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“OUTSIDE THE CAMP”: HEBREWS 13.9-14
HELMUT KOESTER

Harvarp DiviNiTy ScHOOL

HEBREWS 13.9—14 is among the most difficult passages of the en-
tire New Testament. Here, in the context of a warning against
“diversified and foreign doctrines” (8ubayxai mowkihatr kai Eévar),
a Christological argument occurs (13.11-12). It is obviously the
intention of the writer to ground his objection to the “foreign
doctrines” on this Christological basis. But the character of the
doctrines opposed in these verses has remained an enigma to
commentators inasmuch as the function of the Christological ar-
gument in this polemical setting has not been recognized clearly.!
However, a closer examination of the Old Testament passage
which underlies the Christological argument in Hebrews 13.11
may provide a key for a fresh solution of the complex problems
of this passage.

That Hebrews 13.11 is based upon Leviticus 16.27 is com-
monly known.

Hebrews 13.11 says: &v yap eiodéperar {pwv 70 alpa mepi duap-
Tias els Td dyia 8w Tol dpxiepéws, TOVTWY TA TOATA KaTOKOALETAL
éfw s mapepfolijs. This is an obvious reference to Leviticus
16.27: kal Tov pboxov TOV TWeEpL TS duapTias kal TOV Xipapov Tov
wepl TS dpaprias, v 70 alpa elonréxln éédoacta év 16 dyiw,
éfotoovow avra €€w Tis mapeuBolis kal xaraxaloovaw avri. év
mupl, kail 70 8éppata avT@Y kal Ta kpéa avTAY Kal TV KéTpPov adTdV.
The point of Hebrews’ argument is usually seen in this verse. The
corpses of the two animals sacrificed are not eaten, but are dis-
posed of and burnt outside the camp. Thus Moffatt concludes:
‘“His point is simply this, that the Christian sacrifice, on which all

1 Out of the recent publications on Hebrews, I mainly refer to the commentaries
of James Moffatt (ICC), Hans Windisch (Handbuch zN.T. ed. by H. Lietzmann,
2nd. ed. 1931), Theodore H. Robinson (Moffatt Comm. 1933) ; Otto Michel (Meyer’s
Krit.-ex. Komm. 1956 *°). Cf. further W. Manson, The Epistle to the Hebrews,
1931, pp. 149 ff.; Ernst Kisemann, Das wandernde Gottesvolk, 2. ed. 193%.
Earlier publications especially on Hebrews 13.9 ff: Oskar Holtzmann, Der Hebrier-
brief und das Abendmahl, ZNW 10 (1909), pp. 251-260.
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our relationship to God depends, is not one that involves or allows
any connection with a meal.” 2

It cannot be doubted that Hebrews 13.11 refers to this verse
from Leviticus. It is questionable, however, whether the point
of the argument, drawn from the Old Testament, is exhausted,
when it is only seen with respect to the Old Testament proviso that
sacrifices must not be eaten. What has not been noticed, is the fact
that the following verse from Leviticus, 16.28, is basic to an
understanding of the following sentences in Hebrews 13.12—13.

Leviticus 16.28: 6 8¢ karakalwy adrd mAvvel Ta ipdria kal Aovoe-
TaL 70 adua adrov Vdari, kal pera Taita eloekeboeral els TV Tapeu-
Boinv.

Hebrews 13.12-13: 8w kal ‘Ipoobs, iva ayudoy 8w Tov idiov
aipatos Tov hady, éfw Tis TOAns émalev. Toivvv éfepxwpelfa mpos
avrov Efw Tis mapepBolns Tov dveldiouov avrot Pépovres. Whereas
Hebrews 13.11 simply paraphrases Leviticus 16.27, Hebrews
13.12—13 is formulated in conscious contrast to Leviticus 16.28.3

Leviticus: Whoever performs the burning outside the camp is unclean.

Hebrews: Jesus suffered owutside the gate in order to sanctify his
people.

Leviticus: After being sanctified he may enter the camp again.

Hebrews: Let us go out to him outside of the camp to bear his re-
proach.

Hence the quotation of Leviticus 16.27 in Hebrews 13.11 only
introduces the Old Testament context on which the main argu-
ment is based; the author of Hebrews does not give this main
argument until verses 12-13, where it occurs in contrast to the
Levitical passage. This contrast is not yet apparent in the quota-
tion in verse 11. But it is precisely this contrast which appears to

? Moffatt, op. cit.,, p. 234; cf. p. 235: “. .. showing how the very death of
Jesus outside the city of Jerusalem fulfilled the proviso in that ritual (of Atone-
ment-day) that the sacrifice must not be eaten.” Michel, op. cit,, p. 344: “also
kennt schon das AT ein Verbot, den Priestern am Opfer Anteil zu geben: am gros-
sen Versbhnungstag wird das Opfer nicht gegessen, sondern verbrannt. Hebr. sieht
in dieser Anordnung einen theologischen Hinweis darauf, dass die Vertreter der
‘fremden Lehren’ von dem Abendmahlsgenuss ausgeschlossen sein sollen.”

? Even Michel, who comes very close to my interpretation, has not seen the
contrast of Hebrews 13.12-13 to Leviticus 16.28. He mentions Miriam’s exclusion
from the camp (Numbers 12.14-15), and that men and animals outside the camp
are unclean before God (op. cit., p. 344), also that guilty persons were to be
killed outside the camp (p. 345).



“OUTSIDE THE CAMP” 301

be basic for the decisive Christological argument against the
“foreign doctrines.” The Levitical passage describes the holy
camp of the wilderness people. To leave this camp, even in the
performance of holy duties, rendered a man unclean (cf. also
Leviticus 16.26), and excluded him from the holy fellowship. The
writer of Hebrews, however, insists that the sacrifice of Jesus was
performed outside of the holy place, and it is this sacrifice which
sanctifies his people. This act of sanctification marks the abolition
of the necessity of holy places for sanctification.

The mention of Jesus’ sacrifice outside the gate is doubtless an
allusion to the suffering and death of Jesus outside the city of
Jerusalem. The historical fact of Christian revelation breaks
through the symbolism of the terms “camp” and “sanctify” with
the terms “gate” and “suffer.” * Thus it is finally the basic his-
torical fact of the Christian revelation, which gives the clue to
the argument against the doctrines opposed. Hebrews insists on
the historicity, worldliness and profaneness of the Christian reve-
lation.

Therefore, the argument continues, Christians who have been
cleansed by Jesus’ sacrifice are no longer to enter the sacred pre-
cincts, but are to go out of the holy camp and to bear his reproach,
(13,13). Because of the peculiar character of Jesus’ sacrifice
“outside the camp” the place of the Christian is not in holy places
with the security which is offered in cultic performances, but in
the uncleanness of the world.®

It is necessary to clarify this interpretation by a confrontation
with the two traditional explanations of Hebrews 13,13.% The
first of these understands this verse as a renunciation of the
Jewish religion. This is unlikely, since the symbolism of this
passage does not suggest the distinction between ‘“false” and

*Cf. F. C. Grant, “The Epistle to the Hebrews” (Harper’s annotated Bible
Series 15, 1957), p. 59.— Note that in this context the name “Jesus” occurs alone,
without any Christological title; “Name ohne Zusatz als Zeichen seiner Niedrig-
keit” (Michel, op. cit., p. 344).

® Michel does not offer a solution, but leaves the alternatives open. However,
he stresses one point that is in precise agreement with my interpretation: “Die
Deutung dieses Verses muss wohl unsicher bleiben. Gewiss ist jedoch, dass dort,
wo nach dem Gesetz ‘Unreinheit’ ist, fuer den Christen die wahre ‘Reinheit’
zu suchen ist” (op. cit., p. 347).

® For these see Michel, op. cit., p. 347.
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“true” religion, but rather that between “sacred” and “pro-
fane” or “cultic” and “secular.” But I hasten to add that
also the general question decides the possibility of this first tradi-
tional interpretation, i.e., the question, whether Hebrews as a
whole and the 13th chapter in particular is directed against Ju-
daism or rather against inner-Christian heretical opinions (which
may very well have their roots in Judaism!). For this question
see below.

The alternate traditional interpretation finds ““in this fact about
the death of Jesus a further illustration of the need for unworldli-
ness.” 7 But it is precisely the disgrace of worldliness itself that
Christians should be determined to bear, since, again, the distinc-
tion is not between “worldly” and “unworldly,” or “outward”
and “inward,” but rather between “sacred’” and “secular.” Not
in the participation in sacred and cultic performances, but in the
acceptance of the secular reality the Christian finds his proper
place.

The phrase “outside the camp” is the designation of Jesus’
place of suffering and reproach, and therefore totally different
from Philo’s understanding of the same phrase: “so too Moses
pitched his own tent outside the camp (éfw 7is mapeuBolys, the
reference is to Exodus 33,7) and the whole array of bodily
things. . . . Then only does he begin to worship God and enter-
ing the darkness, the invisible region, abides there while he
learns the secrets of the most holy mysteries” (de gig. 54).% Here,
in Philo’s understanding, “outside the camp” is indeed the place
of unworldliness, the presence of the divine as it is attainable al-
ready now in the seclusion from all worldly and secular things,
i.e., in the initiation into the “mysteries.”

For Hebrews, “‘outside the camp” is identical with the worldli-
ness of the world itself and the place where men are exposed to
the experience of this world rather than secluded and protected
from it. In consequence of such understanding the secret presence
of the divine in any present experience is denied in the following
sentence: ‘“For we have no lasting city here (in this world and

" Moffatt, op. cit., p. 234; cf. p. 236: “only our author weaves in the charac-
teristic idea of the shame which bas to be endured in such unworldly renuncia-
tion.”

® Translation from F, H. Colson in Loeb Classical Library.
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during this life), on the contrary, we seek the city to come” (He-
brews 13.14). Thus the anticultic antithesis “not sacred, but
secular” is continued by an eschatological antithesis “not present,
but future.” Inasmuch as there is no abiding sacred refuge for
Christians in the present, the “city” of the Christians is in the
future and still to come. It is not in the first place the certainty
but rather the futurity of the heavenly city which is emphasized
here. Therefore the appeal is neither to lead an unworldly life as
a member of a heavenly city, nor to escape from this world and
life as soon as possible.® On the contrary, both these appeals are
consciously excluded or even refuted, and are to be found among
the opponents of Hebrews rather than in what he wants to say
himself. The eschatological expectation of the Christian here is
identical with the radical openness to the challenges and suffer-
ings that necessarily result from the existence “outside the camp.”
And since the refuge in sacred places and cultic performances
is abolished for those people who stay “outside the camp’ with
Jesus, the sacrifices of God are rather thanksgiving and charity
(Hebrews 13, 15-16).

II

It is the emphasis on the non-sacral historical sacrifice of Jesus
on Calvary, and the stressing of the eschatological character of
the Christians’ life which provides the background for under-
standing the character of the “foreign doctrines” referred to in
Hebrews 13.9. From what has emerged as the point of the Christo-
logical argument on the basis of the underlying Old Testament
passage, it is generally clear that the doctrine opposed here must
have spoken about unworldliness attainable by means which were
related to a cultic and sacral interpretation of Jesus’ suffering and
death. They failed to recognize the paradoxical character of the
historical appearance of the redeemer in the profaneness of this
world.

This Christological distinction underlies the contrast ydpure —

® Windisch’s definition “Scheidung von der irdischen Welt und vom irdischen
Wesen iiberhaupt” (op. cit,, p. 119) is as misleading as the often quoted passage

2 Clem 5,1: karahelfavres Ty wapowklay Tob kéouov . . . kal uy pofnlduey éteNdeiv
éx 1ol kbouov TovToU.
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ov Bpdpaciy in Hebrews 13.9. In this context, Bpduara seems to
refer to cultic, sacramental, or ritual means by which the powers
of Jesus’ sacrifice were represented and being made available. An
exact explanation of the term Bpduara, however, has great diffi-
culties. The following possibilities have been proposed: °

1) Ascetic or cultic diet regulations.” But since such regula-
tions would usually stress that certain things must not be eaten,
it is hard to see how Hebrews 13.10 states, against these doctrines,
that Christians have an altar from which tke worskippers have no
right to eat.*®

2) Pagan sacrifices.’® However, the distinction ydpire, o
Bpdpaow does not indicate a controversy between two different
religions, but rather a controversy about method of representa-
tion of one and the same revelation.”* This finds further proof in
the fact that the argument in the following verses is about a
problem in the Christological question.

3) Sacrificial offerings of the Jews. This hypothesis has the
same difficulties as the preceding one. Furthermore, Hebrews
was probably written when the Jewish temple had already ceased
to exist. But also in other respects this explanation for the con-
troversy is not tenable without important qualifications ** which
we will have to discuss later.

1 Cf. the Commentaries, especially the discussion of the various interpretations
in Moffatt, op. cit., pp. 233 f; Robinson, op. cit., pp. 200 ff.

** Examples of such diet regulations can be found among the opponents of some
of the deutero-pauline epistles (e.g. Col. 2.16; 1 Tim. 4.3). For such understanding
of Hebr. 13.9 see Windisch, op. cit., p. 118; very cautiously Hans Lietzmann,
Geschichte der Alten Kirche, vol. I, p. 223 (“Das kann man wohl fragen, aber
ohne die Hoffnung auf befriedigende Antwort™); also W. Manson, op. cit., p. 150
(but see below).

* On this question see already O. Holtzmann, op. cit., p. 254.

* Considered by Moffatt, op. cit., pp. 233 f.

1 See also O. Holtzmann, op. cit., p. 252.

¥ C. F. D. Moule, Sanctuary and Sacrifice in the Church of the N.T.,, J. T. S,
N. S. 1 (1950), pp. 36-39, believes that the epistle was written before 70 A.D. and
that ch. 13 is directed “against the pressure to revert to Judaism” (p. 39), which
he seems to define as both, the altar “. . . of the levitical system,” and “the ob-
servance of food-taboos” (p. 38). But Moule has to consider verses 11-14 as
“apparently intrusive,” and says that the author must have been ‘“sidetracked by
a separate and secondary thought” (p. 38). He also realizes that there are some
difficulties concerning such an early date for Hebrews. Cf. also Manson, op. cit,, p.
150: ‘. . . Jewish regulations . . ., and that the propaganda owed the strength
of its appeal, in the last resort, to the association of these regulations with the
cultus of the past.” Although Manson dates Hebrews before 70 A.D., he feels that
a direct attack upon the Jewish temple-sacrifices is not a possible explanation of
the passage. Cf. Windisch, op. cit., p. 118.
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4) The Christian sacrament of the Lord’s Supper in a more or
less sacramentalist interpretation.'® The discussion of this hypoth-
esis is burdened with the theological controversy about non-sacra-
mental or sacramentalist understanding of Christianity. Some find
no difficulty in identifying the opponents of Hebrews 13.9 ff. with
advocates of the sacraments, whereas apologetical tendencies are
obvious, whenever a scholar argues against such an understanding
of the passage.'” But one should be prepared to face a result
along the lines of a polemic against Christian sacramentalism —
which does not necessarily constitute an argument in favor of
“Spiritual Religion,” — on the contrary!

Apart from 13.10 which in itself is a part of the very problem
that concerns us here, the author in ch. 13 does not give any
further information on the term Bpdua and its contrast to the
word xdpis. But there is a close parallel to 13.9 in Hebrews
9.9—-10 where also the term Bpdua is employed, as part of the
designation that characterizes the ritual regulations of the Old
Covenant, pointing out the insufficiency of the arrangements of
salvation in the “first tent.” We take Hebrews 9.9—10 as the point
of departure for a reconsideration of some elements of the Epistle
to the Hebrews that bear on the understanding of Hebrews 13.9—
I3.

I11

The use of the term Bpduara, always in the plural, is one of
the common features of Hebrews 13.9 and 9.10. In 9.10 Bpdpara
stands in parallelism to méuara and Suddopor Bamriopoi.’® These
three terms serve as a comprehensive description of the ritual and
sacramental arrangements associated with the offerings and sacri-
fices (8dpd 7€ kai Bvoiar) of the “first tent,” i.e., the covenant of
the Jews in the wilderness."

Such use of the word Bpdua agrees with the common usage in
Early Christian Literature. Bp&ua and the synonym Bpdos ?°

1 See especially O. Holtzmann: “Die schillernde, neue Lehre behauptet also,
dass die Christen durch ihr heiliges Mahl an dem einen fiir sie gebrachten Opfer
teilhdtten.” (Op. cit., p. 255); also Moffatt, op. cit., pp. 232 ff.

1" E.g., recently in W. Manson, op. cit,, pp. 51 ff.

¥ Note that dudgpopor has a parallel in mowxérac in 13.9!

1* Concerning the meaning of the term wpuwryn oxqvd in Hebrews, see below.

2 Originally Bpoais is nomen actionis and as such also used frequently in the



306 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

frequently characterize Jewish food and diet regulations. Usually
they occur together with other terms which also designate cultic
regulations of Jewish origin:

Col. 2.16: Bpdats, wéos, €opri, veounvia, odBBara, ci. also the
discussion of wepirou in Col. 2.11.%

Diogn. 4.1: Bpdoes, odfBBara, wepirour, vnoreia, veounvia.

Barn. 7 ff., in the arrangement of his expositions, reflects a
similar list of Jewish cult regulations: ch. 7—8 deal with sacrifices,
ch. 9 with circumcision, ch. 1o with food laws,** ch. 11 with water
and washings,?® ch. 15 continues with a discussion of the sabbath,
ch. 16 of the temple.

The three sacraments of the Exodus to which Paul refers in
1 Corinthians 10.2—4 give witness to the same traditional terminol-

ogy:
’ 3 \ R ~ 3 rd

mavres eis Tov Mwiony éBanricavro. . . .
\ LY \ ~ >

70 av10 TrevuaTikov Bpdua Eédayov. . . .

T0 AUTO TVEVUATIKOV €OV Toua.

These examples show clearly that the term Bpdpa, if used in a
technical way, together with méua and Bawriouds belongs to the
description of cultic regulations of the Jews or of the Old Testa-
ment.** On the other hand, Bpépa (or Bpdots) is not a term com-
monly used for the Lord’s Supper. It is worth noting that Paul,
although he sets the sacramental Bpéua and #déua of the wilder-
ness-generation into parallelism with the Lord’s Supper, does not
use the same terms for the Christian sacrament, but romjpwor and
apros instead (1 Cor. 10.16).® There is only one occasional use
of Bpéos for the Lord’s Supper, i.e., in the disputed section John

NT (eg., 1 Cor. 84; 2 Cor. g.10); but it can be used as synonym with Bpdua
= “food,” as in Hebr. 12.16; Did. 6.3; John 6.55; cf. Diogn. 4.1; see also W.
Bauer, Worterbuch s.v.

? See G. Bornkamm, “Die Hiresie des Kolosserbriefes” in: Das Ende des
Gesetzes (1958 %), p. 147.

2 Cf, Barn. 10.9: mepl uév TGv Bpwpdrwy, 10.10: wepi Ths Bpdoews.

2 Cf. Barn. 11.1: mepl 700 Udaros xal mwepl 7ol oravped . .. 76 Bdwrwoua T
Pépoy Gopediy duapTidv . . .

* Positively, for Christian food regulations, Spdous is used only Did. 6.3: mepl 8¢
THis Bpwoews, 8 dvvacar Bdoracor. References to heretics who practiced such (Jew-
ish) food laws are: the above mentioned Col. 2,16 ff, and 1 Tim. 4,3; cf. also Rom.
14.15 ff.

*In 1 Cor. 8.4,8,13 Paul uses Sp&ois and BpBua in a non-technical way in the
context of the discussion of the eating of meat offered to the idols.
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6.51-59: 7 yap odpf pov dAnbis éorwv Bpdais (John 6.55). But
here this term is employed with reference to John 6.27 where the
same word is clearly used in a figurative meaning.?®

To conclude this survey of the use of the word Bpdua: there is
no basis for taking Bpduara as a direct designation of the Lord’s
Supper in Hebrews. The technical use of the term in the context
of the descriptions of the cultic arrangements of the Old Covenant
also suggests that the author is concerned with more than ascetic
food regulations when he says in Hebrews 13.9: o Bpéuacw.
The parallel passage Hebrews 9.10 shows that the polemic against
Bpopara is to be understood in the context of the author’s inter-
pretation of the cultic arrangements of the “first tent.”

The insufficiency of these arrangements for salvation is again
expressed in corresponding terms in both passages:

Hebrews 9.9: w7 Svvdpevar kara ovveildnow rehedoar. . .
Hebrews 13.9: BeBaiodofar v kapdiav, ob Bpdupacww. . .

The verbs rehewoty and BeBawoiv are almost synonyms in He-
brews. Both are descriptive of the process of divine action by
which the quality is achieved to enter the heavenly rest. Whereas
Tehewoby emphasizes the purification and deification through which
the believers become one with the Son,*” BeBaiwodv stresses more
the giving of strength and security that rests upon the legal cer-
tainty and validity of the work of salvation.?® The arrangements
for salvation in the “first tent” were not able to supply the wor-
shipper with these qualifications. They are therefore called
Sikardpara oapkds Hebrews g.10. The same thought is expressed

®1t is necessary to distinguish between this figurative meaning in John 6,27
and the reference to the element of the sacrament in the later section 6.51b—359
which I believe to be an interpolation {for the best recent argument in favor of
the interpolation-hypothesis see G. Bornkamm, “Die eucharistische Rede im
Jobannesevangelium,” ZN.W. 47 (1956), pp. 161-169). Apparently the inter-
polator of verses §1-59 has chosen this rather unusual word for the Christian
sacrament in order to maintain a vocabulary consistent with the rest of the
chapter.

¥ Cf. especially Hebr. 2.10; 5.9; 10.14; 12.2. See E. Kisemann, op. cit., pp.
82—90.

% BéBaios = “legally authenticated and, therefore, valid” (rechts-kriftig-
rechtsgiiltig), cf. H. Schlier, Th. W. N. T. I, pp. 60z f.; W. Bauer Worterbuch,
sv. See also Hebr. 2.3; 3.14; 6.16-19.
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in the sentence (Bpdopaow . . .), év ofs otk dpedifnoar oi wepima-
rovvres, Hebrews 13.9.%°

In Hebrews 13.9 the opposite of Bpduara is xdpes. This latter
term in Hebrews does not mean the “graciousness of God” in a
general sense,*® but is rather to be understood in the Pauline sense
as God’s “now occurring act of grace.”® This is particularly
clear in Hebrews 10.29. wvefua rf)s xdpiros here stands in paral-
lelism to vids 700 feod and alpa s Swabrixns. Thus, the “Spirit of
grace” is the representation of the event of salvation which was
accomplished by Christ when he suffered on Calvary (Hebrews
13.12), or, when he entered the heavenly sanctuary (Hebrews
g.11 ff.). We also note the close connection of ydpts feod with the
death of Jesus in Hebrews 2.9: dmws xdpure feod vmép mavrds
yevonrar Gavdrov.®

The contrast Bpépara-xdpis in Hebrews 13.9, consequently
finds its explanation by the contrast of the arrangements of salva-
tion in the “first tent” with the work of salvation in Christ (He-
brews 9.9—10 and g.11 ff.). It is obvious that the Christological
argument which we have considered above recurs here in the jux-
taposition of Bpduara and xdpws. It is because of the redeemer
entering the heavenly sanctuary through his suffering on Calvary
in the midst of the profaneness of the world, that the cultic salva-
tion in a sanctuary of sacrifices proves to be inadequate. In a
pregnant formulation the difference of these two ways of salvation
is expressed by means of the quotation from Psalms 41.7 (LXX)
in Hebrews 10.5: fvoiav kai wpoodopav otk H0é\yoas, cdua 3 8¢
karnpricw pot. In order to understand fully the implications of

* Whether this is a general statement, or only refers to a specific form of
worship in the past, depends on the meaning of the term “tent” which is to be
discussed later in this paper.

% For examples of such general use of the word see R. Bultmann, Theology of the
NT, II, pp. 210 1.

® R. Bultmann, op. cit., I. p. 289; see further the entire chapter “Grace as
Event,” pp. 288 ff.

* Some prefer the less well attested reading ywpis et (M etc.) instead of
xdpert feol (= the vast majority of manuscripts); see O. Michel, op. cit., p. 74.
But see H. Windisch, op. cit., p. 21 in support of the traditionally accepted reading.

® Recent LXX editions read here dria with LaGa = M (so Rahlfs in the
Gottinger Ausgabe). But whether dria is the original LXX reading or not —
I would judge @ria as an obviously late correction according to M, and prefer
ocbua which is given by almost all Greek manuscripts of the LXX — “our author
found ¢@ua in his LXX text and seized upon it” (Moffatt, op. cit., p. 138).
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the rejected doctrines of cultic salvation we have to discuss the
meaning of the term “first tent” and the symbolism of the taber-
nacle-sanctuary in Hebrews.

IV

In both passages discussed before, Hebrews 9 and Hebrews
13.10 the term (wpdm)okmj occurs as a designation of a place
of cultic performances. The term “tent” in Hebrews is used in a
highly figurative meaning. The symbolism of the word is three-
fold.

Firstly, in its direct meaning, oxmnj is the outer part of the
tabernacle of the wilderness (= wpdm™ oxm} 9.2,6), never the
tabernacle as a whole! It is clearly distinguished from the “sec-
ond,” “the inner tent,” the “Aywa ‘Ayiov (9.3,7), or simply called
“Ayia.** Both are divided by the kararéraopa (9.3).

Secondly, since the inner part of the tabernacle, the Holy of
Holies, is the type of the heavenly sanctuary, the “tent” becomes
a symbol for the heavenly regions through which Christ was to
pass to enter the heavenly sanctuary itself (g.11~12: 8wa 95
peilovos kai Tekeorépas ornrils ob xewpomoriTov . . . €ls T dya.)
The same differentiation between heavenly sanctuary and the
heavenly regions is apparent in Hebrews 8.2: 76v dyiwv Aetrovpyds
kat s oknris s aAnbfuwis. This is not a hendiadys, but ex-
presses that Christ’s office includes both the service in the sanc-
tuary of heaven itself (ra dywe) and the entering by passing
through the heavenly regions (% oxmn}) = the ascension! ®® It

* The remark #ris Néyerar "Avia referring to the “first tent” Hebr. 9.2 is very
odd and not consistent with the word usage of the rest of the Epistle. In ¢.3 Hebr.
calls the inner tent "Avyia ‘Ayiwy, but in all other places the simple “A~v:ia is the
technical term for the “inner tent,” the earthly one (g9.25; 13.11) as well as its
heavenly prototype (8.z; 9.12; in both passages the inner sanctuary, called "Av:a,
is clearly distinguished from the oxnmw% of the heavens; g¢.23; 10.19; 9.9). The
use of the term "A+yca for the outer tent in g.z is either to be explained as due to
the dependence upon a “Vorlage” in the description of the tabernacle, or, preferably,
the sentence %7is Aéyerar "Ayiwa is a marginal gloss which later came into the text,
that is at a wrong place; cf. Moffatt, op. cit., p. 113; “The phrase . . . would have
been in a better position immediately after #% wpdrn . . . instead of after the list
of furniture.” Note also that the manuscripts vary: AD have “A~viwa ‘Avlwr, B:
T6 dvywa, P* the totally confusing designations “Av:a ‘Avylwy for the “first tent”
(Hebr. g.2) and "Av:a for the inner tabernacle (g.3).

% Cf. also Hebr. 4.14: &xovres dpyiepéa uéyay SieAnhv@éra vods olpaveis. For
the ascension in Hebr. see H. Windisch, op. cit., pp. 69—71.
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also becomes clear here that the author of Hebrews is more inter-
ested in the opening of the way into the heavenly sanctuary than
in the performance of a service within the sanctuary of heaven.

Finally, “first tent,” symbolically, designates the place of cultic
performances which are not only insufficient for salvation, but also
conceal the true way into the inner sanctuary: pnire wefavepdofar
™Y TV aylwv 60ov ér Tis mpdtys oxmris éxovoms ordow (He-
brews 9.8). Christ’s high-priestly sacrifice reveals this way
through the “tent” into the heavenly sanctuary (9.11-12), i.e.,
Christ’s sacrifice is the abolition of the “first tent.” Here, the
term oxm in this figurative meaning is almost synonymous with
karaméraopa. The way into the true sanctuary (Hebrews 10.
19 **), now open to the believers, is identical with the way through
the “veil” (Hebrews 10.20) 3* However, since the “veil”’ between
the “tent” and the inner sanctuary at the same time is both the
wall between earth and heaven, and the flesh of Jesus (Swa 700
kaTameTrdoparos, Tour €0Tw TS Tapkds avrov, Hebrews 10.20),3®
it is also clear why the sacrifice of priests who offer “something
else” (not themselves) must remain ineffective.®® It is through
the sacrifice of his own body (Hebrews 10.10) that the real re-
demption, true access to the heavenly sanctuary is brought about.
Of this true offering, the annual sacrifice of the high-priest in the
inner sanctuary of the tabernacle is only the shadow, in itself in-
effective (Hebrews 1o.1 ff.). This description of Christ’s work
of salvation in such highly sacrificial language, however, actually
refers to a work of salvation which has no cultic and sacrificial
connotations and implications at all. On the contrary, here ap-
pears a salvation that is brought about exclusively within the di-
mension of man’s suffering and death as opposed to the sacred
dimension of cult and sacrifices.** This marks the termination of

*® 1@y dylwy in Hebr. 10.19 as in 8.2 is the Gen. of the Neuter r& dvyia, not of
ol dyiot,

% Cf. also Hebr. 6.1g—20.

® For the understanding of the “veil” see Kisemann, op. cit.,, pp. 140-15T.

® See Hebr. 5.1-3; 7.27; 8.3; especially 10.1-18.

It is, of course, impossible in our context to elaborate this point in greater
detail. For references in Hebr, itself see 2.14 ff.; 5.7 f.; 10.1 ff. Such reinterpreta-
tion of a sacrificial language and symbolism has become possible for the author

to the Hebrews on the basis of an underlying allegorical and mythological under-
standing of such sacrificial terms; as Kisemann has shown (op. cit.).
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all cultic performances anywhere — and the author to the Hebrews
is fully aware of this conclusion (Hebrews g.10).** What is
abolished with the “first tent” is not specifically the Jewish under-
standing of cult and sacrifice as distinguished from an ongoing
Christian cult. It is each and every way of salvation by means of
cultic performances and sacrificial rites as such, that has become
anachronistic and absurd now because Christ as a human being
went through suffering and death obediently.

On the other hand, what the “inner sanctuary’” of the Jewish
tabernacle stands for symbolically, is not abolished but rather
fulfilled positively by Christ’s sacrifice of his own body since this
“inner sanctuary” is a type of heaven itself.*? Of course the
annual sacrifice in the inner sanctuary is obsolete now. Hebrews
thinks that it was never meant to bring about forgiveness of sins,
(10.2—-3). Since forgiveness has come, not through this shadow-
sanctuary, but by Christ’s entering into the real sanctuary of
heaven, offerings for sin have ceased (10.18).

When the author of Hebrews thus interprets the cultic arrange-
ments of one part of the tabernacle, the “first tent,” as obscuring
the true salvation, but takes the other part, the inner tent, as a
positive symbol for Christ’s sacrifice, he clearly shows that he
does not attack the Jewish cult as such. Rather, when he confines
the Bpapara to the “first tent” arrangements, he attacks any per-
formances of salvation which according to their character and
intention belong to the “first tent.”

Of some interest in this context is the phrase which is added
to the mention of the first tent in 9.8—9: sjris mapaBoly eis Tov
katpov 7ov évearnkéra. This might be an indication that the author
understands present cults and religions as a continuation of that
which the “first tent” stands for as a symbol. On the other hand,
Hebrews considers the present time as the “time of reformation”
(9.10). Consequently, the first tent is already abolished. There-

“ This also explains why Hebr. never describes Christ’s present activity in the
heavenly sanctuary as a performance of heavenly priestly function, but only as
intercession, etc. (Hebr, 1.25) on the basis of the one “sacrifice” of entering the
heavenly sanctuary. In his present dignity Christ is rather referred to as the
Kosmokrator (Hebr. 1.3-4; 10.12-14, etc.); this is also implied, when he is re-
ferred to with the title high-priest (Hebr. 5.10).

“2See Hebr. 8.3.
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fore, and with regard to the syntactical difficulties which this
sentence provides,*? it is rather to be taken as a marginal gloss.**

In the context of the discussion of the meaning of the term
oxknr) in Hebrews we have to try an explanation of the most diffi-
cult verse, 13.10, where the formulation ot ) oxkqry} Aarpedovres
occurs. The verse is introduced by éyxouev Ovoiaomipiworv. This
formulation reflects the style of credal statements,*” although the
formulation here is a literary device not an actual quotation of a
“creed.” Typical for these sentences in Hebrews, especially those
which are his own formulations, is the use of cult terms from the
Old Testament to describe the content of the possession of faith
figuratively; cf. “we have such a high priest, who is seated on the
right hand. . . .” Hebrews 8.1; “. . . since we have confidence
for the entrance into the sanctuary . . .” Hebr. 10.19. Thus,
Bvoaoripiov here is to be understood as an Old Testament term
used to characterize the place of the Christian “sacrifice,” i.e.,
Calvary. Such understanding is consistent with the word use of
Hebrews *¢ and also of the New Testament as such where
Bvowaomipov almost always is the altar of the tabernacle or the
temple.*”

It is, therefore, rather difficult to find a reference to the Lord’s
Supper in the formulation &éxouer Gvoaoripiov.*s

But we have to ask positively: What is meant by this figurative
statement in which an Old Testament term is the content of a
formulation in the style of a credal formula? What does it mean,
if Christians confess Calvary as their altar? The answer is implied

“See any commentary ad loc., especially Windisch, op. cit., and Michel, op. cit.

“ Windisch, op. cit., p. 79, suggests putting the sentence in parenthesis.

*5 “Bekenntnisaussage” for which #youer is typical (Michel, op. cit., p. 341).
Basic for the recognition of the structure of the Homologia in Hebr. is G. Born-
kamm, “Das Bekenntnis im Hebrierbrief,” Studien zu Antike und Christentum
(1959), pp. 188-204 (first published in Theologische Bldtter 1942, pp. 1 ff.). To
put the emphasis upon the word “have” (“We kave an altar,” Moule, op. cit,
p- 37) is not justified in sentences of this style.

* The word fugiacTipior occurs elsewhere in Hebrews only in 7:13 with a non-
figurative meaning, In the description of the tabernacle Hebrews does not mention
an altar for sacrifices (6vaiacripior), but only one for incense (Buuiarfpiov 9.4).

“ There is no single instance in the New Testament in which the word refers
to the table of the Lord’s Supper.

“The first to use fuowacrhpor as a term for the table of the Eucharist is

Ignatius of Antioch, cf. Phld. 4:ula ~v&p cdapf 7ol kvplov . . . xal & mworhpior els
évwow Tob aluaros adrob, & Buowaoripior &s els émiokomos, see also Magn. 7.2.
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in our exegesis of Hebrews 13.11-12: the sacrifice “outside the
camp” puts an end to all cultic and sacred performances, and
those who have this ‘“‘altar” are not to dwell in sacred places and
to deal with ritual regulations, but to go out into the world to
bear his reproach (see above). The consequence is pointed out
in 13.15-16: The Christian “sacrifice” is to praise God and to do
good works.

On the other hand, oi ) oxmryj Aarpedovres according to our
interpretation of ‘“tent” means those who are involved in the
obsolete service of cultic and ritual performances for salvation.*®
Without the negation ovx, the second part of 13.10 is a citation of
a cultic principle from the Old Testament: the priests had the
right to eat the meat of the sacrifices.”® The negation added to
this citation says that in view of the Christian altar, i.e., Calvary,
such participants have lost their claims which are only legitimate
in the “first tent.” This probably does not exclude Jewish priests
in particular from Christian worship,** and it does not apply to
priests alone. In Hebrews 9.10 Aarpedew is not used of priests in
particular, but of the cultic worshippers in general. Thus the sen-
tence 13.10 excludes all cultists and ritualists in general from
the participation in the salvation accomplished at Calvary. If
we, thus, try to translate this sentence which is packed with figura-
tive terminology, we would have to interpret: Concerning the
altar which we confess as ours, namely Jesus’ sacrifice on Calvary,
— those who are concerned with a cultic and ritual mediation of
salvation, have no part in this “altar” (sc. Calvary); since all

“ This excludes Holtzmann’s exegesis, according to which ol § axknvfi Aarpedorres
is a picture for the church of the New Testament: “. . . oxnv$ der pneumatische
neutestamentliche Tempel, bei dem der pneumatische Altar steht, auf dem Christus
sich selbst geopfert hat. Da darf die feiernde Gemeinde von diesem Altar nicht
essen.” (Op. cit., p. 255.)

® Cf. Michel, op. cit., p. 343; this refers only to the guilt-and-sin-offerings for
transgressions, not to the whole-offerings in the inner sanctuary; see Lev. 16.19-22;
7.6; Num. 18.9 f. The same principle is also used in Barn. 7.4; see also 1. Cor. 9.13;
10.18.

St According to Michel the sentence says that Jewish and sectarian priests are
excluded from the Lord’s Supper (op. cit., p. 343); a more general interpretation
is presented by Moule, op. cit., p. 38: “the Jews whose religion runs upon the lines
of the Mosaic tabernacle . . . have not the privilege of eating from it,” ie., the
real altar which the Christians have, But on the whole I agree with Moule’s main
point: “The sacrifice (of the Christians) is the Body of Christ, his obedient self-
surrender,” which is opposed to sacrificial performances as “really is opposed to
symbolically” (p. 39).
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this belongs to a way of participation which is obsolete now, i.e.,
that of the “first tent.” The Lord’s Supper is not specifically re-
ferred to, nor any other particular doctrine of ritual or cultic
regulation. But we have to ask further: What are the polemical
implications of these fundamental and radical Christological
arguments in Hebrews 13.9 ff.?

\%

Is it possible that 13.9 ff. implies an argument against some
““neo-sacramentarians,” ®* who misunderstand the Lord’s Supper
as a Bpdua that gives direct communion with the divine? Was
the author to the Hebrews then an antisacramentalist? It is
strange that he never — except, perhaps in our passage — even
mentions the Lord’s Supper, although his highly liturgical and
sacrificial symbolism could have given ample opportunity to argue
in this direction positively. Furthermore his attitude to baptism
is quite peculiar. In g.10 he challenges the “baptisms” (Bazriouot
= ablutions) of the “first tent” as “regulations of the flesh,”
without mentioning the Christian baptism with a word. In 6.2 he
mentions the “teaching of baptisms” (Bamriocudv — plural! —
di8axn) among the initial, elementary doctrines of Christianity,
which a Christian has to leave behind to advance to perfection.
Nevertheless, there is a positive interpretation of baptism in He-
brews 1o:22, but it is not a sacramental one. If there is really a
criticism of the sacraments in Hebrews — and some indications
are given for this — we have to be aware of one thing: sacra-
mentalism is not criticized because “any such notion is, to him,
a relapse upon the sensuous, which as a spiritual idealist he des-
pises as ‘a vain thing, fondly invented,’ ”’ as Moffatt says.>® On
the contrary, sacramentalism would be challenged because for the
author of our epistle, it implies an escape from the dimension of
human, i.e., historical, and secular reality. It is within this realm
of human existence that Jesus suffered and died (cf., Hebrews
5.7). It is in this same realm of reality that the Christians as the
true wandering people of God have no escape into performances

® Moffatt, op. cit., p. 234.
% Moffatt, op. cit., p. 234.
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and “sacraments” which are in themselves “religious” or divine.
But they have to accept the challenges and sufferings of this hu-
man existence as their path to the city they are to inherit, which
is, however, still in the future (cf., Hebrews 13.14). Hence, such
criticism of a false ‘“‘sacramentalism” would be very similar to
1. Corinthians 11, where the point of Paul’s argument is the
preaching of the Lord’s deatk until he comes again.

But whether the passage Hebrews 13.9 ff. has such anti-sacra-
mentalistic implications or not, basically it is directed against any
mediation of the Divine that entailed a denial of the humanity and
real suffering of the redeemer in this world, which did not take
this life and world seriously, but takes refuge in the sacred rather
than in the Auman appearance of God in the world.

What is attacked here as Bpduara is the Christian — but
heretical — doctrine of direct communion with the divine in the
sacrament or in any other regulations and rituals. This teaching
failed to acknowledge the paradoxical character of the divine
presence in the salvation focused in the cross of Calvary “outside
the camp,” and did not see the involvement of the Christian exist-
ence in the non-sacred character of this life as a necessary conse-
quence from the “unholy sacrifice” of Jesus, upon which Chris-
tian faith rests. Therefore our author here in the paraenesis of
the last chapter of his epistle points vigorously to the humanity
of the redeemer and his suffering beyond the holiness of the camp
as the basic fact of the Christian faith.

Our passage is not a key to Hebrews in the sense that the en-
tire epistle is to be understood as a controversy with such heretics
as are attacked in chapter 13.°* But the basic Christological ar-
gument against heresy is, nevertheless, a clue to the problems of
Christology in this epistle. The entire epistle is devoted to the
Christological problem of salvation and of revelation of the di-
vine power precisely in the man Jesus, and to the ecclesiological
consequences of this Christological concept.

® Windisch, op. cit., p. 118. Moreover every attempt to fix the epistle as a
whole in a specific situation of the church or a church group fails, because of the

character of this writing, which is not a “letter” written for a specific situation
(against Manson!), but by all means a fundamental theological treatise.



