house, throne and kingdom
for him (2 Sam.7:13, 16).

subjugated people to revolt at a succession, taltesiew man or to benefit from any internal strif
was a frequent occurrence in the ANE.

138 Schréger, 1968, pp.37ff. and Kistemaker, 19611 i

139 Although it is acknowledged the transitions aréraes difficult to identify and vs.1a could
also be addressed to Solomon, presumably duringattemation ceremony in full hearing of the
people. Also the third person masculine singularsi® is here understood as referring to God (iR)ys
but it could be read as referring to the same peasan vs.7. Considerations of poetic structugk an
meaning led to the proposed interpretation.

140 The result is a fairly well balanced structurg¢hwafter the title two stanzas of 71 syllables
each: the IFs (7 and 9), oracles (16 and 15), eddibos (36 and 34) and exaltations (12 and 13 Th
reading requires none of the numerous proposeddatiens, although it should be noted it assumes a
break between vss.3a and 3b.
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The first elaboration describes hoe Lord will empowebDavid’'s successor: He will
extend his rod from the Davidic city, he is exhdrte rule, and his people will be
‘willingness itself’ for him**

The linguistically difficult phrase in vs.3b is uerdtood in parallel with vs.7 as a
poetic exaltation addressed to the new Kifigde will always be vigorous, strong and
will prevail.

The second elaboration pronounces thatLord will be victorious fohis successor,
crush his enemies and give him rest all aroundchvhest ‘the man of rest’ used to
build the temple — the house of ré&t.

Similarly, as are these two elaborations, also fthal exaltation is in line with
Deuteronomy 17. Herenm is understood as metaphorically referring to #ne (the
way of the Lord*) and drinking from the stream of this way as foilog his
commandments. In doing this, the son’s head wilifbed up, i.e. he will prevail.

The remaining, intriguing, issue is the meaninghaf second oracle in vs.4b. What
did David mean, and why could he call his son agtéhi The answer has often been
phrased in dynastic and political terfs.Here it is assumed David that saw the

141 After the difficult unification of his own tribeith the northern tribes initially loyal to Saul

this would probably be an important statement.

The Hebrew is difficult, bubha= (‘freewill offerings’) here understood as a ‘predlive and
intensifying plural’ meaning ‘willingness itselfAflen, 1983, p.80). The noumT is used for both
volunteering for the Lord’s battle (Deborah’s extations in Jud.5:2, 9) and for gifts for the builgiof
the temple, the very activity David had Solomonrged with and was so close to his heart. See: 1
Chronicles 29:5 and also for the tabernacle in Hs®b:3.

The verbal rootTt means ‘to show respect’ and the noun designasesithich deserves respect
‘glory, splendour, honour’ and is often used of GOBWOT (No.477c) has also noted the possibility of
the root meaning ‘visitation, appearance, revetatibhis on the basis of a parallelism, commonlgdis
in Semitic poetry, found in an Ugaritic song, whére same root appears. This alternative is not
necessarily contradictory, since the visitatiorappearance of an overlord was undoubtedly an
occasion on which splendour was in evidence amesiue. This approach does fit Psalm 110:3.
¥Tp can mean ‘apartness’ or ‘holiness’ (TWOT, no.19%0a is here assumed to refer to Solomon’s
dedication to his task of being a godly king andding the temple. And, taking this colon as in
parallel with the preceding one, would paraphrass:i‘at (the time of) the glorious appearance of
(your) holiness/dedication’. VsBas admittedly difficult to interpret, but this réad seems preferable
to a random reference to a dress-code.

142 ‘The dew of your youth’ is maybe best read asdaihg continuous freshness, vitality and
strength. ‘From the womb of the dawn’ may hintteg tiltimate source of this strength, i.e. the areat
or at the continuity of this strength, it being yided every day anew.

143 1 Chronicles 22:9.

144 TWOT, no.453a. The notion of>*12 977 appears in Psalm 1:6 androfr® 777 in 1 Kings
2:3, David’s instruction of Solomon. The usual iraag ‘walking in’ the way of the Lord may here
have been changed into ‘drinking from the broolnglat’ the way of the Lord to parallel the ‘dew of
your youth’ in vs.3b, both reflecting an ideasdérnalvitality, youth or strength. That the verse depict
a refreshment scene at some random brook appdimslyinAt times the alternative of the new king
drinking from the Gihon spring is suggested, betrireaning of such act is unclear.

145 Many suggestions have been made: (i) David wishestablish a unifying new religious
centre for both parts of his kingdom on neutralitigry, i.e. his own city. (ii) He wished to pacify
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provision of a place where God dwelt among His pe@s part of the duties of the
Deuteronomic exemplar-king, and as part of the @iavcovenant. Having been
prevented from building the temple himself, he wesmised a son who would do so.
In his capacity as king, Solomon was to be thedjaarand organiser of the cult, just
as David had been in 1 Chronicles 23*%6The king Melchizedek of Genesis 14 had
been a priest of God Most High, outside the Lealtigenealogy, in Jerusalem.
David’'s successors were to be the safi@nd, per the Davidic covenant, for ever.
The exemplar-king had as his first duty, not therese of military, diplomatic or
economic power, but to lead in obedience. Only tbmsld the people continue to
dwell in the land and retain access to God andeimgple.

In Psalm 110, David impresses on Solomon and tbpledoth the promise that the
Lord would enable him to prevail (vs.1b) and thaydto fulfil this priestly role
(vs.4b).

3.2 Use in Hebrews and hermeneutical comments

Use in Hebrews 1, 5 and 7.

As noted in §82.2 combinations of Psalm 2:7 with &n8el 7:14 and Psalm 110:4
respectively function as introductions in Hebrews dnd 5:5.

In Hebrews 1:13 the catena about Jesus as thesSmought to a close with Psalm
110:1, already alluded to in vs.3. And in Hebrewth& portraying of Jesus as high

priest is worked out, using the earlier quotatibPsalm 110:4.

Jebusite traditions under the influence of a migtalyusite priest, Zadok, or of Bathsheba, who was
allegedly part Jebusite. Or (iii) he wished to afishis dynasty as a regular ANE king-priest.

146 There is no evidence that David or Solomon eneeudled (like Uzziah) onto the priestly
prerogatives, but organising the temple-servicerifieing and blessing are mentioned and several
functionaries who may have assisted David in tliegies are identified as priests. Uzziah was
punished for usurping the ministry of reconciliati® Chr.26:18), but in 2 Samuel 8:18 David’s sons
are called priestgn>, (1 Chronicles 18:17 calls theam