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Introduction


It's no secret that we evangelicals are reevaluating our hermeneutic.  The 1994 meeting of the ETS  had as its theme hermeneutics, and elicited vigorous and enthusiastic discussion of differing deeply held views on the topic.  And in no small part is the critical self-evaluation due to the challenges of postmodernism.  This is evidenced in recent evangelical writings.  A large section of the book, The Challenge of Postmodernism:  An Evangelical Engagement, is devoted to issues in hermeneutics.  Millard Erickson suggests some guidelines for a yet not-fully-developed genuine postmodern evangelical hermeneutic in his book, Evangelical Interpretation.


Postmodernism is the label given to the paradigm shift occurring in all areas of philosophy, science, and art that is challenging our conceptions of truth and how we come to know it.  Rationalism and empiricism with their correspondence theory of truth are giving way to more subjective means of discovering truth that value intuition and experience.  Postmodernism has not reverted to premodernism in that it values the scientific method and its accomplishments, but it has unmasked its naive presuppositions and attempts to steer a middle course between objectivism and relativism.  There is great appreciation for tradition, context, and community.  It embraces an incarnational and holistic approach to knowing the truth and the self.


With more particular attention to interpretation, radical postmodernism asserts that there now is no unifying center or basis of meaning; one interpretation or understanding is as right or good as another.  Thus we cannot know truth because there is no truth to know.  Everything is an interpretation of another interpretation.
  It would seem that there could be little in common between biblical hermeneutics and postmodern interpretation.


Yet there are ways by which our hermeneutic can be modified in light of the truths we can glean from postmodernism in order to be more biblical.  Making room for the reader and the role of his experience, for the supernatural, for community, and for other means of expressing and learning truth besides proposition are some suggestions that would reflect the concerns of more moderate postmodernism.
  Also, postmodernism warns us that a strictly scientific method of interpretation (even the evangelical version of this) is in danger of taking the Bible away from the people, for only trained persons are suited to interpret it.
  Yet Scripture itself witnesses to the ability of the common person to read, to understand Scripture.   Somehow we must recapture Scripture for the common man, much as Tyndale and others did by way of vulgar translations.  We need a common, a vulgar, method of interpretation.     


God is the God of all truth.  If there is some truth in postmodernism that will bring needed adjustments to our hermeneutic, God is the God of it as well.  And since God is the God and author of hermeneutics and the teacher of it in history, we would like to suggest that it is possible that, to the extent that there is a true or correct hermeneutic and not just haphazard, culturally conditioned methods, God saw to it that the biblical writers, whether consciously or unconsciously, reflected this truth in hermeneutics.  The way they read and interpreted their Scripture just might be instructive for our own hermeneutic.  If we study their hermeneutic again, keeping in mind questions raised by legitimate postmodern concerns, we may discover that their methods are instructive for us in developing a genuinely postmodern evangelical hermeneutic.


To this end we attempt in this paper to observe characteristics of the hermeneutic of the author of Hebrews.  We wish to see if his hermeneutic reflects truths or concerns brought to our attention by postmodernism, and if it can empower us to read Scripture anew and develop theology, under the guidance of the Spirit who is truth, for our own day.
  
The Process in Hebrews 

Our purpose here is to see what we can discover regarding the hermeneutic of the author to the Hebrews.  As can be expected, a reader's method of interpretation is interrelated with his views of such things as the nature of Scripture, how God speaks in and through Scripture, and the role of history in interpretation, and with his basic view of reality.  It can be difficult to separate hermeneutical methods from theological presuppositions.  In this section we begin with observations of the author's hermeneutic and follow them with a discussion of those points that are more obviously theological presuppositions. 

The Hermeneutic Employed

The following appear to be some characteristics of the hermeneutic of the author of Hebrews.


(1) He considers God the Spirit to be the primary author of Scripture, and assumes that the meaning that he finds in Scripture reflects God's intent.  This suggests that the divine Author is more significant than the human author.  Never does the author say that a human author wrote Scripture or is the direct source of Scripture.   The closest he comes to this is to say that God designated a "Today" when he "spoke through David" (4:7).  In 3:7 the Holy Spirit is designated as the speaker of the same text (Ps. 95:7-11).   Otherwise, the author explicitly identifies God (1:5-13; 4:3-5;  5:5-6, 10; 6:13-14; 7:21; 8:8; 13:5),
 or "someone" (2:6), or Jesus (2:12-13), or Christ (10:5), or the Holy Spirit (3:7; 10:15-17) as author; or no one is identified as the author and it is assumed that God is (10:37-38; 12:5; 13:5 and 6).  So in the end it is the text, representing the confluence of the human author and the divine Author, which has precedence over the human author.


When we state that the divine Author's intent is even more significant than the human author's, we mean that the confluence of the divine and human wills is not necessarily identical (or equal).  Elsewhere we are told that the role of the human author is in some sense a passive one, that people did not initiate prophecy, that prophecy does not have its origin in the will of man, but that  "men spoke from God as they were being carried along by the Holy Spirit" (2 Pet. 1:20-21).  The almost total bypassing of the human author in Hebrews reinforces this point.  In some instances the human author is not only ignored but replaced by Jesus as though he did the original speaking!


Hebrews 2:11-13 is illustrative of this hermeneutical trait.  It puts into the mouth of Jesus the words of both David (Ps. 22:22) and Isaiah (Isa. 8:17-18):  "So Jesus is not ashamed to call them brothers.  He says, 'I will declare your name to my brothers; in the presence of the congregation I will sing your praises.'  And again, 'I will put my trust in him.'  And again he says, 'Here am I, and the children God has given me.'"  In a different twist of this, the author takes words spoken by David and addressed to God (Ps. 102:25-27) and makes them the words of God spoken to Christ, the Son (1:10-12).  


(2) A second feature of his hermeneutic is that he views God as continuing to speak, whether in or through Scripture or in other ways.  Scripture is marvelously contemporary  because God spoke of the last days (see Gen. 49:1; Deut. 31:29; etc.) and they have arrived in the coming of Christ: "in these last days God has spoken by his Son" (1:2), he affirms.   The event of Christ has come at the end of the ages (9:26), and the readers are living in this end time.  It is also called the "coming age" (2:5), not in the sense that it is future to the readers but that it is the age foretold and already present in Christ.
 


He contemporizes God's speaking by contemporizing events such as the "Today" of Psalm 95: "So, as the Holy Spirit says: 'Today, if you hear his voice, do not harden your hearts. . . '  See to it, brothers, that none of you has a sinful, unbelieving heart that turns away from the living God, but exhort one another daily  while it is called 'Today'" (3:7-12).  So the "last days" constitute a new "Today" and so does every day within the "last days."   Thus he contemporizes David's "Today" both as a period of time (the "last days") as well as every single day in the experience of his readers.


He also contemporizes God's "speaking" by using the present tense of verbs of speaking and related ideas.  This is seen not only in the reference just discussed (3:7-12), but with reference to the sprinkled blood of Christ: it continues to  "speak a better word than the blood of Abel" (12:24).  God spoke a terrifying word from Sinai, accompanied by blazing fire, darkness, gloom, whirlwind, and the blast of trumpets (12:18-21).  But the readers have come to Mount Zion, to the heavenly Jerusalem, to the angels and the general assembly and the church, and to God and Jesus and his sprinkled blood, and from here God is speaking now (including the word the author is writing).  So we are exhorted: "See to it that you do not refuse him who is speaking" (12:25).  He has the same perspective when he continues:  How shall we escape "if we turn away from him who warns us from heaven?" (12:25).  


God speaks presently through previous Scripture, contemporized for the readers, and through past events (i.e. "spoke through his Son", whose blood, which was spilled, still speaks).  It appears that God may continue to speak directly or through other media and in history.  For instance, when Jesus's original hearers confirmed to the second generation of believers the revelation they heard from the Son , God "testified" along with them by "signs, wonders and various miracles, and gifts of the Holy Spirit distributed according to his will" (2:4).  So the words of 1:1-2 that God "has spoken in his Son" need to be understood in a broader sense than simply the writing of new Scripture; there was in some sense communication of truth in the miracles and gifts of the Spirit and not only in the present epistle itself.
 


The contemporization of Scripture is seen in ways which we ordinarily think of as application but which the author fails to distinguish from interpretation.
   For example, the Scripture (Prov. 3:11-12) is the word of encouragement which continues to address us  as sons  (Heb. 12:5-6).  In addition, believers themselves may articulate the promises of Scripture as their own words contemporary for their need.  So Psalm 117:6 is contemporized in 13:6: "So we say with confidence, `The Lord is my helper; I will not be afraid.  What can man do to me?'"  This citation of Psalm 117:6 is the consequence (note the "so") of the promise cited immediately beforehand that the Lord would never leave us nor abandon us--a word given originally to Israel under Moses (Deut. 31:6, 8) and to Joshua (Josh. 1:5), but itself deemed contemporary for the readers.


In addition to this kind of example, the author even goes further and finds truth in contemporary life which he then uses to interpret Scripture in a contemporary way.  The use of the concept of "testament" in 9:16-17  illustrates this:  "In the case of a will, it is necessary to prove the death of the one who made it, because a will is in force only when somebody has died; it never takes effect while the one who made it is living."    It does not seem evident that an Old Testament covenant or agreement or contract required the death of the party who made it before it went into effect.   So most render diatheke  by "testament" and point to contemporary Roman custom that called for such a requirement.  This is the only place, then, in all of biblical literature where the term should be rendered as "testament."  With this cultural addition, the author turns back to his Old Testament and finds that animal blood already pointed to this.  The point is that contemporary meaning is read back into the Old Testament to help clarify and fill up meaning  there.  The present total meaning was unknown to authors in the past but known to God.



The author's contemporizing of Scripture leads to a final observation.  The author himself writes anonymously, and this phenomenon has occasioned much discussion.  Perhaps the most persuasive suggestion is that the author so writes because he wants his own word of exhortation to be received as the contemporary word of God, not man's.   And believers are to continue to heed it (13:22).


(3) Another trait of the author's hermeneutic is his practice of using later Scripture to interpret earlier Scripture.  This represents the concept of progressive revelation implicit in the very first two verses of the book.  It also reflects canon criticism or canonical interpretation.


In 3:7-19 and 4:1-11 the author uses Psalm 95 to discover another aspect of God's seventh-day rest after creating (Gen. 2:2).   He develops this by using Psalm 95 to interpret Deuteronomy  12:9-10; 25:19; Joshua 21:44; 22:4; 23:1 (and many similar references in Samuel, Kings, and Chronicles), and the meaning of rest for Israel.  While the almost total use of the concept prior to David points to physical rest and deliverance from enemies, the Holy Spirit through David (cf. 3:7) advances the concept to refer to the heart of faith in a people and a kind of rest which those who were already living in the land of rest during the reign of David were in danger of losing.  Ultimately it is a divine rest achieved by faith and not just an earthly rest that is at stake.   So Hebrews 4:7 says that "he [the Holy Spirit] fixes a certain day, 'Today,' saying through David after so long a time just as has been said before, 'Today if you hear his voice, do not harden your hearts.'"  The Spirit would not have spoken of achieving rest by faith if only physical or earthly rest were in view, for that had been won under Joshua and David.  So David's greater meaning of rest (see also Ps. 37:7: "Rest in the Lord") enables Hebrews to find a "Sabbath rest" (v. 9) in the account of creation transcending mere physical ease and to say that his readers still had yet to achieve this deeper kind of rest.   And David sets the new trajectories which the prophets (apparently Isa. 30:15; 63:14; Jer. 6:16; Dan. 12:13) and Jesus himself take up (Matt. 11:28-30:  "Come to me . . . and I will give you rest"). 



Other examples illustrate this practice of interpreting earlier Scripture through later Scripture.  In 2:6-9 the author shows that Jesus fulfills the noble destiny promised to humankind in Genesis 1-2 by showing how he fulfills Psalm 8.  The point seems to be that it would have been easy to go directly to Genesis 1-2.  But given the fall of humanity (Gen. 3), how can David say such things about the crown and glory of all humankind?  He can because, Hebrews says, Jesus does what no other person could do: on behalf of all he suffered the death which the curse demanded.  Because of this suffering he is already crowned and so ennobles all who are in him.   So Hebrews reads Genesis through David.


In 10:11-13 the author uses Psalm 110:1 regarding Jesus' sitting down to give meaning and understanding to the priests' standing of Exodus 29:38.  They daily offered repeated sacrifices which never removed sins.   Hebrews interprets his sitting as ending the sacrificial system: he once for all offered one sacrifice to take away sins forever.  It is doubtful that Moses saw the significance of the priests' standing.


Perhaps the premier example of this trait is that of Melchizedek.  Throughout the book, but particularly in 7:1ff, the author uses Psalm 110:4, phrase by phrase, to interpret  Genesis 14 and its account of Melchizedek.  In Genesis he finds Melchizedek to be, among other things, fatherless, motherless, without genealogy, having neither a beginning nor an end, made like the Son of God, and remaining forever a priest (7:3).  It seems that the author is enabled to discover this in Genesis 14 because of what David said, that Messiah would not only be a King in David's line (110:1) but a priest forever in the order of Melchizedek (110:4).  


(4)  As a sort of inverse of the third observation, the author also indicates that the later application of Scripture for his contemporaries influenced the articulation of the original divine authorial intent.  While this is not as transparent as it is in Paul, it does seem to be a plausible reading of the author.
  We note the words of 7:1-3 where Melchizedek "has been made like the Son of God."  We suggest that the author finds that the things recorded of Melchizedek were so recorded because of what the later coming of Christ reveals.  Even the omissions of the record (pertaining to his ancestry, genealogy, birth, death, etc.) are meant to be prophetic in light of Christ and were planned beforehand because of Christ.


The passage of 11:39-40 reinforces our observations.   The saints of old were commended for their faith, "yet none of them received what had been promised.  God had planned something better for us so that only together with us would they be made perfect."  This assumes that the promise to the ancients was articulated with the saints of the last days in view.  The promise was framed by God's greater designs for the future that included the blessing of Gentiles in Christ (cf. Gen. 12:3 with Gal. 3:8 where Paul appears to affirm this very thing).  God's plans for the blessing of all in Christ influenced the wording of the promise so that the terms of it could not be realized until we in Christ came along. 


(5) The author also finds deeper or additional meaning which he ascribes to divine authorship.  He reads his Scripture in such a way that he discovers meaning that the human author scarcely could know.  He does this to contextualize Scripture for his generation, a second generation (2:3) (and if he can do this for the second generation of Christians, why cannot it be done for the seventieth or eightieth, i.e., for us?)


Many examples could be cited here, and each one perhaps could be challenged.  So we give first a sample list of these places, and then explain one or two.  Here are the references: 1:5 (2x), 6, 8-9, 10-12, 13; 2:6-9, 12-13; 3:7-11, 12-15; 4:4-11, 7; 5:5-6; 7:1-10, 11-22; 9:17-18; 10:5-10, 11-13, 37-39.  


The example of 1:10-12 is especially informative.  In Psalm 102:25-27 David extols God as creator and eternal.  In Hebrews the author has God (the Father) extolling the Son as creator and eternal.  So both the addressor and addressee have changed.  It does not seem that David had the person of the Son as creator of all in mind.  As another example, in 7:1-10 the comparison of Christ to Melchizedek has the author discovering things about Melchizedek that Moses and David apparently never knew.  It seems that the author is the one who has made him like the Son of God (7:3) so that he remains a priest forever.


Although we have dealt with it above, the concept of rest  in chapters three and four also demonstrates the author's discovery of deeper meaning.  The later references in the history of Israel to the concept of rest show that the meaning of Genesis 2:2 is not exhausted by defining it as the seventh day of the week.   Consequently, the author goes beyond even David to claim that a special kind of rest, a "sabbath rest", remains for the author and his readers to possess fully (4:9).  It seems that all the later applications of the seventh day rest are legitimate parts of the meaning of Genesis 2:2 in light of his claim of 4:9 and the exhortation that we should be eager or diligent to enter this rest.  They encourage the author to discover yet a deeper meaning pertinent to his readers who by faith are in Christ.  So we have not done our interpretational task in Genesis 2:2 until we have brought forward these later meanings and uses of "rest." 



Another example of finding deeper meaning arises in 9:8-10.  After describing how the first covenant had regulations for worship and an earthly sanctuary (9:1-7), the author says:  "the Holy Spirit was showing by this that the way into the Most Holy Place had not been disclosed as long as the first tabernacle was still standing.  This is an illustration for the present time," showing that sacrifices and other "externals" were not able to make the conscience of the worshiper perfect.  Here the author sets in contrast the earthly with the deeper meaning,
 what we will call the existential  with the essential.  The divine Author seems to intend meaning revealed in the present which the human author did not know or understand in the past.  It is unlikely that Moses meant that the inaccessibility of the inner tabernacle meant that it was temporary, or that the tabernacle had a "parabolic" lesson to teach,
 or that the tabernacle was a type of heaven, as 8:5 and 9:8-9 affirm.
  Biblical types in general represent at least two intentions: the human author's intention, which did not include the typical significance; and God's intention, which did.  



Similar to this last instance is the passage of 10:11-13 where the author cites Psalm 110:1 to give meaning to Exodus 29:38.  As said above, it is unlikely that Moses understood that the standing of the priests meant that their ministry was temporal, incomplete, and failed to be efficacious. 


(6)  Another characteristic of the author's hermeneutic is his self-conscious awareness that he is interpreting Scripture, sometimes in ways that are not easy for his readers or listeners to understand (see 5:11-14).  He consciously explains the meaning of Scripture and other things, in an effort to "make clear" these difficult things.  This makes explicit the idea that interpretation is an intentional enterprise; there is an assumed process or method which is acceptable to the readers and can be validated.  That he is intepreting Scripture is implicit throughout (eg. 1:1-2; 2:1-4; 10:1-14; etc.) but we wish to show examples of where this is explicit.  He gives an interpretation of events that is specially his and usually unknown in the contexts of the Old Testament.  


In chapter 8, after the author quotes Jeremiah's words prophesying the new covernant, he interprets the word "new."  He says (v. 13):  "By calling this covenant 'new,' he has made the first one obsolete; and what is obsolete and aging will soon disappear." 


As shown above, the author asserts that the Holy Spirit meant something deeper than the surface meaning  of the tabernacle and its ministry: he was "making clear" or "showing" something (9:8).  Also  he interprets Jesus' coming in the words of Psalm 40:6-8 ("Here I am, I have come to do your will")  to mean that God is setting aside the first [covenant] to establish the second (10:9).    


In chapter 11 the author is not content simply to rehearse the history of those who put faith in the promise of God.   He goes further and interprets their experience in light of the eschaton that has come in Christ.  Verses 13-16 are especially instructive.   The patriarchs, in admitting that they were foreigners and strangers on earth, were seeking a "better country, a heavenly one," prepared as a city for them.  And of Moses' identification with the people of God the author says that he was thereby regarding "disgrace for the sake of Christ as of greater value than the treasures of Egypt, because he was looking ahead to his reward" (v. 26).  So Moses did prospectively what Paul does retrospectively and contemporaneously--his sufferings also are done to fill up what is lacking in the sufferings of Christ (Col. 1:24).


The author's use of Haggai 2:6 is also instructive.  He takes the words "once more" ("Once more I will shake not only the earth but also the heavens") as a promise in process of fulfillment.  He asserts that "once more" indicates or "makes clear" (the same word as in 9:8)  "the removing of what can be shaken--that is, created things--so that what cannot be shaken may remain" (v. 27).   In the next verse he affirms that it is the Kingdom, which is in process of being received, which cannot be shaken.  Thus the Kingdom is transtemporal and uncreated.  It is essential reality.  So the words, "once more," promise two things at least: God will shake the whole world but only once more; and the very next thing to come is eternal (it will not be succeeded).  Once again we see that we are in the "last days."


When we consider again the words about Melchizedek the author affirms that he has much to say, but "it is hard to explain because you are slow to learn," he writes (5:11-14).  They need to be instructed in the elementary truths all over again because of their slowness.  The difficulty is due not to his process of instruction, or his method of interpretation.  Rather it is due to their mind and heart condition of immaturity.  The mature because of use  have their moral senses trained for the discerning of good and evil, and this the readers have failed to do.  Yet he proceeds anyway to instruct them about this matter (ch. 7).  So it is apparent that the author expects his readers or listeners to be able to understand what he writes, and that they would be persuaded by his interpretation of Scripture to persevere and embrace Christ.  This assumes that his interpretation explained valid meaning in the text, and that they would approve his interpretation and use of Scripture.  This is a strong argument for using the biblical hermeneutic as a Christian hermeneutic--that Scripture is to be our source for hermeneutics as well as theology and ethics.  


7)  The horizon of his readers--the questions they are asking and the struggles they  are facing--affects the meanings he finds in the texts.  So we begin with the questions which the author seeks to answer
--the contemporary concerns which occasioned the epistle.
  There is general consensus  that the author is addressing a mostly Jewish readership.   A strong Jewish flavor characterizes the book as shown by the heavy use of quotations and other uses of the Old Testament, reference to Jewish practices including priestly service and sacrifice, the roll-call of faith culled from the Old Testament, and the comparisons made with angels, Moses, Aaron, and Melchizedek.  These are just a few of the evidences of this Jewish readership.


To this Jewish audience the author seeks to demonstrate to his readers how the gospel is God's final message because Jesus is God's final messenger.  They are living in the culmination of history now that Jesus has come.  Jesus in his person and work surpasses the persons and works of angels, Moses, and Aaron, who have gone before.


If this brief overview of the central message of Hebrews is correct, then we can understand why the author wrote his work.  Apparently, because of persecution (Heb. 10), some Jewish converts were wondering if following Christ was worth it all.  Some were apparently in danger of following others away from Christ.  The readers needed faith and perseverence in their sufferings so that they might inherit the promises made to Abraham and the patriarchs (chs. 3-4, 5, 6, 11).   There can be no thought of turning back to the former ways.  Instead they must go on in maturity following their pioneer Jesus.  To go back is to fail to actualize the promises made to the saints, Jews and non-Jews, of the past.


The horizon of the readers, then, involves the need for assurance that indeed embracing Jesus as the Messiah rests on proof from their own Scripture.  They would not have given up on Christianity simply because of persecution.  It would have been a failure to understand and believe that Scripture foretold that it is only with Jesus that the promised rest could be won.  Those of the old covenant failed to believe, and so did not enter rest (chs. 3-4).  The readers must believe that God has indeed finally spoken through his Son who is the fulfillment of all the promises (1:1ff).   He is the Son, the King, the Creator, the enthroned One, the Melchizedekan High Priest.  The argument from their earlier Scripture is pivotal and absolute.  And it is as this Scripture is believed to be the very voice of God that the author will convince his readers.   


So it is the hermeneutics of the author on which everything turns.  He must convince them that Jesus fulfills and otherwise completes the understanding of Scripture for them.  So it is a hermeneutic which begins with the questions and concerns of the readers and finds meaning in the text which meets their needs.  It must also be a hermeneutic that any Jew instructed in Scripture must endorse or at least appreciate as valid.


In summary, the following characterize the hermeneutics of Hebrews.   (1)  He considers God the Spirit to be the primary author of Scripture, and assumes that the meaning that he finds in Scripture reflects God's intent.  (2)  He views God as continuing to speak, whether in or through Scripture or in other ways. (3)  He uses later Scripture to interpret earlier Scripture.  (4)  The author  indicates that the later application of Scripture for his contemporaries influenced the articulation of the original divine authorial intent.  (5) He finds deeper or additional meaning which he ascribes to divine authorship.    (6)  He shows his self-conscious awareness that he is interpreting Scripture.   And, (7) the horizon of his readers--the questions they are asking and the struggles they face--affects both his choice of texts and the meanings he finds in them.

Theology Assumed


As we consider the preceding traits of the author's hermeneutic, we find a common understanding behind them all.  The author affirms a spiritual realm beyond the earthly, temporal one and this belief has influenced how he interprets Scripture.  Following are certain presuppositions of a more theological nature that stand behind how the author interprets earlier Scripture.  They also contribute more directly to a sense of the whole than the more particular traits listed above.


(1)  Perhaps the most obvious theological construct is the author's placing of Jesus as central to all his message.  This centrality is affirmed in various ways, though perhaps nothing is so persuasive as the very first verses of the book.  He claims that God's final revelation ("speaking") is found in the Son, and God has confirmed this by attending the gospel message which Jesus began with miraculous signs given to the second generation of believers (2:1-4).  All of God's previous acts and words find their completion in Jesus Christ and his coming.  Jesus is presented as heir of all, creator, the essence of deity, sustainer, redeemer, and enthroned as king at the very place of preeminence--at God's right hand.   Subsequently he affirms that his name as Son makes him superior to angels, Moses, Aaron,  and all the elements of the former system of the law (including covenant, the tabernacle, and the sacrificial system).  The preeminence of Jesus leads the author to affirm new titles of Jesus including pioneer, author of salvation, brother, apostle, high priest, forerunner, and others.  He is "holy, blameless, pure, set apart from sinners, exalted above the heavens" (7:26).


This "christological interpretation" leads the author to find Jesus everywhere in his Scripture.  For example, in chapter one alone the author makes Jesus the object of declarations originally addressed to David (Ps. 2:7), Solomon (2 Sam. 7:14; Ps. 45:6-7), and even God (Ps. 102:25-27).  In another direction, the author makes Jesus the subject or speaker of words originally spoken by others, including David (Ps. 22:22; Heb. 2:12; again Ps. 40:6-8 in Heb. 10:5-9), and Isaiah (Is. 8:17-18; Heb. 2:13).  Finally, the author views all history as culminating in the coming of Christ so that henceforth all are living in the "last days" (2:2),  the "coming world" (2:5), the new "Today" (3:13), the "coming age" (6:5), and the "end of the ages" (9:26).  In this new era Jesus is already ruling in glory and honor (2:9-10).  Jesus is the key to every thing including the meaning of Scripture.   


Where does this christological perspective come from which informs his method of interpretation?  It comes from none other than Jesus himself as he instructed his followers (Lu. 24).  


(2) The author thinks and writes from a Kingdom world view.  That is, the Kingdom is the expression of his view of ultimate reality.  It is this reality which provides the center of his Scripture, and by which he interprets history.  It is the canonical principle which informs his interpretation throughout.  The Kingdom center provides what Hirsch has called the "intrinsic genre" (to be distinguished from "literary genre"), the "conception of the meaning of the whole," the "overarching notion."
  This is known intuitively but is a genuine characteristic of the text.  It is that sense of the whole which gives meaning to the parts.  This conception of the whole is made possible by the fact that the Scriptures are a unity, the products of a single, divine mind.


This is very important for hermeneutics.   As Kunjummen observes, the "importance of a generic conception of the meaning of Scripture as a whole will affect one's understanding of authorial intention."
  Since God alone is the single author of the whole, the total meaning of a text will involve both the intentions of the human authors of the parts and the intention of God the author of the whole.  Thus each writer "communicates to Christians today more than he knew he was communicating" formerly because we today read his text as part of the whole of the Canon.
 


The accomplishment of his Kingdom is God's purpose, the central message of the Bible, and the world view from which the author to the Hebrews reads and writes.  The coming of Jesus is the crux of the accomplishment of the Kingdom on earth, and as such is the climax of the story of the Kingdom.  God has been revealed in Jesus, and Jesus is presented as the King forever and righteousness is the scepter of his Kingdom (1:8-9).  He is the same and will outlast many universes (1:10-12).  He now sits  enthroned in majesty (1:13-14).  He wears the crown of glory and honor won because of his suffering death (2:9).  The author mentions Kingdom and throne a number of times, and both the transcendent and immanent aspects of the Kingdom concept pervade the epistle.  The Kingdom is both here and not yet here (2:8-9).
  


God is ultimate reality.  His Kingdom reflects his character.  Together God and his Kingdom encompass the spiritual realities, the invisible realm, of which the author writes.  It is the invisible realm that is the fundamental reality for the author, and is engaged by faith.  He views earthly things and events as reflecting and/or fulfilling heavenly, invisible things or truths.  So, while there is some distinction between the visible and the invisible, the earthly and the heavenly, there is nevertheless some positive correspondence.  We will take this up again in a moment.  


(3) A close corollary to the second trait of the author's hermeneutic is his view that his readers are living in the eschaton.
  The coming of Jesus ushered in the Kingdom of the end times.  They are living in the "last days" (1:2) and the "coming world" (2:5).   Even though all things are not yet seen to be in subjection to man, we do see Jesus already crowned with glory and honor over all creation (2:8-9).  The author views the present as another "Today" (3:13); he affirms that we are entering  rest (4:3).  The new covenant, which the OT prophets spoke of as occurring in the end times, is in effect (8:8-13).  The ministry of the tabernacle is a parable for the present time (9:9), the time of the new order (9:10).  Jesus' entering the Holy of Holies once for all (9:12) is at the "end of the ages" (9:26).  We have already arrived at the city of the living God, Mount Zion, the heavenly Jerusalem (12:22).  


Though the eschaton has come, it also has not yet come fully, and is in the process of unfolding.  The Kingdom is here but not yet (2:8-9).
  They are about to inherit salvation (1:14) and the coming world (2:5).    He has perfected  forever those who are being perfected  (10:14).  They are not to forsake meeting in community as they see the approaching day  (10:25).  Though they have already arrived at the city of the living God, yet they are receiving  a Kingdom which cannot be shaken (12:28),
  and they seek "the coming city" (13:14).  The Kingdom, which has been inaugurated and in a real sense accomplished in the coming of Christ, is in process of being actualized in their experience.


It is this actualization of the Kingdom on earth which unites the earthly and the heavenly, the visible and the invisible.  The author's preoccupation with Kingdom realities is in no way ethereal or earth-denying.  The city we seek is coming to us, here on earth.  Believers are heirs of the coming world (2:5).  The author's description of Jesus as the Creator of all (1:2, 10-12), or  as the one who "likewise partook of blood and flesh" (2:14), or as the one "made a little lower than angels"  who tasted death (2:9), sanctifies all of creation--the earthly and the unseen or spiritual.   Indeed believers are made holy through "the sacrifice of the body of Jesus Christ once for all" (10:10).  And all of the heavenly realities are the basis for how to live now (10:19-24; 12:28).  So while the author affirms an invisible world known only to the eye of faith (11:1, 6), it is a world that is going to be made manifest in this world in just a little while.  The eye of faith sees that this is guaranteed in Jesus.  The believer is to follow the examples of the saints before her, to live by faith as they did.


Now this relationship between the seen and the unseen worlds has everything to do with how the author of Hebrews interprets his Scripture.  The transtemporal, abiding, unseen world, on which the author bases all things of life, we will call essential reality.  This corresponds roughly to God and his Kingdom.  The temporal, transitory, visible world, which in some sense corresponds to the heavenly world, we will call existential reality.  Existential reality refers to all institutions and historical particularities of this earth.  Essential reality is in process of being actualized in existential reality.  God is accomplishing his Kingdom upon the earth, bringing all things into conformity with his nature, to his glory.  Such a perspective influences the method by which the author interprets earlier Scripture, including the very choice of the texts.


Returning to the concept of intrinsic genre, the only one who authored all of Scripture, and therefore could have understood or intended the whole, is God.  So, God alone, of all the authors of Scripture and as the only one who knew the sense of the whole, could know the full meaning of any of the parts since the sense of the whole is part of the meaning of the parts.  The human authors, who participated fully in the writing of Scripture, wrote usually of the historical particularities to which they referred, and may or may not have understood the transtemporal meaning of the words or events.  They wrote of existential reality, and what they understood of the meaning of their own writing is the existential meaning.  


Now God, as the author of the whole of Scripture and the whole of history, did know any and all such transtemporal meanings and intended them in the original writings, as the author to the Hebrews indicates.  The transtemporal realities of which the human authors wrote (whether intentionally or not) in the existential meaning of their writings are essential reality, and God intended this essential meaning in the text.  This meaning corresponds to the existential meaning, because existential reality mirrors essential reality, the earthly the heavenly.  


Thus the essential meaning of the text must be within the range or sense of the words in the text and cannot contradict the existential meaning.  If anything, the essential meaning is a greater fulfillment of the existential meaning.  In this way, the human author is understood as writing accurately and intentionally with understanding, maintaining the full integrity of his participation in the process.  At the same time God, as the Creator of the seen and the unseen and as the only author of the whole, is recognized as sometimes intending a deeper, transtemporal meaning in the words of the human writer than that writer knew.


The paradigm of reality includes existential reality, essential reality, and the actualization of the latter into the former.  This paradigm, which describes in another way the author's theological presuppositions, helps us to understand the characteristics of his hermeneutic.  God is the primary author of Scripture because he is the abiding reality, and the earthly reality is derivative.  He works in and through all human affairs to accomplish his Kingdom and is therefore the primary actor, including in the writing of Scripture.  As the only author of this whole story of the universe,
 and as the one who knows the end from the beginning and is unfolding it within time, God wrote later Scripture that more fully explicates meaning in earlier Scripture perhaps not apparent to the human author.  Such later meaning known by God helped to craft the words of the original text.
  So, by reading Scripture from the perspective of the Kingdom center, which is God's sense of the whole and in a real sense his "world view", and by reading earlier passages through later passages, the interpreter can understand meaning intended by God but in some cases apparently not by the human author.  And, since God is at all times in the process of actualizing his Kingdom upon the earth and is the author of the whole story of history, the reader can find valid meaning in Scripture from the perspective of his/her own horizon by reading through the Kingdom center/world view.  World view determines the hermeneutic.       

The Fruit of His Hermeneutic


On the basis of an apostolic hermeneutic, the readers had come to faith in Christ as the Messiah and divine, final Messenger sent from God.  Their faith rested on a particular way of reading Scripture.  Now the author of Hebrews comes along and writes for their deeper understanding of truth ("solid food"), further encouragement, and maturity.  For the most part, the author of Hebrews must have shared in common with his readers, apparently second generation believers (cf. 2:3), a world view and a hermeneutic which they could validate in their own experience.

  
On the basis of his hermeneutic as characterized above, the author of Hebrews constructed a theology contemporary to his readers.  It met their needs, and even provoked them to higher ground (5:14).   It is his hermeneutic which allows him to understand and demonstrate new meaning from his Scripture to make possible the subsequent scheme of his theology.  



Using his hermeneutic the author and readers discovered new truth demonstrating that Christ  surpasses the way of the old covenant .   Examples of such new truth include the following: the high priesthood of Christ; his being our brother, apostle, pioneer, forerunner, author of salvation and author and perfecter of faith; his destroying the devil and his power of death; his being in the priestly order of Melchizedek; his being better than angels and Moses and Aaron; the sabbath rest remaining to be claimed; our day being a new "today"; his being guarantor of a better covenant; the "obsolescence" of the old covenant; the failure of animal blood to remove sin; the earthly tabernacle being a type of the heavenly; the nature of a covenant as a last testament ; the heavenly city sought by the patriarchs; Abel's blood still speaking; Abraham's faith that God would raise Isaac from the dead; Jacob's worship on the top of his staff; Moses' choice to suffer disgrace for the sake of Christ and his seeing him who is invisible; Old Testament saints being a cloud of witnesses to us; believers having arrived at Mount Zion and the church of the firstborn, among other things; Jesus' blood speaking better things than that of Abel; strangers being angels; Jesus being the same yesterday, today, and forever; our having an altar from which to eat; Jesus' suffering outside the gate and our bearing his disgrace outside the camp; praise and our doing good being identified as sacrifices; Jesus' being the great Shepherd of the sheep; and Jesus' and his people fulfilling countless prophetic and narrative portions of their Scripture (for example, the unique use of Ps. 40).  


Many of the truths on this list are not conveyed by other canonical writers as normative for the Church.  These represent a portion of the content of a biblical theology of Hebrews. The author's hermeneutic allowed him to discover and convey these truths to meet the great and small questions of his readers.  


The author to the Hebrews is able to read Scripture in such a way as to develop a unique theology to meet the needs of his readers.  We suggest that he does this by reading Scripture from his own horizon, namely the questions from and pastoral concerns for his readership.  This is how he finds immediately contemporary meaning.  Now, the way he reads from his own horizon is extremely important.  The meaning he finds must indeed be valid meaning (or it would not work for his purpose to convince his readers anyway), and anytime someone is freely reading from his own horizon and is not limited to reading only from the horizon of the (human) author, the concept of valid meaning seems to be relinquished.  If he is reading from his own horizon, how can he claim validity for his meaning?


He can claim validity for his meaning because he is reading Scripture through the Kingdom world view from the perspective of his own questions.  The text of Scripture, with the human author's intended meaning, provides one anchor.  The Kingdom world view, which is the intrinsic genre or concept of the whole, is the other anchor, providing the view of reality through which that Scripture is read.  It is, in a very real sense, reading Scripture from the horizon of the divine Author.  These two anchors provide controls for the meaning which is found in response to the questions that the author asks from his own horizon (which, by the way, God also authored, as the Author of history).
Reproducing the Process

 
We would like to suggest that we can do the same.  We, too, are able to read Scripture from our own horizon, to find anwers to our own questions, by reading it through the grid of the Kingdom center.  Filled with the sense of the whole of Scripture and guided by the Holy Spirit, we can see the fulness of the meaning intended by God.  Aware that the human authors were often referring to historical particularities, we can nevertheless discern the essential meaning of the passage and receive meaning for our own situation, in order to participate in the actualization of God's Kingdom upon the earth in our own day.


Notice that in this process we are basically reading Scripture from two horizons simultaneously.  We begin with questions from our own horizon and read Scripture through the Kingdom center, which is God's horizon or world view, his story of meaning in the universe.  But this Kingdom center is the intrinsic genre, or the sense of the whole, which is perceived intuitively and not scientifically.
  Since it gives the full meaning of the parts, we cannot fully understand any part of Scripture without it.  We wish to suggest here that it is the Holy Spirit who helps us to understand intuitively the intrinsic genre of Scripture and who guides us to meaning as we read from our own horizon through the Kingdom center.
   Perhaps this is a sort of "dual readership" of Scripture, analogous to its dual authorship.  It may be that when we read, asking questions from our own historical particularities, through the Kingdom center under the guidance of the Spirit, we are in a sense getting meaning that is an amalgamation or confluence of the two horizons, ours and God's.  Interpretation is a spiritual pursuit.
  


This is describing the result from the perspective of our experience.  In fact, any valid meaning gained from our horizon is meaning known and intended by God and is therefore some detail of truth from his horizon.  For his horizon encompasses ours, and he is the author of all history, including the horizon of our historical particularities.  This indicates that it is not only legitimate, but actually necessary to read Scripture from multiple horizons through time and across cultures, in order to come to understand collectively all the meaning God intended in Scripture.


It is important to note here that we begin with questions  from our own horizon, not answers.  The answers are ultimately found in Scripture, in whole or in part from the perspective of the whole.  Now God may well reveal truth through history or scientific discovery that is not explicit in Scripture, and which helps us to understand Scripture better.  In this sense we may seem to have answers from our own horizon which we read into Scripture.  What in fact is happening in such cases is that God is leading us to his truth through some other means so that we read Scripture differently and see truth there that we did not see before.  Such "answers" are in fact truths from God's own horizon which he has taught us, and it is only our previously misguided understanding of Scripture which has changed.  We have not imported "superior" truths from our horizon into the text to make it say something that violates the text.  Any truths we glean from our horizon we hold as hypothetical and then go to Scripture.  If it helps us to read Holy Scripture more correctly, we can hold to it more firmly.  But if it is contradicted by clear teaching from Scripture and we do not discover a new way to understand it without doing violence to it, then we go back and examine again the hypothetical truth.


If we are able to do this and read as the author to the Hebrews read, he models for us what appears to be a genuine evangelical postmodern hermeneutic.
  For in reading this way, we recognize the role of the reader in making meaning, but without relinquishing truth and deconstructing the meaning of the text as intended by God or the human author.  We explicitly affirm the supernatural dimension of Scripture and the Spirit's role in understanding meaning.  We embrace intuitive methods of coming to know truth.  We recognize the necessity of asking questions from multiple horizons, across time and culture, in order to explore all of the meaning that is in the text.  This affirms the role of community and tradition in understanding.  And it permits the apprehension of immediately contemporary meaning.  All of these traits reflect postmodern concerns.  


Perhaps most importantly, this way of reading returns the Bible to the common person.  The author to the Hebrews found deeper meaning in Scripture to meet his readers' immediate needs by reading Scripture from his own perspective through the Kingdom center, which is God's view of reality.  As we immerse ourselves in Scripture, through the help of the Holy Spirit we come to share his world view.  We come to have the mind of Christ about all of reality.  Then when we read Scripture we make connections in the text and between texts intuitively, and discover there deeper meaning, and automatically understand meaning for our own day, all under the guidance of the Spirit.  And so the author to the Hebrews models for us a vulgar method of interpretation that returns the Bible to the common person, whose ability to understand truth in Scripture depends much more upon his growing maturity in Christ than upon any specialized training he may receive.  And this, too, is a postmodern concern affirmed in the Bible.

�We are summarizing here ideas expanded elsewhere.  See our book, Beyond the Obvious:  Discover the Deeper Meaning of Scripture  (Portland: Vision House, 1995), where we devote Appendix A, pp. 241-259, to a discussion of this and cite additional sources.  Especially helpful of late is M. Erickson, Evangelical Interpretation (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1993), and D. Dockery, ed., The Challenge of Postmodernism: An Evangelical Engagement (Wheaton: Bridgepoint, 1995), for evangelical assessments and proposals.


�Erickson, Interpretation, 241-249, suggests that an evangelical hermeneutic sensitive to postmodern concerns will place an emphasis on showing that it works, the concept rather than the thing referred to, meaningfulness over meaning, the whole of the system rather than individual propositions, meeting basic needs, reading Scripture from the perspective of how it meets human needs and relates to human experience, embracing supernatural explanations and not just natural ones, the role of community,  the  larger philosophical system of which hermeneutics is a part,  a holistic system of hermeneutical theory rather than particular laws of interpretation, and global and multi-cultural issues. 


	Some writers have shown that even in a postmodern era there are certain hard-core commonsense notions or facts agreed on at least in practice even if denied verbally.  These include the idea that a person has freedom, at least some power of determination; that there is an actual world beyond a person's present experience and independent of it and which causally affects the individual; that one's interpretive ideas are true to the extent that they correspond to the independently existing world; and that a distinction exists between what happened and better and/or worse things which could have happened (so D. Griffin, "Introduction: Varieties of Postmodern Theology," in Varieties of Postmodern Theology  (Albany: SUNY, 1989), 36).  To these Erickson would add certain laws of logic, such as consistency (Erickson, Interpretation, 114).  In addition, he cites Langdon Gilkey's Naming the Whirlwind , where elements of ultimacy transcend even secular experience.  These ultimates are the source or ground of what we are, the experience of our limits, the source and basis of our values, and the element of mystery (Ibid., 120).


	Other traits of postmodernism are given by Dan Stiver.  He cites these: (1) knowledge need not be certain or clear; there is a rejection of rationalism and empiricism, objectivity and relativity, idealism and romanticism; (2) foundations need not be based on a rigorous method;  (3) a role for tradition, authority, context, and community  in shaping knowledge; (4) rejection of dualistic intellectualism (split between mind and body, reason and passions); (5) an incarnational and holistic approach to the self as well as to epistemology; (6) retention from  modernity  of science's positive gains, emancipatory impulses, and the passion for truth over ideology; (7) and a middle way between objectivism and relativism.  See D. Stiver, "The Uneasy Alliance between Evangelicalism and Postmodernism:  A Reply to Anthony Thiselton," in The Challenge of Postmodernism: An Evangelical Engagement, 239-253.


	All of these ideas show that there are some universal concerns that cannot be denied and which afford Christians the opportunity to articulate their faith anew.  While Scripture has always been perceived as dealing with ultimates and commonsense ideas, it is now necessary to articulate these anew.  Many of the traits given by Stiver readily correspond to biblical correctives. 


�See S. Schneiders, "Does the Bible Have a Postmodern Message?" in F. Burnham, ed., Postmodern Theology (San Francisco: Harper, 1989), 60ff., where she faults scientific understanding manifested in  higher criticism for this effect.


�We choose the book of Hebrews because of its studied attempt to cite Scripture in relevant ways.  Other authors and their writings are instructive and have their unique contributions, but the scope of our discussion will not allow us to expand our study at this time.  We believe Hebrews to be representative and especially fruitful for our purposes.


�This concern to make God the Author of Scripture even leads to redundancy, for 7:21 has: "He became a priest with an oath when God said to him: 'The Lord swore and will not repent: "You are a priest forever."'"


God, not David, is presented as the source of the reporting of the Lord swearing!


�See S.L. Johnson, The Old Testament in the New  (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1980),


and the warning about giving precedence to the text over the author (semantic autonomy) in E. D. Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation (New Haven: Yale, 1967), 10-14.  Yet he does not deal with confluence of divine and human authors except to acknowledge that both authors may have their separate meanings (123-126).


�This means that Christ has begun "to reign" and all authority is becoming "subject to him"--see 1 Corinthians 15:25-27; Hebrews 2:5-9.


	The contemporary speaking by God cannot be limited to the comtemporary generation of the author of Hebrews, for he views the period of the last days as continuing until the climax.  Unless we are prepared to say that the climax has come some time in the course of the last 2000 years, the time, the present, of the author continues. 


�God continues to speak to us directly and through Scripture, in a multitude of ways.  For example, the Spirit may witness with our spirits (Gal. 4; Rom. 8); God may instruct through history (cf. Jesus' contemporizing the meaning of Sodom and Gomorrah, and his appeal to the signs of the times as instructive, Matt. 24),  through creation (Rom. 1); and through spiritual gifts (1 Cor. 13; 14; Heb. 2:3-4).  While here in Hebrews the testifying can be thought of as corroborating witness and not a revelation of sorts in itself, it is more clear in the Pauline epistles that the gifts of the Spirit include those of revelatory function.  


�Application may indeed be part of meaning itself, since God foresaw all future applications and these influenced in some degree the original articulation of Scripture.  In other words, later application or use of earlier Scripture was intended by God and becomes part of the meaning or intention of the earlier Scripture.  See V. Poythress, "Divine Meaning of Scripture," WTJ 48 (1986) 241-279.  He writes: "Each valid application is something that God intended from the beginning, and as such has his sanction" (251).  So we do not "need a rigid, precise distinction between meaning and application, in the case of God's speech" (251).


�Perhaps it is the so-called warning passages which show most clearly the seriousness which the author attaches to the contemporization of Scripture.  These passages as found in chapters 2, 3-4, 5-6, 10, and 12 have a common concern for the surpassing revelation or message as come in Christ.   The warnings are without merit if the word of the past is not contemporary or relevant.  They are warnings not to neglect the new message being heard (2:1-4), to disbelieve God's voice (3:7-4:13), to be immature toward teaching (5:11-6:20), to sin after having received knowledge of the truth (10:26-31), and to refuse the one who speaks (12:25-27).  These words reinforce the preeminent place of the word of God.  It continues to be alive and active (4:12).  Again the "word" cannot be limited to written Scripture, for some of the things the author reveals are new truths never before communicated to man, nor written down until now.  This new truth concerns Jesus as high priest in the order of Melchizedek, and many other things which we will show below.


	Interestingly the author never uses "Scripture" (graphe ) in his epistle-homily.


�And it seems that David also, in Psalm 110:1, did not see the meaning of the Messiah's sitting relative to the ending of sacrifice. 


�See Galatians 3:8 where Paul writes:  "The Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the Gentiles by faith, promised the gospel in advance to  Abraham, 'In you all the Gentiles will be blessed.'"  


	Again, in v. 16 Paul writes that the singular referent of the future Christ influenced God's use of the singular "seed" when he made promise to Abraham back in Genesis 12:3: "The promises were spoken to Abraham and to his seed.  The Scripture does not say 'and to seeds,' meaning many people, but 'and to your seed,' meaning one person, who is Christ."


�This contrast continues throughout the passage.  For example, the "man-made" and  "a part of this creation" are set in contrast to "the greater and more perfect tabernacle" (v. 11),  the "copies of the heavenly things" contrast the "heavenly things themselves" (v. 23),  the "man-made sanctuary"  and the "copy of the true one" contrast "heaven itself" and "God's presence" (v. 24).


�R. Kunjummen, "The Single Intent of Scripture--Critical Examination of a Theological Construct," GTJ  7.1 (1986)109.


�Ibid., 107-108.


�W. Klein, C. Blomberg, R. Hubbard, Jr.,  Introduction to Biblical Interpretation  (Dallas: Word, 1993), 50, note that it is characteristic of the new hermeneutic that it turned away from the traditional idea of the readers' asking questions of the text to the idea that the text interprets the reader.  Previously the text was viewed as a passive object over which the interpreter was master.  In the new hermeneutic the text encounters the reader and masters him.   The text guides interpretation rather than the reader's questions.


	We are proposing a modification of the older view since it seems closer to what the biblical authors did.


�We regularly use the term "epistle," while recognizing that the book of Hebrews is much more than this.  It reflects other genres including homily.


�These terms come from Hirsch, Validity , 86, 78, as elucidated and applied to biblical hermeneutics by  Kunjummen, "Single Intent," 86.


�Kunjummen, "Single Intent," 93.


�Ibid., 95.


�Ibid., 95, n. 50, quoting D. A. Carson who is citing J. I. Packer, "Preaching as Biblical Interpretation," in Inerrancy and Common Sense, ed. R. Nicole and J. R. Michaels (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1980), 198.


	We can illustrate how the divine and human intentions are not identical.  In Heb. 2:1-4 we are told that the gospel was first spoken by the Lord and was confirmed unto us by those who heard him.  From this statement we may reflect that the Gospels only report what Jesus once said.  The meaning of his words was determined by him when they were spoken and had implications which the later writer did not convey exhaustively when he later reported them.  If Jesus retained implications which were to be clearly unfolded only later, the truth or extent of the implications cannot be known merely by interpreting the gospel writer.  The meaning of Jesus is not determined by Matthew, Mark, or Luke.   And the writers shared in the limitations of the readers in this respect (see Kunjummen, 97).


Also Daniel 12:8, 9 makes it clear that Daniel did not understand what he heard, and the message was shut up for the end.  2 Peter 1:20-21 shows that the divine and human wills were not equal.  The prophets were passive, being borne along by the Holy Spirit.  Full participation of the human instrument does not demand equal participation, of the will and judgment of the speaker (see Kunjummen, 99).


	W. Kaiser, "The Promise of Isaiah 7:14 and the Single-Meaning Hermeneutic," Evangelical Journal  6 (1988) 55-70) objects that such a view differentiates levels of authority, between the human who intends the parts and the divine who intends the whole (58).  But this is not necessary.  It is a matter of normativity, not levels of authority.  The extent  of the conscious  exercise of authority may differ between the human author of a part and the divine author of the whole, although both are 100% authoritative.   


�The Kingdom is both transcendent (God is King over all) and immanent (God is near to his people, even within them), because God by nature is such.


�This trait and the other two are among the major exegetical presuppositions of the earliest Christian use of the Old Testament.  Longenecker identifies four of these as messianic presence (christology), corporate solidarity, correspondences in history, and eschatological fulfillment.  R. Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period  (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975), 93-95.


�As elsewhere, Jesus taught that his Kingdom was at hand (Matt. 4:17),  yet unobservable and in or among his followers (Luk. 17:20-21).  Yet it was to come powerfully and visibly (17:24).  


�As the parables of Matthew 13 show, the Kingdom will pervade the world alongside the increase of evil.


�D. Griffin, God and Religion in the Postmodern World (Albany: SUNY, 1989), 14, notes that the "story of the universe" embodies a culture's world view, and that every world view deals with ultimates and suggests a religion.  Similarly  E. McKnight, Postmodern Use of the Bible (Nashville: Abingdon, 1988), 149-150, writes that reader and author intentions are influenced by world view.  So also D. McCartney, "The New Testament's Use of the Old Testament," in Inerrancy and Hermeneutics, ed. H. Conn (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1988), 101-116, asserts that hermeneutics is a product of world view, and our world view must be compatible with the biblical one.


�On application being part of meaning, see n. 9 above.


�It is obvious (at least to us) that the grammatical-historical method without the Holy Spirit is inadequate to get the meaning of Scripture.  If the Apostles had been limited to the grammatical-historical approach to the Old Testament,  it is doubtful that they would have ever discovered Jesus to be the Messiah or God incarnate.


	The sense of the whole perceived intuitively means that meaning in part is personal, not just propositional,  as Poythress, "Divine Meaning," and others have also affirmed.   Yet Poythress identifies this personal aspect with the character of God already known to us which acts as a check on the meaning we discover (248-249, 252-254, esp. 255-256).


	We make the "check" on meaning more specific, namely the Kingdom of God expressed in his rule and relationship. 


�This approach emphasizes the essential place of the Holy Spirit in interpretation, which other methods, including the grammatical-historical approach, often neglect.  Yet this is just what Scripture asserts: the Holy Spirit is our guide to truth (Jn. 14:26; 16:13-14); he continues to teach us as he has already taught (1 John 2:27).  


�Interpretation which is spiritual reinforces the need to alter the standard Reformed view of sanctification along more contemplative lines Jonathan Edwards wrote about in his Religious Affections.  We make several suggestions on how to do this and  become spiritual interpreters in our Beyond the Obvious, ch. 7.


�Consider again how Paul practices this same basis approach as he allegorizes in Galatians 4:21-31.  Apparently the Judaizers were calling the Galatian Christians to come under the law as essential to their Christian experience.  So Judaizers were questioning them and the text to examine their faith.  They may have said something as this: "Don't you know that the law and its observance is essential?"  Their questions rested on the presupposition that the Old Testament record of Abraham validated their approach.  For them Hagar and her son Ishmael represented the Gentiles, a people out of favor and without blessing, uncircumcized, without law, without covenant, in bondage.  On the other hand, Sarah and her son Isaac represented the Jews, a people in favor, blessed, circumcized, under law, with covenant, free, and associated with Jerusalem.  


	However, Paul inverts all of this as he begins with a question asked of the text (v. 21): "Tell me, you who want to be under the law, are you not aware of what the law says?"  [It is pertinent to point out that Paul's use of law here is first anarthrous, as law in its nature and character as law, then articular, with special reference to the Mosaic Law.]  After he recounts the history of the events (vv. 22-23: "For it is written . . ."), he proceeds to take this text "figuratively," that is, as "being allegorized."  The present distortion of the Old Testament text by Judaizers leads Paul to find meaning deeper than the Old Testament author in order to find legitimate answers to present questions which will refute the Judaizers.  The text takes on this meaning due to the present circumstances.  Paul finds this meaning intuitively (beyond the surface, scientific sense) and explicitly appeals to the community for its plausibility (the community of the past by his appeal to Isaiah 54:1 in v. 27 and the community of the present by his appeal to his readers).   The Holy Spirit as the validator of this is implicitly recognized (v. 29; cf. 3:2-5).  In the process the readers can readily apprehend an immediately contemporary meaning for their setting.










