God Has Spoken: Hebrews’ Theology of the Scriptures
1. Scripture as Witness to Truth

Hebrews has no explicitly stated theology of the scriptures.  Indeed, the word grafh/ does not even occur in the sermon.
  What Hebrews does have is a pervasive sense of God speaking and, thus, of God’s word, his lo/goj.  It would of course be inappropriate and anachronistic to make some direct equation between the word of God in Hebrews and the Jewish Scriptures.  From every perspective, lo/goj was a much larger concept for the author than some written text or texts.
  The texts that the author must have considered scriptures were to him only instantiations of God’s ongoing speaking to humans and the creation.

In Hebrews, God primarily speaks his words through various other media.  The Jewish law is arguably the ‘word spoken through angels’ (2:2).
  We should infer that God was the one who spoke that shadowy, yet valid word through them and thus that the author viewed the biblical text of the Law as one instantiation of God’s overall speaking.  God also spoke to the fathers ‘through the prophets’ (1:1).  We can thus arguably infer as well that the biblical texts of the Prophets and at least some of the Writings were also instantiations of God’s word.  In these last days, God has spoken a word of salvation through the Son (1:2; 2:3).  This word is likely a matter of event more than any verbal message preached by Jesus while he was on earth or from heaven thereafter.
  The author thus makes no distinction between scriptural and non-scriptural speakings of God.  There is instead a unity of God’s speaking irrespective of the mode or location of the word.
It is difficult to know to what extent some lo/goj conception stands in the background of the pervasive speaking imagery in this early Christian ‘word of exhortation’ (13:22).  By far the most intriguing comment in this regard is Hebrews 4:12-13:
Zw=n ga\r o9 lo/goj tou= qeou= kai\ e0nergh\j kai\ tomw/teroj u9pe\r pa=san ma/xairan di/stomon kai\ dii+knou/menoj a1xri merismou= yuxh=j kai\ pneu/matoj, a9rmw=n te kai\ muelw=n, kai\ kritiko\j e0nqumh/sewn kai\ e0nnoiw=n kardi/aj:  kai\ ou0k e1stin kti/sij a0fanh\j e0nw/pion au0tou=, pa/nta de\ gumna\ kai\ tetraxhlisme/na toi=j o0fqalmoi=j au0tou=, pro\j o4n h9mi=n o9 lo/goj.

The parallel of this passage with the ‘cutting logos’ of Philo is well known (e.g., Her. 119-32), as is the similar passage in Wisdom 18, where God’s word leaps from heaven at the time of the Passover, ‘bearing the sharp sword, your [God’s] authentic command’ (Wis. 18:15-16).  
But it is difficult to know what exact conception of the logos the author might have had.
  At the very least, God’s logos is true.  We might also suggest plausibly that it is God’s ‘plan-in-action’, the instrument of his will in the world.
  Regardless of how deep the author’s conception went, he surely assented to the sentiment of Isaiah 55:11: ‘thus will my word [hrema] be: whatever goes out of my mouth will never return until it accomplishes whatever I willed.’
  And so the speakings of God in Hebrews are more than just declarations.  They are performative words that ‘do’ at the same time as they ‘say’.
  And it seems almost certain that scriptural texts, because they derive from God’s logos, are filled with truth.  They are windows on God’s speaking in the past, and they are witnesses to things his Spirit wishes to speak in the present.
Crucial to understanding God’s word in these texts is to realize that the author, as other New Testament authors, placed the content of these texts into an overarching narrative of salvation history.  Although the author constructed his sense of the overarching story and overarching word from materials in biblical texts, he comes to see the speaking of God as the broader category of which the biblical texts themselves are only a subset of speaking.  In a pre-modern interpretative paradigm, the interpreter does not view a story in the text as story in a text, but as a window on history—the same history of which the interpreter is a part.
  In a sense, the text disappears as the interpreter outside the text becomes a part of the world within the text and the world within the text is seen as the past of the world outside the text.
Accordingly, the author of Hebrews viewed the words of God or of Moses in the Jewish Scriptures as the literal and historical words of God or Moses, with little regard for the fact that these words are in texts written by human authors.  In the words of Hans Frei, his readings of the Jewish Scriptures were sometimes ‘strongly realistic, i.e. at once literal and historical’.
  On the other hand, these ‘window’ readings of the text quickly blur into detailed examinations of the text as text, as the details of the text under intense scrutiny come to give witness to minute truths.  Text as window on past words and events becomes text as witness to truths arguably of the Holy Spirit.  
Further, the author also read non-narrative texts against the backdrop of the narrative of salvation history.
  He ‘narrativised’ material from Psalms and Proverbs, sometimes taking them as scripts on the lips of Christ or as prophetic words of God in relation to events in the new covenant.  Words in non-narrative genres are read as words within the overarching narrative of salvation history.
  We might justly say, therefore, that God’s speakings in relation to biblical texts are ‘many and various’, but behind them all is the overarching word of God in relation to the overarching story of God.
Direct Citations of Biblical Characters
Time does not permit an exhaustive or even extensive examination of how Hebrews’ understanding of the scriptures played itself out in the author’s actual interpretations.  It must suffice only to give brief sketches of the basic dynamics.  Thus we begin with those instances where the author takes the words of a character in a biblical text as the historical and actual words of that individual.  At times the author pre-modernly takes such words as a window on literal words spoken in history.  On the other hand, the author can just as easily shift from such window readings into non-literal interpretations of the very same words, making the words become witnesses to the truths of salvation history.  

In most of the author’s citations of Scripture, God is the speaker, and for reasons of time we will restrict our examination of the author’s use of direct discourse to God’s direct discourse.
  Although various numbers are suggested, the explicit citations of scriptures in Hebrews number somewhere in the thirties, depending on how they are counted.
  Of these, we can attribute at least sixteen to God, and arguably more.
  In keeping with the author’s pre-modern paradigm, no difference is made between God speaking as a character in the biblical narratives and God as historical speaker ‘in these last days’ (1:2) outside the biblical texts.    As the initiator of the plot of salvation and as the one di’ o4n and di’ ou[ everything is, God’s word directs and holds the story together.  God is the director and producer of the plot.
Thus God’s performative word ‘founds’ the heavens and earth on Christ and assigns the respective roles of Christ and the creation in eternity (1:10-12).
  God’s word assigns and thereby enacts the role of the angels in the created realm as ministering spirits to those about to inherit salvation (1:7).  Although God is not the narrator of Psalm 8, the author arguably saw these words as an expression of God’s logos in relation to the intended role of humanity in the creation.  The author surely knew that Psalm 8 is ‘in David’, as he says of Psalm 95 at one point (Heb. 4:7).  But he follows the perhaps Alexandrian practice of distancing the human voice behind the text in deference to the meaning he believes to be God’s voice: ‘someone, somewhere’ has expressed the logos of God in relation to the intended, yet currently failed destiny of humanity (Heb. 2:6).

The author takes the words that the character of God speaks to the character of Abraham in the Genesis text (Gen. 22:16-17) as the historical and true words of God to Abraham.
  God finds fault with his old covenant with Israel in the words of Jeremiah 31:31-34 (Heb. 8:8-12).  God speaks performative words to Christ that both declare and enact his Sonship and Melchizedekian high priesthood (e.g., Ps. 110:1 and 4 in Heb. 5:5-6).
  And God’s word promises Christ’s second coming to earth (Hab. 2:3-4 in Heb. 10:37-38) as well as his ultimate judgement (Deut. 32:35 in Heb. 10:30) and the shaking of the created realm (Hag. 2:6 in Heb. 12:26).  
We might conceptualize these words of God by way of Roman Jakobson’s basic speech-act model of addresser, message, and addressee.
  In almost all of the above instances, God is the explicitly named ‘addresser’ in a scriptural narrative or narrativised text.  In the case of Psalm 8, the author of Hebrews cannot directly place the words on the lips of God, for God is the one being addressed in the psalm.  Nevertheless, the author assumes that the words cohere with God’s point of view.  And with the introduction ‘someone, somewhere’, he distances the human author from the utterance.  The text becomes the logos of God even though God is not the literal speaker.  
The ‘addressees’ of the messages of these words then vary in accordance with the text in question.  They can be Abraham, angels, Christ, humanity, or even the audience of Hebrews itself (e.g., the use of Prov. 3:11-12 in Heb. 12:5-6).  In many cases, the author’s theology leads him to identify the addressee in ways that other interpreters would have disputed.  Thus he believes Christ to be the appropriate addressee of Psalm 110:1 as Messiah, a specifically Christian interpretation.  Meanwhile, the author places all these utterances within an eschatological context, within his understanding of the narrative of salvation.  All these dynamics combine to give the words of the scriptures a meaning appropriate to his argument.  
We conclude that the author largely read direct discourse in biblical narratives in a pre-modern fashion.  When Moses says he is afraid in the text of Deuteronomy 9:19, the author understands the words to be the literal, historical words of Moses.  On the other hand, God says many things in non-narrative discourses in various scriptures as well.  The author still reads these words with God speaking, but he often ‘narrativises’ them in terms of the story of salvation history as he understands it.  This practice allows him to hear the words in new ways that are appropriate to his argument.  
Clouds of Exempla from the Jewish Scriptures
In addition to the use of direct discourse from the scriptures, the author could employ various characters and events from the narratives of the scriptures to serve either as positive or negative exempla.  For example, the wilderness generation served as an example of behaviour to avoid.  In contrast to it, the author encourages the audience ‘not to fall by way of the same example [u9po/deigma] of disobedience’ (4:11).  Esau is another principle example of behaviour to avoid, who ‘sold his birthright for a morsel of food’ (12:16-17).  
Of course we find the most intense collection of positive exempla in Hebrews 11, where the author presents his audience with a ‘cloud of witnesses’ (12:1) to faith.  And of these examples, the witness of Abraham would seem to be the most important for the author.  We can arguably categorize the scriptural witnesses of Hebrews 11 into four basic categories: 1) those who witness to faith in the unseen; 2) those who are generally faithful to whatever God requires of them, even when difficult; 3) those who witness to faith under persecution or during difficult times; and 4) those who witness to faith in life after death.  Each of these witnesses presumably had relevance to the situation of the audience as the author perceived it.

This seems an appropriate place to mention the matter of typology.  Twentieth century scholars were often quite concerned to distinguish between typology and allegory.
  Typology was exalted as a method of interpretation that values the literal meaning of a narrative scriptural text yet sees correlations between earlier and later parts of the story.  An element in the earlier part of an overarching narrative is seen to prefigure in some way a later element in the same story.  By contrast, allegory was villainised as a method of interpretation that disregards the literal meaning in preference to one that pays little attention to the intended meaning of a text.
Here let us state clearly that the value judgements that twentieth century scholarship attached to these methods are wholly anachronistic.
  While we can logically distinguish these two methods of interpretation, we cannot legitimately place a value on typology over allegory and remain true to the actual values of the ancient authors.  Hebrews uses both interpretative methods and makes no value distinction whatsoever between them.  We will briefly mention some of his allegorical interpretations in a moment.  On the other hand, his use of exempla approximates the modern hermeneutical category of typology.
Shadowy Exempla in the Law
If various characters of the biblical narratives provided the author with positive or negative examples of behaviour either to emulate or avoid, the Levitical cultic system provided the author with exempla of Christ’s atonement and high priesthood, albeit shadowy ones.  Here we allude to the author’s comment in 8:5 that earthly Levitical priests serve the heavenlies u9podei/gmati kai\ skia=|.  That the expression is a hendiadys is not a particularly controversial or essential claim.  On the other hand, most translators and interpreters have opted for ‘copy’ in their translation of u9po/deigma here.  Accordingly, it is at this point that the possibility of Platonic or Philonic influence is usually addressed.  

Nevertheless, the similarity between the word u9po/deigma and the Platonic para/deigma should not fool us here.
  The Septuagint of Exodus 25 actually has the word para/deigma at verse 9 in a statement very similar to that the author uses here from verse 40 (Heb. 8:6).  Indeed, the incorporation of the word pa/nta in Hebrews’ citation implies that the author or the tradition on which he draws had spliced 25:9 and 40 together to some extent.
  In this light, it is highly conspicuous that the author uses the form of the quote with tu/poj rather than para/deigma.  If the author intended a Platonic meaning to 8:6, he failed miserably at this point.
  When we consider that the Greek word u9po/deigma nowhere in any extant Greek literature refers to a Platonic copy and on only the rarest equations means anything like ‘likeness’, it becomes extremely difficult to argue that it has the sense of a copy here.

What is even more striking is that we can actually find relevant parallels in Philo with the word u9po/deigma.  But these have to do with hermeneutics rather than metaphysics.  To begin with, Philo can contrast literal interpretations with allegorical ones using the language of shadow and reality.  In De Confusione 190, Philo says that people who look only at the literal interpretation are like those who look at the shadows of things rather than the bodies themselves.  These are of course the same terms Colossians uses to contrast literal practices of the Jewish Law with Christ (Col. 2:17).  But even more to the point, Philo can use u9po/deigma in reference to examples of the biblical text from which he is drawing non-literal meanings (e.g., Her. 256).  Similarly, De Opificio 157 tells us that the story of Adam and Eve in Genesis provides us with dei/gmata tu/pwn, ‘examples of types’.  When these observations are taken together, it seems much more likely that the author’s use of u9po/deigma and skia/ in texts like Hebrews 8:5, 9:23, and 10:1 means to make distinctions of substantial and insubstantial meaning rather than to make metaphysical distinctions.
When the author says that the earthly priests serve the heavenly [holies] ‘in a shadowy example’, he means that they ‘foreshadow’ Christ’s heavenly service.  The relationship between example and reality is shadowy because the correspondence is not exact.  The Law had a shadow of the coming things, but that shadow was not itself an exact image of the things themselves (10:1).  So the shadows in the old covenant were many and various.  There was the inauguration of the tabernacle (9:19), the Day of Atonement sacrifice (9:7), the daily sacrifice (10:11), the red heifer ceremony (9:13), the use of hyssop and scarlet thread in cleansing skin disorders (9:19), and other sacrifices the author might have mentioned.  But these were all only shadowy illustrations of the singular, once and for all sacrifice of Christ.  There were countless earthly priests under the old covenant, but all of these were only shadowy illustrations of the single Melchizedekian high priest that is Christ.

Parabolic Witnesses

All the preceding uses of the scriptures we have mentioned have tended toward the literal and have leaned toward a use of the text as a window into past elements of the story of salvation.  Of course the author’s use of biblical texts as exempla, particularly the shadowy exempla of the Levitical cultus, increasingly moves us away from the text as a window on the past to the text as a witness to the present.  When the author begins to focus on the text itself, he increasingly shifts away from the literal meaning of the texts in question.  It is at this point that he begins to use standard Jewish exegetical techniques like gezerah shewa, qal wahomer, and non in thora non in mundo.  These midrashic techniques view the text as a witness to fine truths.
  The author no doubt considered the conclusions reached by such methods to be the logoi of God just as when he considered a direct quotation of God in the text.
We should include the author’s allegorical or parabolic interpretations in this same overall category of midrashic techniques meant to discover the word of God as witnessed by specific biblical texts.  Hebrews 7:1-3 is clearly an allegorical interpretation of Genesis 14:17-20.  The author’s purpose in such interpretation is to discover the meaning of the phrase ‘a priest according to the order of Melchizedek’ in Psalm 110:4.  To discover that meaning, the author embarks on an interpretation of Genesis 14 using both allegorical and typological interpretation.  The argument in Hebrews 7 wanders in and out of the text as a window on a historical individual named Melchizedek to the witness of the Genesis text to what a priest after the order of Melchizedek, that is Christ, might be (e.g., 7:8).

We should likely understand the Holy Spirit to be the ‘addresser’ behind such allegorical meanings, as we see in 9:8-9.  Here the author presents a meaning that the Holy Spirit has made ‘parabolically’ clear by way of the two part structure of the earthly sanctuary.
  No doubt as another shadowy example, the manner of priestly service in the two ‘tents’ of the earthly sanctuary, set up by God, reveals that the way into God’s presence is not apparent while the outer portion of the sanctuary still has status.  The author then relates that the outer chamber of the two part sanctuary is a parable for the current age of the old covenant.
  In other words, the structure of the earthly tabernacle allegorically represents the two ages of salvation history.  Access to God was not truly possible under the old covenant.  Only now that the outer chamber of the Levitical system is being removed is the way of the Holy of Holies now possible. 

Prophetic Scripts
In the previous two examples we have seen the author move further and further away from a literal use of the text to more typological and even allegorical uses.  One of the most striking ways in which the author uses Scriptural texts—and one he shares with other early Christians like Paul—is the way he reads certain passages as scripts read by Christ.
  Richard Hays has drawn attention to this practice in a chapter of Leander Keck’s 1993 Festschrift, now revised and placed in his recent book, The Conversion of the Imagination.
  Of all the instances in the New Testament where an author reads a text as a script of Christ, surely Hebrews’ reading of Psalm 40:6-8 in Hebrews 10:5-7 is the most striking.  
What is particularly striking is that the author locates Christ’s reading of this script at the point of his entrance into the world (10:5).  Of course the author could not have failed to know that the psalm was ‘in David’ (cf. 4:7) and thus long in existence before Christ entered the world.  Indeed, the author could not have read the entire psalm as a script of Christ, for the psalmist in Psalm 40:12 refers to his own ‘iniquities’.  Since the author of Hebrews believed Jesus to be without sin (4:15), the author was arguably lifting out and applying only a portion of the psalm to Christ.
  We conclude that the author was knowingly reading these particular words out of their original context in relation to Christ.  Such a non-literal trajectory makes it unlikely that the author thought Christ had literally uttered these words at the time of some incarnation.  Rather, he likely conceives of these words as a parabolic message made clear by the Holy Spirit in relation to Christ.  By placing these words on the lips of Christ, we see clearly the purpose of his mission in the world.

Words of the Holy Spirit

We have increasingly mentioned the Holy Spirit as we have moved toward more non-literal modes of interpreting Scripture.  We have based our recourse to the Spirit largely on the author’s indication in 9:8 that the Holy Spirit reveals meaning beyond the literal sense of the text.  In two instances, the author explicitly mentions that the Holy Spirit is the ‘addresser’ behind a message of the text for the audience.  The Holy Spirit speaks a contemporary meaning to the audience in Hebrews 3:7 in the words of Psalm 95:7-11, and in 10:16-17 he witnesses to a truth of the new covenant by way of Jeremiah 31:33-34.  What both of these instances have in common is a direct and contemporary application of the words to the situation of the audience.

It would thus appear that the author primarily located messages addressed by the Holy Spirit in the present, with the audience as addressee in such instances.  In that sense, it is not so much the fact that the meaning in 9:8 is non-literal that brings the author to mention the Holy Spirit as it is the fact that a meaning is being directed to the contemporary audience.  Since of course the biblical texts were not originally written to contemporary audiences, it is no surprise that Holy Spirit speakings have a tendency to be non-literal.
Further, we notice how easily the author’s referents shift from God as addresser to the Holy Spirit as addresser in both of the above incidences.  In 3:7, Psalm 95 is introduced with the Holy Spirit as the ‘addresser’.  But by the time the author gets to 4:3, where a portion of the original citation is recapitulated, God is apparently the addresser of the same words.
  Similarly, while the Holy Spirit is the addresser in 10:16-17, these verses are a recapitulation of the same passage quoted in 8:8-12 where God is surely the addresser.  

We conclude that the author thinks of God and the Holy Spirit as the same speaker, albeit with a slightly different nuance.  The Holy Spirit speaking is God speaking (or perhaps breathing) through the text in the present time.  Those of the new covenant have become partakers of Holy Spirit (6:4), and it is presumably their partaking of God’s Spirit that opens up the meaning of these texts for them in the present time.  Hebrews does not make explicit what the metaphysical aspects of Holy Spirit might be or what the precise relationship might be between the Holy Spirit and God.  It is appropriate to limit ourselves here to the conclusion that the author considered the two ‘addressers’ to be variations on the same God speaking.
Conclusion
The scriptures were not a singular entity for the New Testament authors.  We have every reason to believe that the Law, the Prophets, and several books from the Writings were viewed as an authoritative group of ‘writings’ at the time.  But the use of scrolls did not lend itself to a singular sense of Scripture as we tend to have today with our singular binding.
  The ancient world was also an oral culture, so we must further remember that we are dealing with oral writings even though New Testament authors refer to the Scriptures as writings.  On the other hand, the oral tendencies of the author of Hebrews are obvious.  The overarching category for him was the logos of God, of which the scriptures themselves were only instantiations.  While God spoke the Law through angels, while he spoke the Prophets and various Writings through the prophets, God spoke most definitively through a Son beyond any scriptural text, even if the scriptural texts bore witness to the Son.
The author accepted as valid the speakings of God to the fathers in their own right.  ‘The word spoken through angels came to be firm and every transgression and disobedience received a just penalty’ (2:2).  But these events and words were also examples for later generations, particularly those of the new covenant.
  They were not only examples of behaviour to emulate and avoid, but the Levitical cultus was a shadowy example of the high priestly work of Christ.  Indeed, the Holy Spirit of the new age had many things to say to the contemporary audience through the words of Scripture.  Some of these were only understood properly if the words were read as a script of Christ.

At the root of how the author understood the meaning of the text was the author’s theology.  In particular, the author placed the texts of the scriptures into an eschatological context.  Christ’s sacrifice stood at the consummation of the ages (9:26) as the climax of the story found in the scriptures.  While we can thus say that the author interpreted the scriptures Christologically, it is even more appropriate to deem his hermeneutic an eschatological hermeneutic.  More than anything else, the author’s interpretation was eschatologically driven.  It is because of the eschatological context of the salvation story and because the audience is understood to be the most important ‘addressee’ of the scriptural texts, that the scriptures come to take on the meanings that they do.

� It is increasingly accepted that Hebrews was likely written to be delivered as a sermon.  See in particular Hartwig Thyen, Der Stil der jüdisch-hellenistischen Homilie (FRLANT 47; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1955) and Lawrence Wills, ‘The Form of the Sermon in Hellenistic Judaism and Early Christianity’, HTR 77 (1984): 277-99.  


The overwhelming dominance of verbs of speaking (lale/w sixteen times; le/gw thirty-two times; lo/goj twelve times) reflects the author’s oral orientation even beyond that of other ancient authors.  The classic work on the oral nature of ancient culture in general is of course Walter Ong, Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word (London: Routledge, 1982).  For orality and the New Testament, see Paul Achtemeier, ‘Omne verbum sonat: The New Testament and the Oral Environment of Late Western Antiquity’, JBL (1990): 3-27.


� Indeed, it is striking that the author’s use of bibli/on in 9:19 places this particular ‘book’ as part of the old covenant.  Moses sprinkles it, presumably the book of the covenant in Exodus 24:7, indicating its location in the former age.  Presumably it is this same bibli/on the author has in mind in 10:7, which in that instance provides a ‘shadowy example’ of the atonement Christ would come to provide.  See below. 


� In the light of the author’s self-reference at 11:32 with a masculine, singular participle, it seems far more likely than not that the author of Hebrews was male.


� Such a referent is even clearer in Acts 7:38, 53, and Galatians 3:19.  Cf. also Deut 33:2 (LXX); Jub. 1:27; and Philo, Decal. 46.


� We should not limit in any way the concept of logos to verbal speech, to logoi prophorikoi or expressed speech.  The very background of the logos concept in Stoicism focused more on pre-verbal thoughts, logoi endiathetoi, than verbal speech itself.  For an example of this distinction, see Philo, Abr. 83.


� Ronald Williamson (‘The Incarnation of the Logos in Hebrews’, ExpTim 95 [1983]: 4-8) and Graham Hughes (Hebrews and Hermeneutics: The Epistle to the Hebrews as a New Testament Example of Biblical Interpretation [SNTSMS 36; Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1979], 5) likely overstated the case when they argued that the author had an ‘all-but-explicit’ logos doctrine, meaning that the logos in Hebrews is implied to be Christ.  Marie Isaacs’ approach is much more balanced, Sacred Space: An Approach to the Theology of the Epistle to the Hebrews (JSNTSS 73; Sheffield: JSOT, 1992), 197-201.  


� Cf. Opif. 24.


� Since the author of Hebrews seems to argue exclusively from a form of the Old Greek Bible and Septuagint, I have made all translations of the Jewish Scriptures from the Septuagintal text.


� For this distinction, see J. L. Austin, How to Do Things with Words (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University, 1962) and J. R. Searle, Speech Acts (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1969).


� The classic work on this topic is Hans Frei’s, The Eclipse of Biblical Narrative: A Study in Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century Hermeneutics (New Haven, CT: Yale University, 1974).


� Eclipse, 1.


� Perhaps the pioneering work with regard to the notion that non-narrative biblical texts frequently argue from a narrative substratum is Richard Hays’, The Faith of Jesus Christ: The Narrative Substructure of Galatians 3:1-4:11, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002 [1983]).  Hays also has done the most to explore the idea that New Testament authors sometimes read non-narrative materials as ‘scripts’ on the lips of Christ (see n.33).  However, my concept here develops a sense of them as scripts in the overall narrative of salvation history. 


� Pamela Eisenbaum has discussed Hebrews’ use of direct citation under the heading of ‘quotation as oracle’ (The Jewish Heroes of Christian History: Hebrews 11 in Literary Context [SBLDS 156; Atlanta: Scholars, 1997], 109).  Following George Savran (Telling and Retelling: Quotation in Biblical Narrative [Bloomington, IN: Indiana University, 1988], 11-14), she suggests that direct citations have a tendency to speak more directly to the present than paraphrases or narratives.  Direct citations become new speech-acts with new functions different from their original ones.  I allude to such functions below.


� We will discuss words the author places on the lips of Christ and the Holy Spirit below.  The author also references the direct speech of Moses twice: Hebrews 9:20 cites Exodus 24:8, and Hebrews 12:21 cites Deuteronomy 9:19.


� Richard Longenecker suggested thirty-eight (Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period, 2nd ed. [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999], 147), while Pamela Eisenbaum’s more restrictive reckoning arrives at thirty-one (Jewish Heroes, 92).  See also Simon Kistemaker, The Psalm Citations in the Epistle to the Hebrews (Amsterdam: Soest, 1961), 16.


� Heb. 1:5a, 5b, 6, 7, 8-9, 10-12, 13; 5:5, 6; 6:14; 8:8-12; 10:30a, 37-38; 11:18; 12:26; 13:5.  We might easily add other references by argument (e.g., 4:3, but is this the Holy Spirit speaking?) or if we included ‘indirect’ statements about God that the author arguably blurs with statements by God (e.g., 10:30b).   


� For my understanding of this citation in the catena see my ‘The Celebration of the Enthroned Son: The Catena of Hebrews 1’, JBL 120 (2001): 469-85 and Understanding the Book of Hebrews: The Story Behind the Sermon (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2003), 40-55.  My understanding of language regarding Christ’s agency in creation differs from the way in which Richard Bauckham and Harold Attridge’s chapters in this book take such language.  While they largely take the statements in 1:2 and 10-12 as fairly straightforward declarations of Christ’s role in creation, I would argue that they are metaphorical expressions of Christ’s meaning in relation to the creation, namely, that the creation finds its intended purpose and destiny through Christ.  This approach supports the goals of Bruce McCormick in this volume.


We might mention four arguments in support of this line of interpretation.  The most significant is the fact that elsewhere in the sermon Hebrews consistently refers to God as the creator rather than Christ.  In 2:10 and 3:4 in particular, God is creator in distinction from Christ.  Hebrews 2:10 states that God, the one di’ ou[ everything exists, found it fitting to perfect Jesus—in distinction from the one through whom everything exists—through sufferings.  11:3 and arguably 8:2 also refer to God rather than Christ as creator.  Secondly, we note the highly elevated and hymnic quality to the language of the exordium and catena of Hebrews 1, indeed, of all the places in the New Testament where language of Christ’s creative agency occurs (e.g., John 1:3; 1 Cor. 8:6; Col. 1:16).  This is exactly the kind of context in which we would expect non-literal or hyperbolic language.  We couple this fact, thirdly, with the wisdom associations of 1:3, where the author seems to allude to Wisdom 7:16.  Far from supporting literal agency in creation, such a wisdom connotation pushes in the direction of a non-literal sense of Christ’s agency here—Christ is God’s wisdom for the creation (we see such a transpositional dynamic at work in Matthew’s editing of Q 7:35 and 11:49.  Finally, the most natural way to take the grammar of both the exordium and the catena places the focus of timing on the exaltation.  It is as a reflection of God’s glory that Christ sits on God’s right hand (main verb, 1:3) and Christ inherits the name after sitting (1:4), which is the temporal location of the rest of the catena that follows.  We should thus understand God to utter the performative words of the catena at the exaltation, ascribing the significance of the exalted Christ.


� Parallel conventions of introducing biblical text are also found in Philo (e.g., Ebr. 61; Plant. 90; Deus 74).  See also Hebrews 4:4.


� The author’s mention of God’s promise to Abraham in Genesis 22:16-17 is a good example of how the text can shift from window on the past to witness to the present in a moment, even within the space of the same sentence.  The author speaks of the biblical promise to Abraham that ‘multiplying I will multiply you’, which the author views as a historical event and historical words uttered by God to Abraham (Heb. 6:14).  But then the author just as soon affirms ‘and thus after exercising patience he obtained the promise’ (6:15).  But Abraham died in the biblical narrative before he had received the promise.  It is only the Abraham of the text, whose existence stands in the story beyond the narration of his death, who could have obtained the promise in the later part of the story recounted in the book of Exodus at earliest and even more likely in the narratives of Joshua and the Former Prophets.  In such a hermeneutic, it is no surprise to find that the perfect tense is often the tense of choice for introducing scripture (e.g., Heb. 4:3, 4, 7; cf. the standard introductory formula using ge/graptai).  Statements and events in the scriptures stand in the text eternally.  It is thus also no surprise to find that the blood of Abel continues to speak in the text, even though the ‘historical’ Abel of the narrative is long murdered (cf. Heb. 11:4).


� Psalm 110:1 is not the only text in Hebrews that serves as a declaration by God of Christ’s kingship.  We might also mention the author’s citation of 2 Samuel 7:14 in 1:5b, and I would add the author’s use of Psalm 45:6-7 (44:6-7LXX) in 1:8-9 (see n.15).  The timing of such enactments—Christ’s enthronement and cosmic king and installation as high priest are thus contemporaneous in their primary sense.


� Roman Jakobson, ‘Closing Statement: Linguistics and Poetics’, in Style in Language, Thomas A. Sebeok, ed. (Cambridge, MA: MIT, 1960), 350-77.  Other elements of Jakobson’s model included the notion of context, code, and contact.  Code simply refers to the common language (e.g., Greek) between addresser and addressee.  Contact refers to the actual physical point of connection, such as a written text.  More important for our purposes was his sense of context, the reference to which the sense of the message points.  Post-structuralist explorations of meaning have thrown a major wrench into the question of Jakobson’s addresser, addressee, and context.  For example, a text becomes autonomous once it is detached from its author (cf. Paul Ricoeur, Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning (Fort Worth, TX: Christian University, 1976).  And ultimately, the meaning of a text is a slave to the whims of its reader as to how its addresser, context, and addressee are conceived (cf. Stanley Fish, Is There a Text in This Class?: The Authority of Interpretive Communities [Cambridge, MA: Harvard University, 1980).  These are matters of incredible debate and nuance, so I will merely acknowledge these considerations without argument.


� Cf. my Understanding, 56-70.


� Here we might mention Leonhard Goppelt, Typos: The Typological Interpretation of the Old Testament in the New, Donald H. Madvig, trans. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982 [1939]); and then, later, R. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and Event: A Study of the Sources and Significance of Origen’s Interpretation of Scripture (Richmond: Westminster, 1959).


� We should especially mention the work of Frances Young, who rightly notes that the distinction between typology and allegory was ‘born of modern historical consciousness’ and would have been confusing to the church ‘fathers’ (cf. Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture [Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1997], 152-53).


� For a more extensive discussion of this issue, see my ‘Philo and the Epistle to the Hebrews: Ronald Williamson’s study After Thirty Years’, SPhA 14 (2002): 112-25 and A Brief Guide to Philo (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2005): 84-85.


� Philo combines the two as well at Leg. 3.102.


� Indeed, on the presumption that the author was addressing a group influenced with Alexandrian ideas, Gregory Sterling suggests that the author did not have a very well developed understanding of Platonism (‘Ontology versus Eschatology: Tensions between Author and Community’, in In the Spirit of Faith: Studies in Philo and Early Christianity in Honor of David Hay, D. T. Runia and G. E. Sterling, eds. SPhA 13 [2001]: 208-10).


� As Lincoln Hurst has argued strongly (The Epistle to the Hebrews: Its Background of Thought [SNTSMS 65; Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1990], 13-17).  See also the publications in n.24.  Harold Attridge has pointed out that the word does ‘occasionally’ have the connotations of a likeness (Ezek. 42:15LXX; and the Aquila translation of Ezekiel 8:10 and Daniel 4:17; The Epistle to the Hebrews [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1989], 219, esp. n.41).


� The author uses marture/w eight times, all of which arguably relate directly to the witness of various scriptural texts.  For a recent treatment of Hebrews’ exegetical techniques, see Herbert Bateman, Early Jewish Hermeneutics and Hebrews 1:5-13: The Impact of Early Jewish Exegesis on the Interpretation of a Significant New Testament Passage (New York: Peter Lang, 1997).  His discussions of background are far more helpful than his actual interpretation of the catena in Hebrews 1.  Less helpful is Dale Leschert’s Hermeneutical Foundations of Hebrews: A Study in the Validity of the Epistle’s Interpretation of Some Core Citations from the Psalms (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellon, 1994), whose work continues to labour under the burden of trying to ‘validate’ Hebrews’ exegesis according to modern hermeneutical values.


� Cf. my Understanding, 76-78.


� In one of the more forced arguments in Hurst’s Background (26-27), he attempts to dismiss the strange, but relatively straightforward sense of Hebrews 9:1-10, which refers to the two chambers of the earthly sanctuary as the ‘first’ and ‘second’ tents.  We also note the author’s parabolic understanding of the Aqedah in Hebrews 11:19, where Abraham e0n parabolh|= receives Isaac back from the dead.


� Again, the prw/th skhnh/ of 9:8 is most naturally taken as the prw/th skhnh/ of 9:6, which clearly refers to the outer chamber of the two part tabernacle.  The h3tij of 9:9 then has its most natural antecedent in the prw/th skhnh/ of 9:8.  In short, the burden of proof is squarely on anyone who would argue against the outer ‘tent’ being that which is a parable of this present age.


� The author presents the compilation text in Hebrews 13:6, based on Joshua 1:5, Deuteronomy 31:6, and possibly Genesis 28:15, as a script for the audience itself to place on its own lips.


� ‘Christ Prays the Psalms: Paul’s Use of an Early Christian Exegetical Convention’, in The Futre of Christology: Essays in Honor of Leander E. Keck, Abraham J. Malherbe and Wayne A. Meeks, eds. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 122-36; updated in The Conversion of the Imagination: Paul as Interpreter of Israel’s Scripture (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 101-18.


� Hays suggestion that the New Testament authors must have read texts like these as Christ as Israel seems unconvincing at least in this instance (Conversion, 110-11).  On the one hand, the uniqueness in the New Testament of Hebrews’ argument by way of Psalm 40 argues strongly that this particular line of interpretation is the author’s own work rather than a traditional item passed on by the author.  In that light, we note further that the author gives no hint whatsoever of any equation between Christ and Israel in some way.  On the contrary, the author never uses the term ’Ioudai=oj or e1qnoj and seems to combine both Jew and Gentile universally under the heading ‘seed of Abraham’ (2:16; especially in the light of his universal understanding of Psalm 8 in 2:6-8).


� It is thus inappropriate to use these words as any kind of argument for Christ’s literal pre-existence in the thought of the author.  Cf. also Isaacs, Sacred Space, 202-3.  


� The recapitulation of Psalm 95:11 in Hebrews 4:3 is simply introduced by ei1rhken without an explicit subject.  Since God is the speaker in the Psalm, however, it is logical to conclude that the author simply thought the subject was obvious.  Hebrews 4:4 also introduces Genesis 2:2 with ei1rhken minus an explicit subject.  Genesis 2:2 is about God rather than a direct citation of God.  Yet the Holy Spirit has not been mentioned since 3:7 and the author typically uses the passive voice when he is speaking of the witness of the text itself (e.g., 7:8; 11:5).  It thus seems most likely that the author as God as the speaker in mind in his use of ei1rhken in 4:3, 4, and 7.  The fact that God thus comes to speak about himself does not detract from this conclusion for the author presumes God is the ultimately speaker behind what the Genesis text says—even when that text is speaking about him.  Further, the consistent use of the perfect tense in this section is a tell tale sign that the author is treating the text as witness rather than direct window on past events.


� Any application of Frei’s work must take this key difference in paradigm into consideration.


� This interplay between original meaning and extended meaning is an excellent example of what Hays calls ‘dialectical imitation’, an interplay between original meaning and contemporary eschatological context (Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul [New Haven, CT: Yale University, 1989], 173-78).  Indeed, the author of Hebrews seems even more than Paul to let the original sense stand at the same time as he sings a cantus figuratus.
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