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CHAFPTER ONE

GROWTH OF MELCHIZEDEK TRADITIONS
AND
HISTORY OF RESEARCH

The enigmatic nature of Melchizedek and the multifarious 1exts and raditions relating to
this ancient regal pricst have engendered the interest of more than a few thinkeers throughout the
centuries. Although Melchizedek reccives scam atiention in the OT {he is mentioned only in
Gen 14-15-20 and Psalm 110), from Jewish, Grnostic, and Christian cireles have procesded many
writings which, to a greater or kesser exient, deal with his identity, role, and purpose.
Melchizedek's unique status is readily grasped when ong congiders that no other personape from
patriarchal history has been 5o diversely identified as the following the priest-king of Salem,
5hem, a man exalted to an angelic siatus, an angel, an srchangel, a heavenly power over the
angels, the Beoly Spirit, Jesus Christ, a heavenly power over Christ, and the Father! His relation
te Christ--a reletion David established already in Psalm 110--has beckoned and shill beckonsy
patticidar examination by those in the Church,  The thesis of this siudy is the followang: The
bibdical portrait af Melchizedek in Hebrews was influenced by the emplopment of typofogy
within the OT and the presence of Jewah tradans abowt Melchizedek in the theolegioal milicv
of the firsi cemtury B0 and fiest cemtury A D

In the following tistory of Melchizedek traditions and resesrch on those traditions, the
reader will begin to understand and appreciate the study of oné whose wWdealiry ancd purpose

cottinues o evade ecclesial and scholany consensus.
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I. The Jewlsh, Guoostic, amd Christian Growth of Melkhizedek Traditions after the first
cenury B.C. and AT

Between the first century B.C. and the first century A D —during which tims af least five
writers authored texts dealing with Melehizedek--'one can detect ar feast three distinct paths
down which Melchizedek raditions bepan to proceed: Jewish, Gaostic, and Chriztan. Not only
are these three paths important for ane who wishes simply to observe how diffenng cormmunities
or individuals viewed Melchizedek; by reading back through these later traditions te earlier
raditons, one can also beggn 10 discern the manner in which cerfier Melchizedek traditions and
ideologiez were or were not appropriated by thass fater groups and individuals. The evidence
presented will alse correct the errar notion that imerest in Melchizedek Tay dormant from the
first century until the taenticth century, when scholars discovered the Melchizedek docurnent
from Quarwran (1 10N elch).

A. Jewish Melchizedek Troditions

The Jewish Melchizedek traditions may, for the sake of clanty, be divided into traditions
which reflected upon Melchizedek and his rele in a pesitive i & Aegutive manner.

Firsi, the majority of traditions regarding Melchizedck in Jewish wrinngs paint kit m
pasitive colors. From an early date Melchizedek was identified as Noah's son, Shem. Although

this tdentification was not made explicit until the rst third of the second ceatury 4D

"Those extant texts and'or authars are the following: 110Melch (late birst centwry B.C.);
2 ¥noch (first century A D), Plulo's Legum Alfegotrae 3. 7982, Dy Congressy 99, and De
Abrahamo 235 (first century A DY Josephus” FFar 5,438 and Aatiquities L 179-131 (first century
A0}, and the Book of Hebrews {first cemtury A.D.), These kexts will be discussed in Chapters
OT-TV of the thesis.

*Rabbi Zechaniah, in the name of Rabbi [shriacl, makes this identification firstin b Med,
32b: "R. Zechariah said in the name of B lshmael, ‘The Holy One, blessed be He, desired to
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evidenes from the Targumim strongly suggests that it was based on an earlier tradition.” The
dating in the MT for the birth and death of Shem and Abraham shows that Shem lived 210 years
after the pinth of Abraham and 35 years after his death, thus textually allowing the possibility of
this identfication® In laer rabbinic weas, in which Melchizedek is not identified with Shem, ho
is the one who reveals the pricsibood oF teaches the Torah to Abraham.’ Tn certain medieval
Jewish texts Melchizedek is elevated 16 the point of Being equated no longer with Shem but with
the archangel Michacl andior intimately associated with the Megsiah and other leading figures of

Judaism.”

detive the priesthood from Shem, as it is said, And fe was priest fo £ Bhon . 1" R [shmacl
was the "[Teading rabbinic authoniry of the first third of the 2d century B.C E, {contemporary
with but in the long run overshadowed by Akiba ben Joseph) [ . . 1" Robert Goldenberg,
"Ishmael, Rabbi," in 4B 3:513.

Targum Neophiti oo Gen 14:1% reads, "And Melchizedek king of Jerusalem—that is the
great Shem—brought bread and wine, for he was a priest and exercised the sovereign priesthoed
before #e Most High God " A_ Lods, Histoire de Ia Litérature Rébrafiyue 1 fuive des origines o
la ruine de I'Eiot juif (Paris, 19509, 933, Targum Psendo-Jonathan reads, "And Melchizedelk,
who iz Shem, the son of Moah, went ot to meet Abraham,™ A, Diéz Mache, Neapfmi 7 Targum
Fufesttnense, MS de la bibliotheca Vaticana, tormo I, Genesir (Madrid-Barcelona, 1968},

‘Fred L. Horton, The Aelchizedek Tradwion: 4 Criticol Examumaton of the Sources io
the Fifth Cemtury 4.5 and in the Episife to the Hebrews {Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 19767, 114-124, offers possible textual and thenlogica! reasons as to why Melchizedek
was identified as Shem.

*Horton, Mefchizedet Tradition, 124,

ST.h. Sukka 52b, e g, identifies the "four wortkmen" of Zech 2:3 (English 2:20) as "the:
Messiak son of David, the Messinh son of Joseph, Elijah and Melchizedek ™ M. Deleor,
"Nelchizedek from Genests to the Quinran Text and the Epistle to the Hebrewa,” J372 (1971):
131, Michael and Melchizedek arc cquated in the medicval Jewish lexts, Yalgu fodas and
Zohar hadas . See W. Lueken, Michael; der Erzengel Michoe! in der [herligferung des
Judentums (Cottinger: Huth, 18983, 31-32, and Paul 1. Kobelski, Melchizedek and Melchirese,
CBOMS 10 (Washington: Cathelic Biblical Associanon of Amenca, 1981} 73.
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Secondly, there were & handfl of traditons which dendgrated Melchizedek a5 oie from
whom Crod took away the priesthood as punishment for blessing Abraham prior to blessing
YHWH in Gen 14:19-20, In & Ned 32b, for example, we ad,

R. Zechariah said in the name of R. Ishmael, The Holy One, blessed be He,
desired to derive the priesthood from Shem, as 11 15 3aid, At be was priest ro Ef
Ehwon. Since he prefaced the blessing of Abraham to the blessing of the Place, he
decived it from Abcaharn, 8s it is said, And e blecced him and said, "Biessed be
Abram by Eif Efyon who acguires the keavers and the earth, and blessed be £T
Eiyon . . " {Gen xiv. 19b-20a)" Abrabam said to him, Does one actually preface
the blessing of the slave to the blessing of his acquirer? From (he hand (ol Shem)
he gave it to Abraham, gs it is said, The Lowd said ro my Lord, ‘St af my right
hand ungi! [ shall set your srembes as  stoad far yaur feer (Ps. ox. 1), and afier
this it is written, The Lord s sworm ced will nof repent, Fou are o priest forever
according 1o the order of Meichizedek’. This carresponds to what is written, dnd
he was priest io El Elyon. He was a pricat, but his sced was nol 3 priiest,”

This negative portrayal, which may or may not have been a polemical attack against the
Christian use of Melchizedek ® also reveals one Jewish opimon regarding the addressee of Psalm
110, narmely, Abrahasm,

B. Gnostic Melchizedek Treditions

Because of the ectectic propensities of various Grostic groups and individuals, i comes
as no surprise thal thay readily employed Melchizedek maditions 1o further their own ideeloges

and cosmologics. Indeed, the open-ended, mysterious description of Melchizedek in Heb 7:3

"Cited in Hotton, Melchizedek Traditior, 118,

*Horton, Mefchizedek Tradition, finds "no occasion for such polemic within the Rabbinic
spurces themselves,” 129, but his opindon is in the minonty, 8. Deleor exemplifies the majotity
ppinion: "We owist doubtless simate that concoption of Melchizedek's fall, when be was
deprived of his priesthood in faver of Abraham, as a response of the Rabiis to the owllook of the
Epistle to the Hebrews and subsequently of the Fathers,™ 132, See Buchard Longenccker, "The
Melchizedek Atgument of Hebrews," in ity and Diversiy in New Testament Thealogy:
Exsevs in Horor of George B, Ladd, ed R, A. Guelich, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 166-
167, for a thorough discussion of the various views.
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("emimwp dufuep dyeverddymtag, pite dpyhiv fuepan wite {wile tEiog Epu, Aduptiapive &
v vl ol Beob, péver Lepeie elg wo Sumvecés”) and his typological relation to Chrst may
actually have been the impetuses behind the Grostic embrace and adopton of Melchizedsk
ideas ® OF the extant Gnostic works, there are five in which Melchizedek is mentioned or plays a
majar role: {1} the Befa'izah Fragmem (=Kahle's Fragment 52); " (2) Nag Hammadi Codex

B 1 Melehizedek:" {31 the Second Book of Jew'? (4) Pistis Sophio, Book 1V, (5) and Pisris
Saphia, Books [-HI."

The Bela'izah Fragment is an carly "apocryphal text of obvious Gnostic character”,"
which might be called 2 "Gnostic midtash."** The texi purports to be the record of a didachic
conversation between Jesus znd John regarding the spinitual, allegorical meaning of various
figures and persons in Lhe book of Genesis. The lasl fowr Coptic letters of {what is ostensibly}

hMelchizedek's name occur on line 12 (the text is badly damaged at this point and thus the

*Birger Pearson, in Grosticism, Judaism, and Egyotien Christianity (binneapolis:
Forirass Press, 1994}, notes a "wajectory of interpretation in which the epistle to the Hebrews
[7:3] provides 2 major starting point,” 121,

HEor text and mansiation, see Paut Kahle, Bala'izah: Copric Texis from Deir EX-
Balaizah in Upper Egypt (London: Cheford University Press, 1954}, 1:473-477,

UEar text and translation, see Mog Hammadi Codices IX and X ed. B. A, Pearson, WHS
1%, (Leiden: Bnll, 1981}, 189-85

12For text and translation, see The Books of few and the Urtitled Texi in the Bruce Codex,
ed. Carl Schmide, trans. ¥ MacDermol, WHS 13 {Leiden: Brll, 1973}, 93-141.

For text and translation, scc Pistis Sopida, ed. Carl Schmidt, waus. V, MacDermot,
NHS 9 (Leiden: Beill, 1978).

YPearson, Grasticism, Sudoism, aned Fgypiian Christianitg, 108,

"Horton, Aelchizedek Tradition, 134.



context 15 uncertain), The Brst three letiers of his name appear in a later section, a porton of
which reads:
Maoregver, [I wish] to [ask that you] explain {to me] about Mel[chizedek], Is it
nsi said [about him), “he is [without] [father, withowl] mother, his generation not
being [mentconed], not having a besinning of days, nor ends of life, resembling

the Son {of] God, being a priest forever?™ Woreover, it 15 said about him, that [ .
)

The textual Fagment ¢nds at this point o one is lefl wondering what the response might have
been. Despite the text's fragmentary oatur and the relative ambuguty sueronnding (he authors
conception of Melchizaedek, ane is &1 least able to discern that the eartier Melctuzedek madihion
of Heb 7.3 shaped, 10 some cxiend, the questions which were asked and probably the response(s)
which followad

The Nag Hapmadi Codex IX: 1:Melchizedek is "gencrically an apocalypse infused with
Christian raditions atwd a sirong influence from the epistle to the Hebrews, topether with pre-
Christian Jewish speculations on the figure of Melchizedak, ™" In this text Meichizedek, “the
priest of God Most High" (12:10-11} first receives revelations from heavenly powers regarding
the life, ministty, death, and resurretion of Jesus Chnist,

The second set of revelations ransports Melchizedek into the future again, this

tirme as the crucified. resurrecied, and trivmphant savior himselfl 1F s

inlerprelation of the fragmentary text 1s cotrect, fthe ractate] teaches the denbity

of Jesus Chnist with the angient priest Melchizedek, i.e, fesur s Melchizedek
rediviry {emphasis mine™

“Translation by Pearson, Grosticism, Sudaism, and Egvptian Christigrity, 110, lines 78-

Pearson, Gaosticism, Judaism, ond Egyptian Christionity, 114,
"Birger A, Pearson, "Melchizedek,” in ABD 1Y: 688,
&



As Pearson notes, this identification of Meichizedek and Christ sgems to be based on Heb 7.3, in
particuiar the depiction of Melchizedek as one ddwpowapévos 5wy vl ol feol.” Gnostic
elements are readily visible, especially in the limrgical interiude between the first and second
revalations. Ina prayer which invokes several Gnostic divine beings (i.., Barbelo and the four
M uminanies” Harmozel, Qroiael, Daveithe, Eleleth [5:24-6:14]) one discerns that the author
myst heve been associsted wilh the tame "Sethian" Goosticism visibte in the Apocrophum of
John and other Gmastic texts. OF cxpeeial sighificance for determining the connection between
this later Melchizedek tradition and earlier radinions is the fact that the language and imagery
wsed in this document to describe Melehizedek's roles as a heavenly high priest and
eschatolomical warrior are echoed in earlics, apocalypiic matenal such 23 11OMelch, 7 Ernoch
(37-71), and 2 Enoch,

In the Second Book of Jey, Melchizedek, called by the dual-name "Zosckothora
Melchizadak " i3 designated as the heavenly being who, at the triple-baptism of Jesus” disciples
{i.e., tn fire, water, and Spicit), is first to "bring forth the water of the baptism of life in onc of
these pitchers of winc® {chapter 45} which the disciples had set up for the ritual. Secondly, he 15
ko "bring the water of the baptism of fire of the Virmin of the Light [ . - ], {chapter 46). Tn bath
instances Melchizedek’s name is mentioned in & prayer which Jesus is directing to His Father,
Although Hebrews seerns to have had no discernible influence on this text, the Genesis 14

apcount of Melchizedek tn which he “brought forth” bread and wine w Abraham may have

YPearson, Grosticism, Judaism, and Egypriar Christianin, 131,

¥pearson, Gresticism, Jurdaism, and Egyptian Christianity, notes that Zorokothora iz "a
name thal reflects Egyptian magical maditions,” 114
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sugpested the portrayal of Melchizedel's task here as ane who "brings forth® water and fire.”

Melchizedek (aka "Zorokothorn Melchizedek"} plays @ decisive role in twio locabions m
Pistis Sephio, Book T¥—usually regarded as the most ancient of the four books—-"as me of the
two figures of light (the other is Jeu, the father of Jesus} who are superior ta Jesus. I the first
instence, Jesus deseribes Melchizedek as the one who "is the emvoy of all the lights [=souls]
which are purified in the archons, as he [Zotokothora Melchizedek] 1akes them into the Treasury
of the Light [=the pleroma),” (chapter 139). In the second inslance, in responsc to the souls
which have been ensnared by Hekeate and oather ol forces, Melchizedek

looks forth from the height, and the world with the mountains moves, and the

archons are in agitation. And he locks wpon all the places of Hekate, and her

places are dissolved and desiroyed. And all the souls whuch ane in het

punishments are cartied ofl and returned once more to the sphere, because they

were periching in the fire of her punishments, ¥
Pearson rightly nedes that "Melchizedek is, thersfore, a heavetly savior par excellence, whose
rank in the divine hierarchy 75 clearly superior to thar of Jesus Christ hirmself, though perhaps
inferior o that of Fey® and that "thers is no trace lefl inthis material of the biblical texts from
which the figure of Melchizedek denves,™

The duties and rank of Melchizedek in Pistis Sepkis, Books 1-IT1 are related to those in

Book 'V, bul also surpass them in excellency. In Chapter 25 of Pistis Sophia 1, Melchiredek,

MThis opinion is shared by Pearson, Grasticism, Sudoism, and Egyptian Christioniiy,
114, and Horton, Mefchizedak Tradition, 147-148.

Tpparson, Grosticism, Judawsm, and Egyptian Christianiny, 117,

SChapter 140

Wpearson, {Faosticiem, Judaiem, and Egyptian Christianity, 118,
)



(the magical name Zorokother2 has heen dropped) is termed the "great Receiver of Light™ who
has pther inferior "receivers” whe transfer up "light™ which they have collected in the cosmos.
Hiz subordinates, so 10 speak, now "do the work for him"; this is centainly an advance from the
Fourth book. I another sectiom of Pistis Sophia (Book L, Chapter 112}, which describes the
process by which souls are "sealed” by several heavenly powers, Melchizedek 15 the one: wha
places the finzl "scal™ upon a soul. As with Pistis Sopiia, Book IV, thase books, 1o their
deseription of Melchizedek, have Jost almost all contact with the biblical descripiion of
Melchizedek.

. Melekizedek Traditions Within the Church

Christian thirkers of the first few certuries A I, like the individuals and groups covered
above, did nol speak univocatly regarding the identity, imporance, and Rmction of the ancient
priest-king of Salem. Although the majority of Chrstian writers confessed Melchizedek to be
rerely a man whose dusl office typified Christological realities, thers were some within the pale
of early Christendom wheo saw him as onc who not only typified Chnistologcal realities. he
persenified them, i e., be was Christ (cf. the discussion above of Mag Hammadi Codex DL
belehizedek). Others viewsd Melchizedek as am anpel, the Holy Spinit, or some other heavenly
power. Onc heterodox granp atracted enough interest within the chureh to eam the dubious
hanor of being Tecopnized by the heresiologists, Epiphanius, in his Poncrion, dubbed them the
"Melchizedekians, "

As noted, For mast of the church fathers, Medchizedek typified Chostologica! realities. It

becarmne a commaonplace in expositions of Heb 7:3 to use the description of Melchizedck as one

“td K Holl, Epiphanius /f, GCS 31 {(Berlin Akaderie-Verlag, 1980), 324-337,
g



nrithout mothert and "without father” (o exemplify the etemnal genesation of the Son om the
Fathes withowud o mother and the human generation of the Son from Mary without a father.™
Beginning with Justin Martyr {1 10-165 A D), Christizn apologists referenced the wncircamcised
priest of Salem as s typological forsrnunner of Gentiles who believe in and acknowledge the one,
true God and who, like Melchizedek, are in no need of circumcision. ™ With virtually one vice,
the Fathers also speak of the twead and wine of Melchizedek {Gen 14:18) az tvpicol of the
Euchanstic elements.”™

There were within the Church, howsver, thinkers and thealogians who elévaled
Melchizedek to a supra-human stsws. Origen and his pupil Eidymus, for example, reportedly
belicved that Melchizedek was an angel. Altvough the wark in which Origen madc this Slain is
no longer extant, Jerome, it answering a question regarding Melchizedek's identity, searched
thpouph earlier writings of church fathers and found a hormly of Onigen m which ™[ . ] i grer

mufeipdici sermone dispratans, it devolutus est uf vim angelu dicere!, isdemgue paene

B3ee, .z, Chrsesiom: Homndtes on the Gespel of Saint John and the Epistie io the
Hebrews, ed. P Schaff, NPNF 14 {Peabody, MA: Hendnckson, 1994), 423424,

TSee, e.g., Justin's Didlague wirk Fryphe X200, "[Als Melchizedck was described by
Mases as the priest of the Most High, and he was a priest of those who were in uncircumeision,
atd blessed the circumcised Abraham wivo broughe him fithes, 30 God has shown that His
everlgsting Priest, calied also by the Holy Spint Lowd, would be Priast of those in
uncircumcision," The Aposiefic Fothers, Sustin Martvr, frenpzus, ANF | {Peabady, M-
Hendrickson, 1994}, 211,

*2ee Patrick F. Cremin, "According to the Order of Melchissdech; Melchisedech, a type
of the Eucharist," The Irish Feclasiastical Record 53 (1939); 457-500 and "The Order of
Melchizedech: The Pamstic Interpretation and ite Walue" The frish Ecolesiartical Record 54
(1939) 385391, See also Gerald T, Kennedy, St Paul's Conception of the Priestood of
Melchivadech: An Historico-Exegetical frvestigation (Washington: The Catholic University of
Amenca Press, 1951}, 108-123.
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aFEUmERtis, quibus seripter frts de Spivitu Sancto, e de superris virtutibus ost locutus."™
Although Jerome and the otter fathers whom he consulted purportedly disagreed with Origen
and Dridymius, (he minority views of these two Alexandrian exepetes are indicative of a rmar
widespread hesitancy to identify dogmatically the sacerdotal king of Salem.

Toward the end of the second century A.D. and into the third, a relatively minor sect
within the Chiurch at Rome gathered themselves sround one Theodotus the Banker, an erstwhile
follower of the Theedotus of Byzantium, who had becn excommunicated by Bishop Victor (eir.
198 A.D.) an sccount of his adeptionistic Chostalogy.™ Theodotus the Banker, like his teacher,
was a proponsnt of "dynamic monarchialism" but also held the view that SUvap (v tive thy
Measamebfe civan peylomy, kel toftoy glvan pelove ol ymeatol, ob wer” eikdva
eEoncouat oV xpartdv topcdvery. Reparding this group, vanous Fathers wrote thal the
Melchizedekimms believed their namesake to be the ollowing: the highest heavenly power, after

whose image Christ was formed;™ one who engages in priesily intercession for the angelic hosts,

“Jerome’s Epistle ad Evangelum LXXIN in Pairoiogia Cursus Completus, Series Ladina,
ed. ], P. Migne, vol. 22 (Pans, 1375-1390}, 676-681.

VEysebing Feclesiastical History 5,28 in Fusebius: Church History, Life of Constantine
the Greai, and (ration i Praise of Constanting, ed, P. Schaff and H. Wace, NPNF | {Peabody,
bA: Hendnicleson, 1994), 246-248.

*"Translaton, "A certain Melchizedek is a grear power, and this one is greater than the
Christ, aceording to whose likeness, they [the Melchizedekians] say, the Christ happens to be "
This is reported by Hippobytus in Elenchos 7.36. See Hippolytus' Werke, ed P Wendland, Vol
3, GCS 26 (Jeipzig, 1916},

A5 recorded by Hippolytus, Refutation of A Heresies, 7.36, in Hippolytus, Cyprian,
Cains, Novatan, Appendiz, od. A. Robens and ). Donaldson, AME 5 (Peabody, MA
Hendnckson, 1994), 115



as Christ does for mankind ® and one whe recéives offerings and sacrifices from the
Melchizedekian sect om earth.”

There were aleo those in the Chunch, whe, unlike the Melchizedekians, held to an
orthodox Christology while simulianeously exalting Melchizedek to a supra-human status. For
exsmple, in the last half of the third century, Hierakas the Egyptian, 2 theoiogical pupil ol
Oirigen, embraced the opinion that Melchizedek was the Haly Spirit.™ A similar theory positing
the identity of Melchizedsk and the Holy Spirit was espoused in the latter years of the fourth
century it an anonymous work entitled Quaestiones Veteris et Novi Testamenti CAXVI * In
Ouestion 109 of fiis text, through an exegesis of Ps 110, the author concluded that, since this
psalm posits similar fonctions and the same nature for Melchizedek and Chns, yet still
distinguishas them, the logical deduction iz that Melchizedek is none other than the Holy Spint
In addition to the Quaestiones, both Epiphanius and bark the Hevmit wite dunng this tirme
agaitst certain views which equated Melchizedek with the Lopes and cven the Father.™

. Summary
Fram this brief sketeh of same of the Jewish, Gnostic, and Christian Melchizedek

¥ as recorded in Pseudo-Tertulliap, Againse A1 Heresies, 28, in Latin Christianity: [
Founder, Ternudiian I Apolagetic: I, Ante-Mavcian: I, Evhical, ed. A. Roberts and J.
Donaldson, ANF 3 { Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1994], 654,

* ac recorded by Epiphanius, Panarion, 338,
Iges the discussion ih Horlon, Mefchiredek Tragdition, 101-103,

%The text is found in Preuds-Augustin Qweesttones Veleris ef Mol Testomenti CXXVIL
CSEL, &4 Alexander Stout, vol, 50 [Leipzig O, Frevtag, 1508), 257268,

¥t aa 1he discussion of Hontor, Melchizedek Tradition, 105-113.
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traglitipns of the first few centuries A1, the following conclusions may be drawn. First, the
texts from the first century B.C. and A D that address Melchizedek were not the last chapter in
Melchizedek speculation. Melchizedek traditions continued to founish in some quarters well
imo the medieval era. Second, thess radinens about Melchizedek were pot prodused,
promulgated, or embraced in only one peographical iocation or by one religious communien or
individual. Third, although many of (hese traditions adhere 1o, build wpon, or echo the
descriptions of Melchizedek in canonical texts, a few move beyond the scriptural portrail of
Melchizedek to such an extent that the name "Melchizedek” along echoes the biblical wrinngs.
Fourth, clear similarities between earlier non-canonical and later non-canonical Melchizedak
traditions (e g, between 11QMelck and NHC DX 1:Melchizedek} suggest strongly that these
earlier Iraditions andfor texts continued (0 have an impact on laler genetalions. Fifth, dircet and
indirset testimonies from Christian exegetes, homilisis, and heresiologsts concemning
Melchizedek gaditions lsad one 10 conclude that there may have exisied consuderable latitude

within the Church as 1o the identity, role, end sigmificance of Melchizedc:.

IL History of Twentiets Centory Research on Melchizedek Traditions

If in the firsl few centurics of the Common Era Melchizedek taditions "were fruitful and
raultiplied” among diverse groups and individuals, then in the twentieth century research gnd
theories o these various taditions have initated this astonishing growith, In particubar, within
the last three decades writers have produced a vast numnber of scholardy articles, monographs,
and studics on Melchizedek and the traditions surrounding kim,

The primary impelus behind much of this research and writing has besn the discovery of
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a fragmentary document From Cave 11 at Qumran {11QMelch).® This document is an
eschatolopical midrash deseribing the redemptive work of an DY ON named Melchizedek who
witl provide emancipation for the "sons of Hght” in the tenth and final jubilez of world history.
The discovery and publication of this first century 5. C. document sparked a rerewed inlerest in
other early Melchizedek traditions such as are found in 2 Enoch, Philo, Josephus, and Hebrews.
Many scholars have grapplad with the different and oflen divergent deseriptions and wses of
Melchizedek in these traditions in & quest to discover genealogical or analogical connections
between (he 1es and the communitics or individuals who produced 1them, Much of this quest
has cemtered on an effon to estabtish a link between the addressees of Hebrews and the Chumman
covenanteers, This history of research will discuss the more significant scholarly studies of this
comary on Melchizedek raditions.

A Eardy Twertieth Century Seholars of Melchizedek Traditions {1984- 1965}

Three scholars of the early twentieth century—-zll of them remarkably writing within the
same two-year period (1927-1928)—devoled extensrve research to the subject of Melchizedsk's
treatment bath in the Scriptures and in noncanomcal Jewish, Gnostic, and Chnshen texis. F. J.
Jérdme, it an unpublished doctoral dissertation éntitled "Das peschichtlich Melchisedech-Bild

und seine Bedeutung im Hebraecbeefe,"” explored the Melchizedek traditions found in Jewish

#he editie princeps were provided by A 5. van der Woude in "Melchiredek als
fummtlische Evforergestall ir den neugefindencn eschaiofogischen Midraschim aus (umran
Hiikfe X1" Qudrestomentische Stndicn 14 (Leiden: Brill, 1965} 354-373.

*Freiburg Universicy, 19317,
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apocryphal wnitings (e.g., 2 Enoch and the Apocalypse of Abraham™), Grostc writings (Pistis
Sophia and the Book of Jeu), the Melchizedckians, and patristic works.™ In the final chapter of
tus dissertation, Jérome uses these for a foil in his exepetical tremtment of Melehizedzk in
Hebrews 7,

In the same year, the work of Gottfrled Wuttke on Melchizedek traditions appeared in a
book entitled Melehisedenh der Friestertdnic vor Salem: Eme Studie zur Geschichie der
Fxegese Like Jérome, Wuttke covered the majonity of the Jewish, Grostic, and Christian
Melchizedek traditions and compared them 10 the depiction and use of Melchizedek in Hebrevs,
Although he has been criticized for conflating certain Christian heresies with Gnostic reatments
of Meichizedek * the enduring value of his work is in its exhaustive siudy of the views of Greek
and Latin patristic writers up mito the medicval era relative o Melchizedck.

A vear later, in 1923, Hellmuth Stork provided the scholady warld with a study of the

sect of the Melchizedekians. His monograph, Die segenmenten Melchizedekiarer mir

“although the Apocalypse of Abraham (ApAb,) does not mention Melchizedek, the tex
does include a hymn taught by lacel to Abraham in which the Slavic word
(bezrodme="ungenerated”) is used to describe God, as are the epithets, "without mother™ and
"without father*; "Etemnal Cme, Mighty One, Holy El, God autocrat, slf-oripinate,
incorruptible, immaculate, unbesgniten, spotless, immertal, self-perfecied, seif-devised, without
mather, without father, ungenerated [ . . )" The (fd Testament Preudepigrapha. ed. 1. H.
Charlesworth, vol. 1 (New York: Doubleday, 1983}, 681-705. Bacause the {reck counterpart to
bezrodlae is most likely pyevimog or @ygveahdynros {"without genealogy"), and becauss this
unusual word, along with "without mother” and "without father,” are used to deseribe
Melchizedek in Heb 7:3, Jérdme provides a two page summeary of ApAb {12-13).

a eview of these vatious traditons compnises e majarity of Férome's dissertation {72
of the 98 pages).

YOINW 5; Gicssen: Topelmann, 1927
“Horton, Meichizedek Tradirion, &.
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Lintersuchingen ihrer Quelien oo Gedankengehalt und dogmengeschickiliche Entwichiimg,™
focused on the meatment given this sect by Hippolytus, Bsendo-Tertullian, and Epiphanius, and
atempted to deduce from these descnptions the peculiar views of the group relative to
belchizedek and Christ.  His work and conclusions paralleled that of anather scholar, G, Bardy,
who had published his research on Melchizedek & fow years prior to Stork.*

B, Late Twentlath Contury Scholars of Melchizedek Tradiffons (1965-1397)

After the 1920'%, imlerest in Melchizedek per se waned unbl the diseovery and
publication of 11Q8elch in 1965, This lascinating tasct, which depicts Melchizedel as a
celestial, eschatological redeemer-figure, breathed new Life back inbo Melchizedek studies.
Fresh inquinss into Melchizedek traditions were spon forthcoming.

11 is noteworthy, however, that the foundation bad already been laid for determuning
possible relationships between Hebrews (and thus, by inclusion, Melchuzedek) atd Chuntan
before the publicaton of 110Melch. Yigael ¥Yadin, for instance, in 1958, argued for several
plauzible links between Hebrews and Qummran i one of the semays i Aypecis of ehe Deod Seer
Scrofis* In this stedy, Yadin compares and conizasts many of the beliefs held by the (umran

convenanieers with the beliefs of the addressess of Hebrews, as thess beliefs can be logically

' Earschungen zur Geschichie des newtestamentlichen Kanons ued der altkirchlichen
Literatur," wol. 8.2 Leipzig: A Deichert,

Whdeichisédech dans 3 tradition patristique," 5 35 (15246): 496-509, amd 36 {1927):
2545

*"The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Epistle 10 the Habrews," Asprors af the Dead S
Scroffs, ed. C. Rabinand Y. Yadin, Scnpta Hierosolymitana 4 (Jeruzalem: Magnes, 1958), 36-
55
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deduced from the theologieal foci and argumentation of this homily. Regarding Melchizedel, he

writes,

In fact, by over-emphasizing different parts of the Scriptures relaling to
bdelchizedel and by applying "Midrashic™ interpretations 1o sorne of (e words
ang nemes thereof, he ried to present (o his readers Jesus the Messish—king and
priesi—in such manner and ferminology as must have been imended to coineide
both with their ideas of the Messianie Pri¢si attd the Mesgsianic King and at the
samnc time to repudiste other beliefs which they might have held and which di not

suit his concept. ¥

Yadin held that "the 'addressees’ thepselves must have been a group of Jews onginaily

belonging to the D3S Sect who wers comveried 10 Christienity, cammying with them some of their

previous beliefe " After 1the 1965 publication of 110Meich, Yadin referenced the ostensible

vindication of his earlier theory and rémarked,

Tt seerts that now we have the answer [45 to how and why the author of Hebrews
used Melchizedek as one of his main themes]; since Melchizedek was considered
to have had such a heavenly position, as well as an active role as an
eschajological savior, in the Qumiranite theology, the wriler [of Hebrews) chose
him deliberately, in order bo ¢onvey more inimately and decisively his perception
of Jesus' unique position f. . J*.

That same year (1963) M., de Jonge and A.5. van der Woude co-authored an article

cmtitled "11Q Melchizedek and the New Testament,™™ which offered several emendations 1o the

editio princeps and 4 thargugh exploration of how various facets of 110Melch impacted one’s

wnderstanding of the background and thenlogy of the NT. Corrra Yadin, they cautioned that

Ty adin, "Dead Sea Scrolls,” 44.

“Wyadin, "Dead Sea Scrolls," 38,

4 Wote on Melchizedek and Qumran," lsrasl Exploration Joursal 15 (1965) 134,
0TS 12 {1965-1966); 301-326.
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although there are intriguing ideological affinitics between 110Melch and Hebrews, thers are
also sobstantial differences berwech the fwo documents which preclude one from stating "with
certzinty that Hebrews is directed against adhetenis of the Qumran sect [... .].™*' In their
trearment of Melchizedek, Jomge and van der Woude arguc that in hoth Hebrews and 110Q0Melch
hie is viewed as a celestial being {in 11QMelch as a heavenly, angelic redesmer-figure and ia
Hebrews as an [arch-Jangel). Reparding Melchizedek in Hebrews, they adopt the
strarghtforward view that "[i}t seems much easier te assume that the avthor really meant what he
wrole," as opposed to those who argue that the auther was using an argument from silence or
speaking only about Mslchizedek's office, but not his person. ™ What the "author really meant,”
according 1o Jonge and van der Woude, is thar Melchizedek was an (arch-Jangel, inferior to the
Exernal San, who appeared to Abraham, as reconded in CGenesis 145 One may ask, did
110Mclch have any influence ot Hebrews in its freatment of Melchizedek? Thesc scholars
answer. "[T]tis clear that the Melchizedek conception of Hebrews was influenced by notions
which are alse found in Qumran, but that there is no special connexion with the expectation of
the messianic high-priest found thera ™

The thegries advanced by Joseph A. Flizigyer in "Further Light on Melchizedek from

*They argue instead that "110Melch helps us o understand cenain ways of thinking in
the Judaism of the first century A D. which form the backgroumd against which the
argumentation in Heb. i-ii can be understood,” *110 Melchizedek,” 318,

211 () Melchizedek,” 321,
1 1¢) Melchizedek ™ 321,
41110 Melchizedek.” 322,



Oumran Cave 11" buttress the arpuments of Jonpe and van der Woude relative to the infleence
of 11QMelch on Hebrews's employment of the Melchizedck theme. Fitzmyer says,

Even though it is not possible to say that the presentation of Melchizedek which

is found in [11QMelch] directly influenced the midrash on him in Heb 7 (bocause

the latter is developed almost exclusively in terms of the classic OT loci, Gen 14

and Ps 110}, nevertheless its exaliation of Melchizedsk and its view of im as a

heavenly redemption-figure make it understandable how the author of the epistle

to the Hebrews could arguc for the superionity of Christ the high priest over the

levitical priesthood by appeal to such a figure ™
Fitzmyer unfortunately fails to explain sxacily in what way 110Melch and Hebrews are similar
ta cach ather in their reatment of Melchizedek and precisely why 110Melch makes Hehrews
miore "understandable.”

Irvin W. Batdorf, in "Hebrews and Qumran: Old Methods and Mew Dircctions,"’”
helptully delineates three distinet proposals regarding whether Hebrews and the DES wers ot
were not related o one ancther. His ovwn proposal is summarized in the aphovism he borrowed
from Erich Grisser "analogy does not puarantee gencology,™ ie., the exisience of analogies
between Hebrews and the DSS docs not mean that the author of Hebrews copied from of even
was aware of the Qumran writings. Batdorf's treatmem of Melchizedek, howewver, 18 beclonded

firsL by his tendency net to make clear distinetions when comparing the Melchizedek of

TABL BG (1967 2541,

¥ Further Light," 41.

M Eestschrifi 1o Honor F, Wilbur Gingrick, ed. E. H. Barth and R. E. Cocroft {Leiden:
Brill, 1972}, 156-35. :

Hkesischriff, 25,
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110Miclch, the Melchizedzk of Hebrews, and the Christ of Hebrews. ™ Secendly, when
determining whether the Melchizedek traditions of 11QMelch and Hebrews are ideclogically
related Batdorf virmeally ignomes the evocanve imagery of Heb 7.3 as the cooneching hink
between the two, F. C. Fensham commits the same error in a similar artiche. He criticizes .
Yadin for not "penctrating desply enough into the problem™ of how Christ and the Melchizedek
of Hebrews are related to the Melchizedek of 110Melch® In Fensham's own discussion,
however, one searches in vain for a referenee to Heb 7:31

2 M | Melchizedels Traditi

Al least three noteworthy monographs® on Melchizedek traditions have besn written

sinee (e resurgence of interest in Melchizedek in the mid-196s. In 1576 a thorough study by
Fred L. Horton, Jr. appearsd, entitled The Melchizedek Tradition: A Critical Exominahent of
the Sources to the Fifth Cenisry A.D, awd in the Episife to the Hebrews, Although Horton's
work was the Airst of its Kind after the publication of 1 10Meich, his interest 13 not dirccted
exclusively or even prisnarily toward the investigation of the Cumran document. Insicad, he
jives the reader 8 panoramic view ol all the various Melchizedek tradivions, beginning in
Genesis 14 and continuing on through the views of vanious communities and individuals as far as

the 5th century A.D.. Hebrews' use and meatment of Melchizedek are the last subjects to be

#rantachrfl, 31
R fabirews and Qumran " Neoresramentica 5 {1971 921
S1"Hebrews and Qumran " 19,

®Cee also the more recent siudy by G. L. Cockenll, "The Melehizedek Christology in
Heb. 7:1-28." (Ph. D diss., Union Theological Seminary, 1979).
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cavered, Reflecting upon the multiform shape of Melchizedek raditions and pondering the
question, "What prommed all this speculation?," Horton urges that most of these madilions and
most of this speculztion may be atiributed to the "fortuitous circumstance that Melchizedek is the
first priest mentionsd in the Torah ™ His priesily primacy would have been "of great moment™
to early Jewish exepetes and thus would have invited the lards of imaginanye reflection one
chserves in Philo, Josephus, 110Melch, and Hebrews, Honon's emphasis on this singular
impetus behind Melchizedsk traditions, however, ignores many other factors which arguably
contrbuted to the growth of traditions, even at an early stage (.g.. P5 110:4 [}, typology withen
the OT; and angelormorphic traditions).

In distinction from Horton's work, Paul 1. Kabebdd, in Aelchizede and Melchirefa,
focuses more narrowly on Melchizedek as he appears in several Qumran texts either ag the
leader of the ¢elestial host of angelic warriors (in 110Melch) or as the opponent and foe of the
avi! ange] Melchire¥a (4QAmeam). Kobelski investigaies critically the lranian background of
many of (he ideas expressed in the DSS and the angelolegy of the Qumran community. He then
traces out potential rajeciories into the texts of the NT (in particular, the Johammine Paraclete,
Hehrews 7, and the Son of Man passages), asking how the Dead Sea Scrolls mighi ciucidals the
ideas or language behind MT texls. Like others before ium, Kaobelski agues that there are
common clements in the treatment of Melehizedek in the Curnran texts and Hebrews, and that

the author of Hebrows believed Meichizedek to be a divine being. He stops shon, however, of

PHorton, Melchizedet Tradition, 157,
Myjorton, Adelchizedek Tradirion, 157.
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positing direc! influsnce of 11QMcleh on Hebraws®

Maore recantly, the work the Italian scholar, C. Giawotto, Mefchiredek ¢ fa yua tipotogia:
iradizioni wuidiiche, cristione e grostiche, explores Melchizedek traditions in the carly ¢hurch,
especially emphasizing the plurality of thess raditions

L. Summary

The remarkable upsurge of interest in Melchizedek and the traditions swirling about hin
was prompted primarily by the discovery and revelation of a tiny fragment of 2 manuscript from
Churnran over thirty years ago. | 1Qhelch was the spark which set Melchizedek rescarch on fire.
Much of the scholarly work done since 1965 has been deveted to a igorous re-examination of
other Melchizedek traditions 1o ascertain their connaction--if any—~to 110Melch. Traditonal
explanations offered by exegetes to render understandable the unusuat cpithets accorded
Melchizedek in Hebrews 7 have been rendered questionabie at best and perhaps even untenable,

The abowve summary of the opinions of various schelars confirms the fact that scholarly
end aoclesial consensus regarding the identity end purpose of Melchizedek is lacking. Tndeed,
Melchizedek opinions seem as divergent today as they wers in the first five conturies of the
Church's history. As witl be argued below, a clearer picture of wha Lhe Melchizedek of Holy
Seripture was and whal role he played can be more precizely realized only when one's
hermenetic is typological, one's horizon exionds beyond biblical Melchizedck fraditions, and

one's overarching hermencutic 15 (horoughly Christclogieal,

Spdeichizedek, 129,
#{Brescia: Paideia Editrice, 1984).
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CHAPTER TWO

MELCHIZEDEK TRADITIONS
IN THE OLD TESTAMENT

In two farmously intriguing sections of the OT, Melchizedek appears: Genesia 14 and
Psalm 110, To seek after the importance of Melchizedek in the OT accounis is & qualitabve, not
a quantitative, quest. The reader of holy writ must not judge Melchizedek's imponance by the
twraber of passages in which his name is written, bt rather by the two contextual situgfions in
which he is made mown. Therefore, the first sk of OT excpesis concerning Melchizedek is to
ask the question: In which ways are these chapters in the Scriptures—-and Melchizedzk's role n
them—important in the contextual framework of the whale canen? For Christological cxegesia,
that intermegative must be expanded to query: And how do they mors sharply define the ceabity
of Christ's person and work?

The zecond task of OT exepesis conceming Melchizedek s to cxamine both of these
teacts theough the lens of faser Melchizedek waditions to determing--as much as is possible—~whad
preciscly was tn these enrfy traditions that sparked such intersst in subsequent generations. That
examinalion wil] begin in this chapter and continue in the next. The relation of the twe OT texts
themselves is also a topic to be broached, that is, what prompied David o evoke ancient
helchizedek's name when he penned Psalm 1107 Indeed, io fill in the "blank™ behind that
question is the first step toward a proper understanding of Melchizedek's place n laer
speculation, tradition, and doctnng sinee Ps | 10:4 was the driving force behind many tater
Melehizedek raditions.
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L Genesiv 14

A Context

In & macro-struchre of Oenesis, the fourteenth chaprer forms part of the exended
Abrahamic namative (chaps, 12-25), By chapter |4 the patriarch had arrived in Palestine,
compleied his trouble-laden spioum in Egypt, scparated from his nephew Lot, and settled by the
oaks of Mamre at Hebron, The accounts leading up 10 Genesis 14 are nerrowly focused on the
travels and experiences of Abram.

The narmative of Genesis 14 widens the perspactive of the reader by inmoducing an
international confict in which, ulimately, Abram Gnds himself involvad " For a dazen years
the kings and peoples of Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim, and Bela bad served as vassals to

Chedorlaomer, king of Elam.® Having rebelled in the thideenth yesy, they were confronted in

“"The tevature of crivcal exegesic on Genesis 14, prompéed by itz anomakous character,
I5 extensive; see O Westermann, Geretis [2-36: 4 Commentary, mans. 1. J. Scullion
{Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1985), 182-190, for a thorough disewssion with biblingraphy, J.
Skinner notes that it 15 "[. . .] &n 130lated boulder in the atranfication of the Pent, [ . ], non fithng
any of the four raditional sources,” A Critice! and Exegetical Conunteniary on Oenesis (1CC,
Edinburgh: T & T Clarlk, 1930}, 256, Although vangus theoties have been advanced—incitding,
e.g, the erpument that Genesis 14 15 based on & poetical or Accadian onginal-nope seems Lo
have won the day; sze, e g the works of J A Emerton: "Some False Clusy in the Shady of
Genesis KIV." T 21 {1971} 24-27; "The Riddle of Genesis 2UV." FT 21 {1971) 403-43%, and
"Soime Problems in Genesis XIV," Studics i the Pentalened, VT5up X011 (Leiden: E. 1. Brill,
199{r), 73-102. Those who opine that the seclions in the chapter wers added s different time
periods customarily vicw vy, 1-11 a5 the oldesl, follawed by 12-17 and 21-24; and then finalby
1820 cg. G von Rad, Genesis;, A Commentary, OTL (Philadelphia; Westminster, 1972), 178
179,

“adthough expectations have risen and fallen regarding the ability of archasology to
identify (he fowur eastemn kings and five minor kings in this chapter, 21l efforts herstofore have
yielded no pasitive results, See V, Hamilton, Fhe Book of Cenesiz: Chapiers £-17, NICOT
{Grand Rapids: Bcrdmans, 19903, 400. Hamilton and athver scholars, however, have argued
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the next with the impending reprisal of their Former overlord, who came net alone but with a
triad of other kings and their armies. Following first & circuitous route, upon which they souck
down many other nations, these Four armies from the cast then marehed nontheastward to the
southern edge of the Salt Sea to punish the rebellious sitizens of the pentapolis. The batile was
50 on-sided thal Moses skips the details and records enly the humilialing retreat of the
overthzown five. ¥ Having utterly defeaicd the weaker, smaller armics, the sastern armies
proceaded te loot Sodom and Gomesmah, duning which time Lot, who was residing in Sadom,
was captured, as were his family and possezsions.

\Upon hearing of kis nephew's precanious situation via ¢ fugitive from the battle, Abram

and %12 men™ of his household pursusd the invading armies, overtook them by night, soundly

convincingly that thete is nothing in Genzsis 14 thal precludes its historical veracity, see L. R
Fisher, "Abraham and His Priest-King," 8L 81 {1962, 264270, and 1. K. Kirkland, "The
Incident at Salem: A Re-Examination of Genesis 14:18-20," SaudBibTh 7 (1977). 3-23.

Gen 14:10, "And the Yailcy of Siddim had many pits of biturmen [MM#3 l'l"'ll;_l:fl] and
the king(s) of Sodom and Gomorrah fled and went down inte them {-'I‘El'{i "IEEII’,’]], and those who
were lefi fled 10 e hills.” The fate of those whe r:".'EII:‘I into the bitumen pits 15 wswally ranslated
"f=li" by Enplish versions (=g, KJV, NAS, RSY; the LXX bas évézeser deel). Since Bera, king
of Sodom, meets Abratn after thas unpleasant cvent (v. 17) the "fall” must not have: been fatal.

As 1. C. Leupokd comments, "So we have the somewhat disgroceful situation of a number of
defeated kings hastily crawling into bitwnen pits, and their defeated army taking refuge in the
mountaing,™ Exposition of Cenesis, vol. 1 {Grand Rapids: Baker, 1942), 456,

M2ee A Asching "Melchizedek the Liketator: An Early Interpretation of Genesis 1477
SBLSH 35 (1996) 255 Thete he comments: "4 widespread isterpretatian in rabbirucal
Jiterature minimizes the force stifl more. Through the well-known cxample of gematria on the
purber 31 8~the numerical equivalent of the name of Eliezer, Abmaham's faithful servani—the
sages conciuded that Abraham and Eliezer alone defeated the enemy (c.g., 5. Ned, 3a; Gen.
Rap, 43:1. 449; cf. Fg. Prewda-foratkan}”

25



defeated them—presumably through mitaculous intervention—"and brought back all the goods,
and also his [Abram's] brother Let and his possessions he brought back, and alse the women, ard
the people,” (v. 16).

The holy patriarch, and now viclorions warnier, was greeted by bwvo kings upon his retum
from the battle: Bera, king of Sodom, and Melchizedek, king of Salem. Although form and
source eritics typically label vv, 15-20 a later imtcrpolation,™ a narrative analysis demonstrates
that the account is wisely crafted so that the Melchizedek encounter protrudes from the text,
highlighting its significance.™ Melchizedek, on 1he one hand, offers a repast 10 the: warrior
patriarch and his toen, blesses El Elyon and Abram, and receives 2 ienth of the booty from the
victor. Bera, om the othor hand, comes only with demands: "Give to me the souls [UE4T] and
the goods take yoursetf" (v. 21}, Abram, utiering an gath—the first gath of the Bible--refuses all

except the food eatén by his warriors, which of course, could not be retumed anyway.

A. Evegesis of Genesls 141820

"I The recond here of the overwhelming odds and the complete defcat of the larger army
by a smaller one is similar 10 Gideor's victory against the Midianites in Judpes 7. There,
however, the victory is explicitfy asernibed 1o divine intervention {722},

22ee footnote 67.

"Ry belchizedek appearing on the nammative stags the moment aficr Bera reappears from
the bitumen pits {v. 10}, the reader’s atiention 5 deftly directed away from the shameful,
defeated, 1ar-covercd king ol Sodom and onto the peacefinl, gifi-bestowing, regal priest of EI
Elyon. The differcnee in the two kings is blatanl, Abram's acceplance of godly Melchizedek's
gifls and blessing plus his response of tithes to the same siands in sharp contrast to his refusal
eve to lake a "fhread or sandal thong" from unpodly Bera (v. 23}, Were the author ro have
placed the Melehizedek narrative (vv. 13-20) before or after the Bera narrative {(vv. 17, 21-24}
s critics would have instrpcted Mozes to do—the sharp contrast and literary ¢ffect would have
been dulled.
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Mozes recards the Melchizedek narrative as follows:

[12] And Melchizedek ™ king of Salem,”™ brought out [R*$47T] bread and wine
and he was priest of El Elyon [[¥23 %21 [19] And he [Melchizedsk]

“The mame of Salem's sacerdotal ruler, P33 "2'%91, has provoked no small amount of
interest in scholardy writings, Although common first cenbury explanalions of the name
understocd it to mean, "iing of righteousness," (e.g, Heb 7.2 [Beiiebc SukeLoainmg]) o
“righteous king" {Josephus, Artiguatias 1.1 Paouiely dueuec]), many writers of this century
have soupht to explain cither the first or second part of the name as a thecphorie element: either
"Malak is ighteous” or "Tsedesy is my king,” though most lean 1oward the laner (e.g., Skinner,
Cremesic, 267, Westermann, {emeris 1 2-35, 204), This understanding of the name 15 prompted i
large pan by the opinion that E! Elyon was & pagan deigy—presumably synonymous with Malak
or Tsedeq—~whom the pagan priest Melchizedek served.

BSeveral possibilitics for the location of Saiem have been suggested: Jorusalem, see
Hamilton, Baok of Genesis, 108-410; Leupald, Expostion of Genesis, 463; Westermann, Cenests
[2-36, 204; von Rad, Genesis, 179, 1. A_ Eraerton, "The Site of Salem, The City of Melchizesiek
(Genesis ¥XTV 151" Studies in the Pentatench, WTSup XLI {Leiden: Bnll, 1990), 45-71,
Shechem sceJ. G. Gaminie, "Loci of the Melchizedek Traditjon of Genssis 14;18-20," JEL 80
(1971} 385-306; see Gammie, 387, for others who share his opinion; Salumias, a village south
of Seythopolis, see Busebius, Oromast, no, 152, or even the modem town of 33lim, ast of
Balata. Jerusalem has captured the majority opinion because (8) Salem is used in poctic
parallelism with Zion (=Jerusalem) in Ps 76:3; (b} Psalm 110 links the Melchizedek of Salem to
the Davidic ruler of Jerusalem; and (3) first century B.C. and AD writers equale the two (e.g.,
Cienesis Apocryphon 20.13 and Josephus [fewish War 6438 and Amiguiries | 130-181).
Authors who faver the Salem=Sbechem identiReation frequently refer to Gen 33:18a,

WY TP B9 SPDY RIM* They understand DT pot adverbially {cf most English
translations) but in reference to a place, "And Jacob came to Salem, the city of Stechem.”

*1n this pericape El Elven is acknowledged by Abram to be smonymous with YHWH:
" And Abram said to the king of Sodom, T cause my hand to be raived [i.e., Tvaw, ofl Dt 32:40,
Dan 12:7] to YHWH EI Elyon, Creator of heaven and eanth [. .. )7 {v. 22). Of course, those
who argue that vv. 18-20 are a later addition suppose a redactor placed "YHWEH" upon the lips of
Abram to ameliomte the pagan priests standing in the eyes of later orthadox, monotheistic
Israelies. It must be acknowledged that T or its trenslational equivalent are missing in the
£ XX, Peshitta, and 1QGenAp; the Samartian Pentatcuch has DWT5%7 Even without the
tetragrammaton being present, however, the rest of the verse cenainly echoes Melchizedek's
blessing and lends credence to the apinion that Abram considered El Elyon and YHWTH 1o be
one and the same. For treattaents of Ei and Elyon as pagan deities, see Dietfonary of Deities and
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blessed hitnt [Abram} and said, "Blessed be Abram of E| Elyon, Creator U717 of
teaven and carth, [20] and blessed be El Elyon who has deliverad your cnomies
into your hands.” And he {Abram] gave him [Melchizedek] [151"1]™ a tenth of
everything.

Not anty is il true that the "brevity [of this narrative] despens its rmy=tery™; ™ it {5 also "an open'
text [ .. which] leaves room for various interpretations and compels the readet 1o make a
number of decisions " Unanswered inierrogatives arise, such as: who is Mclchizedek? where is
Salem? for what were ihe bregd and wine used? who is El Elyon? what happened 1o
Melchizedek after this incident? These and & host of other cunious questions are literary paps in
the text which fell Tike sparks onto the theological tinder of creative exegetes m following
BEnerations.

In addition to the intniguwing nature of what is rar said in the 1ext, much that is stated
beckons further analysis and contextual compansons. First, Melchizedek combines in his

person the dual affices of priest and king. Even though this combination was stnictly forbidden

Demons in the Bibfe, ed. Karel van der Toort and Bob Becking and Pieter W. van der Horst
iLeiden: Brll, 1995), 521-333 and 560-571.

""The basic meaning of TTIZ is "to pet” or "ro acquire.” In 3 few instances, however, it
carries the connetation of "to create™ here; B 3206, P= 13%:13; and possibly Ps 78:54.

"ahhough the naked grammaticzl structure lzaves the mver and reociver umamed, the
modifying phrase 9313 at the end of the sentence clothes Abtam in subjective raiment. For
another opinion, see F. L. Horton, The Aelchizedek radition: A Critical Exammaiton of fhe
Sources to the Fifth Century 4.3 amd i the Episife to the Hebrews (London: Cambridge
University Press, 1978), 14,

*G. T. Kennedy, St Faw!'s Conception of the Priesthood of Melchisedech: dAn Historico-
Fxegefical frvestigation (Washinglon: The Catholic University of Amenca Press, 1931, .

®Thee de Kruijf, "The Priest-King Melchizedsi: The Reception of Gen. 14:18-20 in
Hebrews Mediated by Psaim 110, Biidragen 54 (1992} 393,
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tn Tsael at the Gime Moses recorded this ingident," not a hint of disapproval is betraysd by the
author 3% Second, Melchizedek bestows upon Abram a s5acerdetal blessing at the conclusion of
his miraculous viclory over interational armies. Divine favor showered upon the progenitor of
Israe! in his military success over cosmopalitan powers could easily be mansformed o an
inapiration for Tater Israedite military campaigns as they scught to ¢onquer God's foes.

Third, the blessing uttered by Melchizedek upon Abram fulfills and perpetuates the
protised blessing of YHWH 10 Abcam in Gen 12:2-3,

[2] And I will make you into a great natior, and I will bless you [F2°1318]] and [
will make your pame grest and you will be a blessing [[T=13]. [3] And 1 will
blags the ones who are blesstng you [[T'2028 T27318 1 and the ones who are
sursing you | wilt curse and blessed [325337] in you will be all the families of the
earth.

The rzcurrence of the oot 72 in this narrow context underlines its importance in the
Abrahamic narmtve ™ The caprivating observation, however, that in Geresis 12-25 oply YHWH

(12:3), His Angel (22:17-18), and Melchizedek {14:19-20} verbolfy T30 Abram places in bold

HEven though tnany schalars argue on the basis of excepfions ro e rude (2 Sam 6:14,
17-18; 24:2%; 1 Kps 8:14,55-56) that rire rile was that OT kings exereised sagerdotal
prerogatives, the OT evidence does not substantiate this claim (ef 2 Chr 26:16-18). See M. 1.
Paui, "The Order of Melchizedek (Ps 110:4 and Heb 7-3)." WT.S 49 {1987): 195-211, for a helpful
gorrective to these views.

Zeome might argue that no cribicism is suggesied becauss this incident cocurred befare
the instrution of the Mozaic legislation. That Moscs, howgver, aften molded the pre-Sinai
portions of the Fentateuch according to the patiern of his own later Eogisiation is readily apparent
it n pumber of locations (c.g., the shape of the week and purpose of the Sabbath, Gen 1:1-2:3;
marriags, 2:24; prohibitions of murder, 9.6, Abram's typological "Excdus," 12:10-21; tithes,
14:20b ['], 28:22; and prohibitions of food, 32:32).

98¢ Christopher Mitchell, The Meawing and Significance of BRK "To Bless™ in the Oid
Testament, SBLDS 95 {Adanata: Scholar's Press, 1987, 115-117.
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relief this priesi-kimg's inporiance.

In that same regard, & fowrth observation ig it order: following immediaiely after this

pericope the T2 comes to Abrem "in 2 vision” [TC1A3], saying, "Do not fear, Abram, 1
ar: a shield [J¥8] to you, your reward shall be very great,” (15:1). Hot only does the 13 of
Melchizedek link 14:18-20 o the previous 2 of YHWH in 12:1-3; he announcement of
Metchizedek that Bl Elyon has 133 ("delivered") Abram's enemies into his hand links it to the
subsequent announcement of the VY127 that He is a 113 ("shueld”) to the patriarch, That{1}

onfy Melchizedek and YHWH {or His angel} directly bless Abram, (2} Melchizedek amives on
the scene immediately after Abram's mivacylous victory, (3) Melchizedek's language echoes
languagpe itiered in theophanic encounters, and (4) that Melchizedek's appearance is followed

falmast) dirscily by a theophanic appeatance of the T2 with the qualifying phrase "ina

visipn,” would subtly suggest-—or af least leave apen the possibifity— 10 latgr readers that the
Figurs of Melchizedek was an angslophany, Christophany, or theophamy.

With thal foundation lzid, we have already begun to understand why and in what way
Jatar Melchizedek traditions exegeted Genesis 14. One example will suffice to demonstrate how
the gaps, language, and contextual situation of the Melchizodek peticope gave impetus to the
growih of later traditions. 11QMelch, oae of the Melchizedek traditions from Qumran, porirays

Melchizedek as an angelomorphic redsemer figure who battles against the arch-enemy of God,



Betial, and his evil host int otder to free the sons of Light from slavery to Belial ™
Complementing and expanding the conservative conclusion of Paul Kobelski regarding the
relation of | 1QMelch b Genesis 14.% Anders Aschim concludes,

|. . ] 1 have established a reading of Gen 14 which assgns Mclchizedek,

undersined as 3 heavenly figure, an active rode in the rescue of Lo (Gen 14:12-

16). As a commander of the angelic forees and a patron angel of Abraham, the

ancestor of Istwel, Melchizedek contends in the heavemly sphere againsi the forces

of the evil powers, simulaneoushy with the earthly battle between Abraham and

his enemies *

Aschim argues that "the wider literaty context of the Melchizedek passagas from the
Hebrew Bible, and of Genesis 14 in particular, is of decisive imporanes for the development of
the figure Melchizedel: the Libcrator’ in the 1xts under discussion "™ Aschim paints primarily
to the victory of Abram and his 318 men over the four foreign armies as the incident which

would invite the explanation by later generations that divine intervention—in the frm of sugelic

" The edirio princeps were provided by A 5. van der Woude, "Melofisedet aly
himmlische Erldsergestalt in den nepgefundenen eschatologischen Midraschim gus (hmran
Fahie XT (Oudtestamentische Studién 14; Leiden: Brill, 1965), 354-375.

¥ Ger Kobelski, Mefchizedek and Melchiresha, CBQ) Series 10 (Washington: Catholic
Biblical Association of America, 1981, 52. He states, "There 15 nd réason to suspact that
Meichizedek was thought to be an angel in the tradition of Gen [4:12-20; however, thers arc
several elements in the passage in Gengsis that may have suggested to the awther of 110Melch
that Abram's meeting with Melchizedek was an encounter with an angel.” And again, "t is
difficult to say if the author of the Pesher on the Periods [ic., the longer document of which
110Melch was oslensibly a section] associated the sudden and mysterious appearance of
Melchizedek with the tescue of Lot from captivity and his deliverance from the enemy, but the
assoctation of Melchizedzk in | LOMelch with 2 rescue from caphivity and (he deliverance from
the enemy Belial raises this possibility.”

“rhidetchizedek the Liberatos," 257,
¥=pelchizedek the Liberator,” 248,
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intervention—made possible this success. ™ Melchizedek, then, iy the angelic imervener i the

ayes of laier readers. Kobelski adds (1) that the title of Melchizedek, B20 778, “calls to mind
the expression g '||H'?E:, ‘ange] of peace,' which oceurs in 40228 11 § in the form "=]H"‘J?3'I
Y [, " and is found in § Enoch 40:8 and 52:5 and the Testament of Twelve Pairiarchs®

and () that "[{]hc unusua! description of Melchizedek in Cren 14:18 as [. . ] 'priest of E1 Elyon,
imay have suggested bo onc well versed in beliefs about the heavenly priesthood of angels, the
heavenly poesthood of Melchizedek " Thus, the author of 110QMelch may have looked no
further than Genesis 14 10 find material that formed the basis of hus depiction of Melehizedek.
Whether these later Melchizedek mdiﬁans are cotrect in their exepesis of Genesis 1415
an entirely differenl question. What the sbove presentation has demonsirated, however, is that
what the text and context of Genesis 14 does say and does 0ot sav encouraged the later growth of
Mclchizedek trditions along angelomorphae lines, Viclor Hamilton notes that Genesis 14 s
distinctive because "[. . ] it is the only one in chs. 1222 in which the divine voice does nod
speak to somebody. ™' In the opinion of some later generations, Genesis 14 loses this distinction

for Melchizedek's voice is the voics of YHWH.

L. Summary

¥ifelchizedek the Liberator," 248,

¥ideichizedek amd Melchwesha, 52, Tn the Testarremts of the 12 Pairiarchs the angel is
referred to s aggelos 1& eirdnds (T, Dan 6.5, T, Asher 6:6, T. Benj. &1).

M felchizedek and Melchiresha, 52,
U The Book of Gemesis, 199,
32



Melchizedek, the regal pricst of Salem, appears to Abram, grants him a repast, blesses
him, accepts his tithe, amwd disappesrs (from the text) as quickly as he came. The unusual Iierary
tacation of the pericope—placed there purposefully by Moses--sharply difforentiates him from
the ldng of Sodom. His actions and his speech mirror those comecied elsewhere in the Gencsis
narrative with YHWEH and His angel. Much is laft nnanswered by the text, giving rise to various
imerpretations. Some of these interpretations, found in later Melchizedek waditions, ook
advantage of the ambiguities in the account to foster their own peculiar understandings of

Melchizadek's role and 1dentity.

L Pzalm 110

Bridging the chronalogical, literary, and theological gaps between Genesis 14 and the
Melchizedek traditions of the first century B.C, and A D. is Psalm 110." Whether later
penerahions of cxcgetes, if they had pot held in their hands the captivating map of Pgalm 110,
wauld have explored Genesis 14 for theological treasure is & moot imerrogative; thet the pealmic
*reasurs map” led them there 15 incontrovertible.

The psalm of King David which mysteriously evokes the name of the equally mysterious

95 eholars eatlier in this century often advocated Hasmonean authorship of Psalm 1140;
e.g. . B. Dubm, Die Psalmen (Tubingen: J.C.E. Mohr, 1922), 400. To battress their
arguments, mary “creatively discovered” an agtostic in v 1-4 for |UT (Simen, the Maccabesm
leader). For a eritique of the existence of such an acrostic, see J. W. Bowker, "Pealm OX* ¥T
(1967% 31-41. This later dating has largely been abandoned by modem scholars, who arguc fnr
a date within the reign of David. For example, sec b Dabood, Pralms 101-130, The Anchor
Bible (Jarden City, Mew York: Doubleday, 1970), 112 Hans-Joachim Kraus, trans. H. C.
Oswald, Pratms 60.1350; A Commestary {Minncapolis: Aungsburg, 1989%, 346-247, and Horton,
Meichizedek Tradition, 29-33.
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regal priest of Salem is the most quoted psali of the NT and the most referenced chapter of the
OT in the Epistle to the Hebrews, Christologically as important to the NT as Faalms 2, 8, and
22 the L 10th lymn of the psalter has given impens to an impressive plethora of ecclesial and
schnlaﬂly litergture ™ Martin Luther speaks in concert with the cumulative evidence of apostolic
references 1o Pazlm 110 when he sucsinetly avers that “[h]ere, as nowhere else in the OT
Scriptures, we find a ¢lear and powerful deseription of [Christ's] person [ . ] and of His
resumection, ascension, and entire kingdom "

Although some scholars question whether Jewash worshipers understoed Psalm 110 to be
messianic before and during the first century A D, the evidenice of the NT more than
edumbrates the veracity of the claim. The inerlocitors of Jesus in Mt 22:41-46 (cff Mk 12:35-
37 and Lk 20-41-44), in their answer to Christ's question regarding the messianic content of Ps
110:3, certainly did not seem caught off guard by the Chnistological imerpretation put forward
by Jesus. Indecd, their mule response {"And nio ane was able to answer Him 2 word [ "
22:46) would have been rather uninteNigible had not Christ referenced a passage of holy writ
which both He and they regarded 2= indicative of the Messiah's idennity. >

These two facts--that Psalm 110 is of inestimable imponance for NT Chnsiolagical

#0es asp, David M. Hay, Glory af the Rigit Hand: Fsalm [ 10 in Early Christianity
(SELMS 18, Nashville: Abingdon, 1973); Martin Hengel, Studies in Early Chnistology
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1595}, 119-225; and the bibliography in Kraus, Pralms, 143344,

ME ather's Works, Sefeciad Psalms I1, wot. 13, ed ). Pelikan (5t Louis: Concordia
Publishing House, 1956), 225,

"Eor discussions of whether Psalm i 10 was understood in 2 messianie sense in and
before the first cenmary A D, see Hay, Glory at the Righe Fland, 19-33 and H. L. Strack and P.
Rillerbeck, Kommentar um Newven Testament aus Talmud wund Midrash (Munich: Beck, 1936},
4452460,
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forrnulations and thar the NT writers were confiniing, nof creading, 4 messianic understanding
of this holy hymn—must be borme in mind 25 one investigates the place and purpose of
Melchizedek in the fourth verse of the psalm. Since Psalm 110 is of massive sipnificance in the
contoxtual framework of the biblical whole becavse it sharply defimes the reality of Christ's
person and weork, it oughit bo be no surprise to find thal Melchizedsk, having been 50 inlimately
linked with the Messish by imvotation of his name in 110:4, magtetically drew the attention of
many back to Genesis 14 who wished to answer (he rather simple questions, "Why him? What is
it about Melchizedek that makes him so imponant in the salvific economy of God? Some
answers to these questions, found in the literary Melchizedek tradinons ai Qumran and
eleewhere, will be perused in the next chapter. For now we will examine the text of the psalm to
define panticularly what elemcnts inspired later exegetes to usc it a5 the primary tens through
which to view the Meichizedek of Genesis 14 and 16 shape their own liicrary picture of the
prisst-king.

A Exegesis of Pealm 118

The MT af Peatm 110 is notoniously difficult bo render acourately, fraught, as it is, with
unusual langage and gramematical structures. ™ The ancient versions (LXCK, Peshitta, Yulgate)

reflcet this tanstational conundrum, ¥ The ganslation below fellows pamarily the MT, with

“For a thorough discussion of the various teotual problems, see Kraus, Proims, 343-354,
Thijs Booij, "Psalm CX: Rule in the Midst of Your Foes!" VT 41 {1991): 396407, and Horton,
Mefehizedek Tradition, 23-34.

Psatm 110 is one of the missing chapters of the CQumran psalier, rendering the
comparison of the MT with eardier Hebrew mss. impossible. The ¢losest Hebrew COIMpArson 15
Jerome's Jimia Hebracos, the consonanta) text of which is the same as (he MT, {Dabood,
FPialms, 113).
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textual 2mendations noted

[1] A Psalm of David
YHWH uttered to my Eord, "Sit st My right hend
unhbl I make Your coemies a foctstool for Your feet”
[2] The rod of Your sirenpgth YHWH will streich fortk from Zion,
"Rule in the midst of Your encmiss "
[3] Your people volunleer freely™ in the day of your power,
Gt holy mountains,” from the womib of the dawn,'™ like dew I have beganer You. "
4] YHWH has sworn and will noi repent,
"You [are a] priest forever according to the order™ of Melchizedek.”
|5] Adonai is at Your right hand, "™
in the day of His wrath He will smibe kings.
{6] He will judge among the nations full of corpses,

*Cf. Judges 5:2.

hdany Hebrow més., Symmachus, and Jerome read * 1703 instead of the MT 2702,
The confusion of 2 daieth and rest s common and the reading "haly mountains” fits the theme
of Zion invs 1 well, echoing Ps. £7:1, W™ 732" For a contrary opinion, see H. C.
Leupold, Expestiion of Psafms (Grand Rapids: Baker, 19671}, 778.

™The sceond ment of MR DN is unusual and probably 2 dittography.,

"“'The rendermg, "1 kave beaotten You ['v[“l_'l':['?:"}.' is supported by many Hebrew mss,
Origen, the LXX (E&evéwmod o), and the Peshitta, Tt is also the form found in Ps. 2.9, "1 have
begotien Thee [?["n"rlﬂ"]

T he phrm"l_'lj;l'-r‘?g it alzo found in Ee 3:19; £:2, where it means “on account of."
The "cara i e of the LX3 15 followed by the author of Hebtews.

" There is debate amcig scholars as to the subjest of wv 5-7. Some hold the subject to
be YHWH and not the Adonai of v 1; see, e.g., Kraus, Psalms, 351, Boodj, "Pealm CX7 403, and
A Weiser, The Pralms: A Commervary (Philadelphia: Weatminster Press, 1962), 654, Others
argue that the Adonai of vv 1 and 57 are jdentical; see, e. g, E. W, Hengstenberg, Chrisiology af
the Od Testament (Grand Rapids: Kregcl Publications, 19700, 82-83; C. A, Priggs, 4 Criticaf
and Exegetical Commentary i the Sook of Psalms (ICC; Edicburgh: T & T Clark, 1907), 378,
and 5L Augustine, Expositions on the Book of Psalms, ed A. C. Coxe, NPNF First Beries, vol. 8
(Peabody, MA- Hendrickson, 1994), 544, The similaritics, howeyer, between the actiens of the
messianic king in vv 1-3 and those of the actions of the ‘;“‘IISF in vv 5-7 morc than suggest that he

is the subject in both scotions of (he pealm.
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He will smile the chief upen the broad land.
[7] Frorn the Brook algng the way He will drink,
Thercfore, He will lifi the head.

The Messiah, having been exalted onto the diving throne of YHWH, renders justice and
punishment 10 His foes. From the right hand of (rod, which is linked ¢ Zion, the Messiah will
exereise savereignty over those who surround Him on all sides, yet who e vanguished under
His feet. The imagery is vivid and stnkingly amhropomorphic: the Messiah "gg™ (v 1), puis
His fegs on the gegk of the sneraies {v 1} holds in His hagd a royal staff (v 2}, is wrathful (1L "a
[buming] nose™ v 53, doinks from a brook (v 7); and He lifts up His head after sriting the head
of the nations {vy 6-7). The militaristic components are parallelad in similar messianic psalms
(e.g., Palms 45 and 72, particulary Psalm 2.

In the middle of Paalm 110, between the two scctions which depicd the Messiah's regal
and militatisbic accomplishments, is the diving oath concerning the relattonship between the
Messiah and sacerdotal Melchizedek: "YHWH has swormn and will twt repent, "You [are a] priest
forever, according to the ovder of Melchizedek,™ How is one o understand this swom pramise
of YHWH? In what way does ii fit with the rest of the psalm? What relation does this reference
o Melchizedek have with Genesis 147 To these questions we now fum

Referencing the oath of Ps 1104, John Calvin reminds his reader that "Grod was not wont
to mingl¢ his venerable narme with matters of minor importance,” '™ The seriousness of the gath,

indeed, is doubly bespoken by the positive and nepative'™ nature of the staternent, "YHWH Aas

"M ommeniary on the Book of Psalws, trans. . Anderson, vol. 4 (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 19493, 305,

"The notion of God's not repenting siresses by way of negation the immutability of His
decres,” ). Kennedy, 8. Pami's Conceprina, 63.

7



swewn (FALY) and will nor repent (T HJ?'II [....]" This freighited language heighiens the

interest of the worshiper and affirms the irrevacability of what iz about 1o be spoken. The
Me=sizh is promiscd that Ha is "a priest forever according to the erder of Melchizedek”

{:F':Ig*“-‘.'ll?ﬂ " ;1*‘71; nr?'m'? TU:"HL,':"’!::'- Thal Christ will possess an eternal zacerdetal

office is abundamy clear from the text, whai is not clear {s in whal way this unending priesthood
is bazed upon, follows from, or is related to the person and office of Melchizedek,

When one reads Psalm ! 10 from the petspective of Gepesis 14, and vice versa, some
patential answers to these questions begin 1o surface. The textual and contextual similarities in
which Melchizedek appears ought 1o be noted first. The following observations are aue for both
David's psalm and Moses' book: {1) the person or name of Melchizedek appears within 2 highly
militzristic context; {23 the references to Melchizedek are fleating and mysterious; (3} the
sacerdotal :itus and functions of Melchizedek are emphasized while the regal are virtually
ignored:; ™ (4] and both 12x1s are "exegetically open,” allowing for various inkerpretations. ™

When the rwo texis arc read in tangdem and these similarites are noted, it becomes

increasingly epparcnt that the AMessiah addressed in Pralm 116 is o melding gerther af the

|0 Genesis 14 (as in Hebrews 7), Melchizedek's kingly office 15 of miror importance,
His actions of bringing out 4 holy tepase, blessing Abrmam, and veceiving tithes have ligtle if
anything 12 do with his regal office. The oft-stated similanity between Meichizedek and Chrst,
that they both oeewpy the regal snd sacordotal offices, is bardly the similarity emphasized in the
Elhl: i ix aﬁmedﬂm.r one mm,gr:m md rm!rzes r.‘:-ar ﬁmt by W

Rnthm' each tun: Mulch::edek nppears n th: Scnpmres hlspn&sﬂy uﬂi::: md."o-r ﬁm-:l:lﬂns are
nearly exclusively of paramount importance. Melchizedek is the priest who also happens to b a
king.

MIGE Keouijf, "Priest-King Melchizedek ™ who says, "Fsalm 110 is just as crigimatic and
open Lo different interpretanons as Gen 14,1520," 305,
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persons, offices, and fumctions of Abram and Melchizedek as seen in Genesis 14. The military
victory of Abram over the forsign ammies due to the divins iniervention of YETWH serves as 4
rpe of the victory of the Messiah aver His fogs due to Hiz occupation of the divine throne of
YHWH “® Similarly, the sacerdotal oifice of Melchizedek serves as the type of the sacerdotal
office of the Messizh.

What remains unclear, however, are the precise implications of the adverbial maodifier

=] '?11:?5 Is (he atiritie of etemalness applicable ondy to the person, ofhiee, and functions of

the Messiah or to Melehizedek as well? Furthermore, if applicable 1o Melchizedek, 15 the
attribyte meant 1o refer only 1¢ his office, only to his fumetions, or to his office, fonclions, and
person, as in the case of the Messiah? The psalm text is equivocal, capable of answering "Yes”
to any or all of the questions posed, For later generations of exepetes, inclueding the author of
Hebrews (7:4, B), the atimbute of etemalness was nol possessed exclusively by the Mossiah,
rather, Melchizedek's priesthood and person, precisely becaxse they were considered to be
eterdl, served as e fmdamental nipe of the rocerdoial work of ihe Adessiah,

Paul Kobelski, in his discussion of Melchizedek's role in the arpument of Hebrews, says,
"It is my contertion that Ps 110:4 is the key tr understanding the atmbunon of clemnal Lifs to

Melchizedek in Judaizm of late anhiquity (11QR4clch) and in Christianity (Hebraws 7).

"™ ruijf helpfully notes the verbal similacties berween the LY versions of Gren 14:20a

and Fs 109;1b; & tapdbuicey Tobe EyBooic ooy fmoxewpiovs osau (Gen 14:20a) and gois SyGpoic
@y dromibuow Tow o oo, (Ps 1081k} " Knujf concludes, "This in tum means that they

. were not confromted with nwo distince enlpmatic figures, Melcmzedek the pricst-king and the
Davidic king who received the pricsthood after the order of Melchizedck, by ravher with hoth
figures superimposed woon sach other," 397, emphasis mine.

1% nhelstd | Melchizedek and Melchiresha, 124
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Noting the troubled textuat history of the verse, paricularly the: meaning af Y] :_1‘-'[‘5.‘; . be

suggests that 7[. . ] the precise meanng of the verse was not understood. It would seem to be a
verse that could lerd itself to speeulative interpretations.” " It is just such “specuiative
interpretadions” which are in the backgroured of Hebrews and the forefront of 1100 elch, 2
Enock, and other eady Melchizedek maditons.

Genesis 14, when read with and (hrough the highly messtanic Psalm 110, with the
understanding that the 221 of the psalm aliowed the possibality of attributing eternalness nol
only 1o the Messizh but also 10 Melchizedek, became the fount from which flowed streamns of
creative exegetical activity. The gaps and ambiguities of the Genesis text, along with the hughly
suggestive sctions of Melchizedek {e.g., blessing Abram), only heightened the Tlaw of creatvity.
Readers of the Jenesis account then saw Melchizedek as a forctasts of the Messiah

B. Summary

The language and imagery of Psalm 119 played an important role in the cardy
Christological formutations of the NT, By referencing the name and priesthood of Melchizedek,
Dravid directed the worshipers back to the et af Genesis 1o ascermin what, in thal account,
prompted the inclusion of Melchizedek in such a highty tessiaic psalm. The ambiguity of the
quality of etemalness--applicd cortainly 1o the Messiah and possibly to Melchizedek—prompted
further indquiry by later generations into the possibility that the priest-king of Salem may, in fact,
have been more than 3 humnan officeholder. To understand the presence of Melchizedek

tradditions of the first century B.C. and A D., one must realize ihat the primary impetus behind

1 nhelski, Meichizedel and Melchresha, 124
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them was the speech of Psalm 110 and not the silence of Genesis 14.
IIL. Typoelegy Within the Old Testament

The research which has beretofore been presented on Melchizedek's position and
importance in the OT texts of Genesis 14 and Psalm 110, although providing 2 basis for
beginning to understand why later generations of exegetes found Melchizedek swch a captivating
figure, has ot sufficiently enswered the question posad at the beginning of this chapter, “What
prompted David to evoke Melchizedek's name when he penned Pzalm (107" When the
intemrogative was stabed, it was suggested that o fill in the blank' behind thas guestion was the
fitst step Wward & proper understatding of Melchizedek's plascs in speculation, tradition, and
docirine.” The purpase of this lass section of Chapter 2 will be to offer an answer o that
important question twough an investigation and cxplanation &s to bow typology was employed
Try the writers of the O1d Testament, inclugding, of course, the Cravidic avthor of Psalm 110,

A The Definition of Typology ard fes Place in the Exegetical Taxk

The orthodox Lutharan theologian, Johann Gerhard (1582-1637), in hus Loed Theologie,
offered this brief definition of typology by using allegory 25 a foil: Typology consists in the
comparison of facts. Allegory is not concemed with facts but with words from which 1t draws
ot useful and hidden doctrine. ™" David L. Baker puts forward a more expansive defimten,
delineating the following three aspects of typology:

# a iype is a biblical event, person ot institution which serves as an example of

pattern for other evetts, persons o1 institulions,

@ typology is the study of types and the historical and theological
comespondences betwezn them;

WU e Theatogici, 169, Quoted in Leonhard Goppelt, Nypos: The Typologicol
Fmerpretation of the O0d Testament it the New (Gremd Rapids. Eerdmar, 1982}, 7.
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@& the basis of ypology is God's consistent activity in the history of his chosen
W}PLE_IH

That the authors of the NT were dirscied in much of their cxegesis of the OT through the
employment of a fypological henmeneutic is not 2 moot poimt.  Scholars by and large agree that
the NT writcrs wove tagether typology, proclamation of prophetic fuifillment, and (restrained)
allegory 10 bind the two testaments inte one Christological whole."  In early patristic exegesis
the former fwo maintained a promincnt place, though allegory was not wholly neglected. In the
well-known quarrcls between the Antiochens and Alexandrian schools, which centered primanly
on the appropriatensss of allegonical inlerpretation, typology wes & non-igsue, being accepted
and utilized freely by both parties. '™ As allegory gradually became "king of the exepetical
mountain," there to reign For cénturics, typology took a back-seat, anly Lo becorme of especial
jmterest 10 exepetes again gt the advent of the Reformation. Although ostensibly discredited by
the "discoverics™ of Enlightznment ratonalism''? and thus ipnoted in favor of more "obiective”

exegesis, in recent decades a form of typology bas once sgain been adopted and promulgated by

2P Testaments, One Rible: A Sy of the Theolomeal Relaiionships Between the
ia and New Tesiamerts (Downers Grove, [L: [VFE, 19915, 195,

" anthony C. Thisclton, New Horezons i Hermengwtics: The Theory and Practice of
Trancfirming Bidlical Reading, (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992), 142-173.

Boyrilliam Horbury, "Old Testament Interpretation tn the Wntings of the Chach
Fathers,” Mikra: Text, Transfation, Reading and fterpretation af the Hebrew Bilde i Anclent
Judairm eref Early Christignity, ed. Jan Mulder (CRINT, bMirneapclis: Fortress Press, 19990),
T27-7T87.

t4G, W, H. Lampe elaborates on how rationalism and the appreach to Scripture adopied
by the historical-critical tethod undermined typological imerpretation in "The Reasonableness
of Typology," Lampe ard K. J. Woollcombe, Essavs o Typolagy (Maperville, IL: Alec R
Allengon, 1957, 17,
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numeraus scholars,

The Linheran Church--Miszoun Synod and other American Lutheran bodics have not
remaincd outside of discussions reganding the fidelity of typolomeal exegesis 1w the Scriprural
witnegs, The debates within these circles, however, largely revolve around rhe extent to whick
rypology should be empiayed and not typology per s¢.”' 1f typology can legitimately be
embraced in the interpretation of cortain messianic praphecies is by far the most controversial
question.'"*

The following pages will s¢ek o demonstrate, on the basis of OT texts, three major
points: first, typelogical interpretation, far from being invented by the NT authors, was useed

extensively by and s received ity imprimartur from the QT iself. Second, one arca of OT

NeEur 3 helpfial but dated list of the views of vanious schalars, se2 . L. Baker, Twe
Testamenis: Cne Bitfe, 239-250. Onc must note, however, that these scholars define their
typolagical interpretation a5 samething distinct from the typology employed by the Reformers.
As Gerhard von Rad explains, "And yel the essence of our view differs from carlier typology [ .
1 at one very cnicial point; for the latiet used the data with reference to a szlvation-hislorical
progress which it objectified natvely [ . .] Thers can now be no question of declaring certain
persons of ohjecis or institulions as, in their objective and as it were static essence, fypes.
Everything depends on the evenis between Isracl and her God [ . . )" ONd Testament Theologw:
The Thealugy of fsvael's Prophetic Tradittons, ans. DM S.talker {Vol. O; Lendon: Oliver
and Bovd, 1965), 371.

1" The recent docurmen relcased by the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod's Commussion
on Theology and Church Relations {CTCR) entitled "Prophecy and Typobogy,” lists ammong the
"Cormmon Pastures” held by Lutheran interpreters, in regard 10 typelogy, "that the Seripmres
describe and illustrate such 2 catepary,™ 1.

8T chiaf difference 15 whether ty s e fige
and, wsually it conrection with that, twe anmcwhat d|ﬂ'e:rent nmmmgs and thevefare, two
fulfillments,” "Praphecy and Typology,™ 3, CFf A. von R Sauer, "Problems of Messianic
Interpretation, CTAS 35 {1964 $66-574; W, R. Roehrs, "The Typoiogical Use of the Old
Testament in the Mew Testament,” Concordia Jowrnal 10 (1984} 204-216; W. 1. Hassold,
“Rectilinear or Typological Interpretation of Messianic Prophecy? CTA 38 (1967): 155-167
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typology was that of typical individuals who served as prototypes both of other individupts
within the ©OT and of Christ. Third, the Melchizedek of Gen 14:158-20 served as an individual
type of the Messigh within the OT, as evinced in Ps 1 10:4, In conclusion, on the basis of the
exegetical research presemted in the first two sections of this chapter, [ wil! list several plausible
rezsons as to why David chose Melchizedek as the typical individual te be used 1o Psulm 110,

A. Tvpologlcal Interprezation Within the Oid Testament

Hormee Hummel has angued persuasively that the writings of ancient 15rag) firse laid the
foundation for typological interpretation '™

Wy main thesis in this paper is that the Hypical is 8 dominant concemn of the 0.7,

its historiography, its cultus, its prophecy, etc. [srael's understanding of its whole

life and destiny cemered arcund what [ might describe in Albright's terminology

25 "judgerments of rypical occurrence” [ . ] 1 submit thel most of the O.T.

Literature was selecied, preserved, arranged and presented to a large extent with

en eye to the “typical™ [ .. ]

The arrangement of much of the rupicad materiab within the OT was guded by scveral
fundamental assunptions about YEWH and his dealings with the covenant people of Israel.

Firgt--to ytilize WT lanpuapge—YHWH is the saime yesizrday, 1oday, and forever. Far from being

“"CF also: Lampe, "The Reasonablaness of Typology,” 26; Woollcombe, "The Biblical
Opiging and Patristic Development of Typology,” 43-45, and Essaps on Typology, 26, von Rad,
O Testament Theology, 157-387, and *Typoiogical Interpretation of the Old Testamen,"17-3%;
and W, Eichrodt's "1s Typological Exegests an Appropriate Method?", Essays on (fd Festameni
Tnterprerarion, &g, Clans Westermann, trans. J. L. Mays (London: SCM, 196{1), 224-245. In this
latter waork von Rad siates, "From such PRESIZES A5 ﬂmse [wl‘uch speak of second exudus} and
many other similar ones, one sees that alres %] !
history had barome prophetic, and had mmembaﬂew&das prumnrpesmwhmharuewand
more complete redemptive act of God would ¢omespond,” {emphasis mine) 34

W The Old Testament Basis of Typological mierpretation,” Biblical Rescarch 9 (1964):
40-41. Hummel delineates several fupical catsgories in the GT: history, individuals, proups,
laws, nations, places, legends, and the cult.
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capricions and ermatic, the covenant God of [smcl mmains consistent in tos grace woward
Abraham and his seed. Fe keeps his promises and remains faithful to the covenant, He reveals
hiraself in the things of creaton and through the same works redemption, punishment, or hope
for Istael. Secomd, Pantateuchal events, mdividuals, and instibations pnmarily defing the 2sse of
Isracl. They elucidate how YHWH has dezlt in the past and witl deal in the future with the
tribes of Jacob. Third, the future of Israel will be more magnificent than the past. Although Unis
Fact is somewhat muted in the carfier prophets, it is boldly and forthrightly proclaimed in
virtually all the Jater prophets. Fourth, this hope for (he yel-to-come is fumdamemelly Dased on
the arrivel of the Messiah of YHWH who will transform the bronze of the past inte the gold of
the future, ushering in fhe mast days" as the Sceond and Greater Moses, David, ¢te. ™

This four-fold "hermenrculic” was the irnpetus behind the prophetic use of typologcal
languags to describe the present and the fulure which were facing the tation. Prophets foretold
what wotld be with the vocabulary and imagery of wha! fud been, they painted the pramise of
the future with the colors of the pasL The older events (e.g., of the Exodus from Egypt) were
=pregnant with the futare, '@ Thal is to say, a salvific ¢vant bore “in her womb” the child whose
aplendor and significance would far surpass that of the mother, This was so, not because of @

"madem" view of (he gradual progression and amelioration of humanity, hut because of the

2 A lhough the latizs two assumptions ase foundational o much of the typelogy
ctployed within the OT, ihey do not necessarily influence ail of it. Ofentimes the antitype is
not directly referenced as “grester than” the type nor is heit dirscily retated to the messianic
promise. For example, as will be discussed below, Joshua ag the antitype of Muoses is not
necessarily greater than Moscs. When, however, there is an escalation (ype < antitype), the
antitype is always to be scenin connection with the Mcssiah

1273 von Rad, ONd Tesiament Theatogy, 372, and "Typological Interpretation of the Old
Testament,"17-35.
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promise to lsrael of 4 Redeemer whose person and deeds would supersede even the greatest
persons and deeds of years gone by,

The following three examples clearly illostrate the manner in which this fowr-fold
hermenewtic was emploved by the holy writers of the OT, The first and most frequently
referenced T type is the Exodus from Egypt  What is not always realized is that this Exodus
was actually an antitype of the typical Abrahamic descent inlo Egypt (Genesis 12). Abraham's
famite-driven migration to Egvpt resulted in rouble with Pharach (12:15), plagues from YHWH
against Pharaoh (12:17), and departure from there laden with gifis (12:16,207 To uge the
imagery of von Rad referenced above, Abraham's "mother cxodus” gave birth to the dauphter
Exodus (Exadus 13) which, in tumn, was described in prophetic discourse as the mother of yet
another Exodus.  As [saiah says in reference to this future Exodis,

[51:%] Awake, awaks, put om strength, O arm of YHWH, avwake a5 m the days of

old, the penerations of long ago. Was it not You wha cut Rahab in pieces, whe

piet¢ed the dragon? [10] Was it not You who dried up the sea, the waters of the

great deep; who made the depths of the sca a pathway For the redeemead to cross

aver? [11] 5o the ransomed of YHWH will return, end come with joyful shouting

to Zien; and everlasting joy will be om their beads, They will obtain gladness and

jory, and sorrow and sighing will flec away,'?

The supersession of the Second Exodus over the First is embraced in 15 32:11-12,

[11] Depart, depart, go oul frowm there, touch nething unclean; go out of the midst
of her, purify yourselves, you who carry the vessels of YHWH.  [12] But v will

'BOF Isa 40035, 41:14-20; 48:20-21; 49:5-11; 52:12 and Hos 2. 44-13; £:13, %3, 11:135.
Regarding the "Second Exodus,” see D, Daube, The Exodus Paitern in the Bible (Lomdow: Faber
and Faher, 1963 ), F. Foulkes, The Ackx of God: A Study of the Baris of Tvpalogy in the OId
Tesrament (London: The Tyndale Press, 1935), 21-22, and W. Eichrodt, "Is Typological
Excgesis an Appropriate Method?™, who affitms, "One could indeed probably speak of 2 ‘typical
meaning of the Exodus tradition |. . .}, and the surpassing of the type by the excellence of the
antitype iz almoal zlways emphasizad [ . 1" 234,
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1ot go out in haste (YWBM3 ), nor will you go a5 fugitives, for YHWH wall go
bezfare: you, and the CGod of 1srael will be your rear guard.

In contrast to Ex 12:11, where haste |['|‘|I-‘§I7r;1} marked ihe 1sraelites' flight, the Second Exodus

will be marked by calm essurance dus the presence of YHWH as the Cne whe hes totally
vanguished his people’s foes. Here fand in 43:17} one can see that the antitype will not be a
mirror image of the type but an enhancement of it. The comely mother will give birth to
beautiful, smnning daughter.

The second Mlustrative OT type iz of 3 negative natwre-the example of Sodom and
Gomortah. Because of the punishment meted out on these two infamous cities and because of
the pervasive iniquity in them, they became fypicef of that which is dicectly contrary to the
divine will. For example, Jeremiah, reflecting back upon these rwo Pentatenchal cities, ¢ries out
in the name of YHWH,

[23:14] Also amaong the prophets of Jenusalem 1 have seen a homnble thing. The

committing of adultery and waiking in falsehcod; and they strengthen the hands

of evildoers, so that no one has kumed back from his wickedness. All of them

have broome to Me like Sodom, and her inhabitants like Gomermah, ™
In cowtrast to the above example of tve Exodus, it which YHWH would gracionsly redeem his
ptople as he had done in times past, Jeremiah implicitly wams that YHWH will do unto
Jerusalem 25 be had dene unto Sodom ard Gomorrah, As with the (ype, so with the antitype.

Oine more example will suffice to illustrets ypology within the OT: Eden as the type of
future blessings. This paradisiacal tocaks of Adam and Eve was used typologically in later

prophets to picture the blessedness of the future messianic kingdom. This method of vigwing

S Ear other examples, sec Is, 1'%, 3:9; Eze 1640, and Amos 4:11.
47



the former tirnes a3 the bluepriat ot pattem for the end times is commonly cailed Lirzei-Endzeit
typology ("primeval time equals ulimate iime"). ' Ezckiel, for instance, says,

[36:33] Thus says the Lord God, "On the day that | cleanse you from all your

iniquitizs, | will canse the cities 1o be inhsbited, and the waste places will be

rebuilt, [34) And the desolale land will be culiivated instead of being a

desolation in the sight of everyone who passed by, [35] And they will say, Thus

desolate land has beocome like 1he sarden of Edep: and the waste, desolate, and

nuined cities are fortified and inhabited.™ '™

When viewed within the context of the prophetic books in which they appear, and
especially within the context of the larger OT canon, these three instances of OT typology give
poe a glimpse into how the constancy of YHWH, the Pematzuchal foundatian, the superscsaIOn
of the antitype,”™ and (he hope of the Messiah all shaped and molded the typological thinking
and writing of the prophets, To them history was not "naked" but with clothed wath the raiment
of typalogy. To know what YHWH would do they Tooked to what ke had afreudy dne.

. Typical Individuals Within the (Wd Testament

Only one of the (hree examples of OT fypology described above {ie., of the Abrahamic
“exodus”), however, alludes to perhaps the most significam "type of types™ typical ndivaduals

within the OT canon. Typical individuals are arguably the most imponant of OT types for they

29 Eichrodt, "1s Typological Exegesis an Appropriale Method T, 235,
" or other exampies, see Iza 51:3 and Joel 23

T discussing the supcrscssion of the antitype over the fype, Francis Foulkes
surnmarizes, "There is 10 be & new David, but a preater than David, & new Moscs bul & greater
than Moses, 2 ew Elijah or Melchizzdek, bt one greater than those whe stand oul from the
pages of the old records, There is to be a greater and more wonderfil tabemacling of God, as
His presence comes to dwell in 2 new temple, There is to be & new creation, a new [sracl,
redeermned, revived, @ people made up of these to whom & new heart and a rew spiril arc given
that they may love and obey their Lord,” Fhe Aers of God, 32.
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tvpes--the 1ndividual, Jesus of Nazareth, Since typology has to do fundamemally with

comparizons bebaeen two items of interest, the closcr those two "itéms” are o onz another in

B and funclion the more exact the comespondence will seem 1o be and acnally be,

Therefore, sincs Jesus is, above all else, an )

to reason that (hose types which arc also indivi
perfectly model his ministry; they are types par excallence. '™

There are, however, typical individuals within the OT whe do not serve such an exalted
status, that is, they are sor {or are ot exclusivedy) proleptic portraits of the Messiah but, g, of
other individuals within the OT, As typical individuals are only a subset of varjous other OT
types, 30 within the broad range of typics! individuals one may atso delingate three "types of
typical individuals™; the person-type, the offive-type, and the action-type. ™™

1, Person-Type

OF the typlcal individuals within the OT, only two ar of the person-type: David and
Elijah. A person-typt individual mey be defined as the following: an histonc individual whose
office and name are explicitly stated 1o be a prefiguration {i.c., a type) of one io the fubine {i.e,

antitype) who will perfosm the same or similar functions and hold the same or similar office.

¥ This is probably one reason why King David {who successfully defeated Lsrael's foes)
and Moacs (wha led the people out of bandage in Eyppt [i.e., redeemed themi} are so central in
the NT as types of the Messiah; cf Goppelt, Typos, 61-82 and 83-90.

"ZEor diseussion of individuals as types within the OT, see D Daube, "Typolegy in
Josephus," Jewrmal of Jewish Studies 31 (1980): 18-36, and J. Day, "Prophecy,” fr & Hriiten:
Scripture Citing Scripture; Essays in Honour of Barnabas Linidars, 58F, eds, T», A, Carson and
H, G M. Williamson (Cambridge: Camberidge University Press, 1588}, 39-35.
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What separates the persan-type: from the office-type (of. below} is that, in the former, the actual

e For example, in Bz 34:23-24

God promises,

(23] "Then | will st aver them ohe shepherd, My servant David, and he will feed
them; he will feed them himself and be their shepherd. [24] And 1. YHWH, will

be thair Giod, and My zervant David will be pringe among them, I, YIWH, have
spoken.”
Mot that YHWH dpes ror say, "Then I will 52t over them one shepherd, one like my servant
David [ . .]." bat "] . ] one shepherd, My servant David [ ]
Similarly, in Mal 4:5-6 God says,

[5] "Behold, Lam going to send wou Ehijah the prophet before the coming of the
gread and ezroible day of YHWH. {6] And he wiil restore the hears of the fathers

to children, and the hearts of the children to their fathers, lest [ come and smite

the land with a curse.”
God promised to =end "Elijah the prophet”™ and mor "one {tke Elijah." Both of these texts
ostensibly sugnest a true David redivivus and Elijah redivives. Indeed, as evineed in the NT (Mt
1614, Mk 6:15; Mk 8:28; Lk 98,19, In 1:217 andl in extra-biblical Jewish literature™ some
understood these person-types quite literally and believed David or {especially) Elijah would re-

zppear. The type for them way wfenticed with the antitype.

L, Ofice-Type

U4t L. Davenport notes that the "dominent messianic hope [in the fivst contery] seems o
heve been the Davidic royal one,” "The "Anointed of the Lord' in Psalms of Solomon 17." fdeal
Frgres irt Amtigns Judopwm: Profiles ond Paradigms, eds. ). 1. Cellins and G. W_E,
Micks]sburg (Chica, CA: Scholars Press, 1980), 67. For a discussion of Davidic typology in the
OT, see 8. H. Hooke, Aiphe and Omega: A Study in the Paitern of Revelation (Digswell Place:
James Migbet & Co. Lad., 1961}, 103-106, and Foulkes, The dois of God, 24-25

“IG'B].'.IFEJ.T, jr};]ﬂ..i', 3"&
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Typical individuals of the office-type are numerous. An office-type individual is one

whose functions in &n office comespong closcly (o or set the pattgrn for those catried out by one
who fills the same office in a later pericdd In this instance the typical individual and hos office

are Jikened to bul not equated with those of the anti-type.
For example, the following two texts demonstrals that Adam and his "office™ over the

pristing creation are likened to Moah and his "office” over the "new” creation after the Deluge.

[Gen 1:28] "And God blessed (73] ther, and God said to them, Be

fruitful and multiply P33 1712], and 1l the earth, [FIR7-TR WhL
and subdue it and Tule over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the
sk, and over every living thing that moves on the earth.” [29] Then God
said, "Behold, [ have given you every plant yiclding seed that is on the
surface of all the eanth, and every tree which has fruit yielding seed, it
ghall be food for you™

[Gen 9:1] "And God blessed [T1:371] Nozh and his sons and said to them, Be
Fruitful and multiply (1973 1197, and fill the earth [T TR W], [2] And
the fear of you and the terror of you shall be on every beast of the earth and on
every bird of the sky, with everything that creeps on the ground, and all the fish of
the sea, into your hated they are given.' [3] Every moving thing that is alive shall
be food for you, I give ell to you, as [2] 1 gave the green plant ™

The verbal affinitics betwaen the two accounts establizh the link of Adam as type and Moses as

antitype. The = of %3 speeifically hearkens back to (he creation account of 1:28.

Moses cxemplifies one who is an office-type individual both to his immediate successor,
Toshua, to a later prophetic swecessor, Elijah, and to his cschatological "supersucsessor,”™ Iesus.
Since this study is focused primarily on typology within the 3T, we will restrict the comiparison
to Joshua and Elijah. First, the "typicalness” of Moses in relation to Joshua is displaved most

lucidly in his office of headship over [srael and in his leading them across the Red Sza These
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features ar: likenad to the antitype Joshua who leads [srael in the crossing of the Jordan and in
the conguening of the promised land. The typelogical connection 15 explicated in the early
chaplers of the book of Jostnea:

[3:7] Now YHWH zaid to Joshua, "This day I will begin to exalt you in the sight
of all Isiael, that they may know that just a5 | hgve beap with Moses, | will be
with vou ™

[4:14] On that dey YHWH exalted Joshua in the sight of all [srael, so that they
tevered him, just g thev had revered Moses all the days of s life.

[11:15] Jugt as ] 5 ; Al 5
lmlma..aud.&u.l&s]mﬂ.ﬂlﬁ hel:ftmﬂungm&un:ufallﬂ'm'ﬁmrﬂhad
commanded Moses.

Secondly, the manner in which Moses "typifies” Elijah can casily be demonstrated by a
comparison of the common experiences they shared it the prophetic office over Isracl.

MOSES: He was fed by YHWH (Ex 16:8-12) with food like cakes baked wilh oil
(Num 11:7-97, complained about YHWH's misireatment of him {Num 11:13-12)
fled king's wrath 1o Mt Sinaif Horeb (Exodus 1-2) where he saw a theophany
(Exodus 347, crossed body of water on dry ground {Exodus 14), and had a
mysterious departure from Tile (Dt 34:1-6).

ELIJAH: He was fed by YHWH {1 Kgs 17.6) walh food like cakes baked with
oil {17:12-16}; complained abow YHWH's mistreatment of him (17:19-21, fled
the queen's wrath 1o Mt Sinaif Hoteb (19:1-3) where he saw a theophany (19:9-
18}; crossed body of water on dry ground (2 Kgs 2:3), and had a mystenous
departure from life (2 Kinps 2%

As these thies examples (Adam — Noeah; Moses —+ Joshua, Moses — Eljjah} amply
prove, the office-type individual is the mode] or pattemn which is fellowed by later antitypes.
Also, these examples confiom the point made above thal not all fypical individuals within the OT

simply serve as proleplic portraits of the coming antitypical Messiah. Although they may serve

*Mf 5. 5. Johnson, *Elijah," Archer Bibde Dictionary, ed DN, Freedman (Mew York:
Doubleday, 1952}, 2464
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that ihmate purpose (&.g., Moses is indeed a type of Christ [Deweronery 18; cf. noie 1283,
within the canonical parimeters of the OT they penultimately serve the purpose of prefiguring
those who will-to a greater or lesser extent—fill the same office and camry oul similar funcoons.
2 Action-Type
The third and final type of typical individual is the action-type. This individual differs
from the pricr two in that he or Bis actions serve as the patiem nof for 2 Fubure jrgipidyg but for
Futwe peoples g acfions. The clearsst example of this, already noted abowve (Section 1), 15 the
Extodus actiote-type of Abraham. Both Abraham and the 1sraelies are driven down 1o Egypt by
famine ((ren L2; 10, 42:5); after a tine both suffer mouble at the hands of Pharaoh ((en 12:15;
Ex 1:2-14), YHWH strikes the Pharach with plagues (Gen 12:17; Ex 12:19); and they both
depan from Egypt laden with gifts (Gen 12:16,20; Ex 12:35-36). Thus, Abraham and his actions
served a5 @ patiern or blucprint for what wes later 10 happen 10 the emtire nation of lsrael,
Jacob, as an histonic individed whose changed name, “Israel,” came to be the name of
(he whole nation of his descendants, is doubtlessly another action-type individual. The
wypological correspondencs batwesn the two 15 more than adumnbrated in Hesea 12:
[1] Ephrein feeds on wind, and pursues the tast wind continually; he multiplies
lies and viclence, Moreover, he makes a covenant with Assyria, and cil is carried
10 Egypt. [2] YHWH also has a dispute with Judah, and will punish Jacob
aceording to his wiays; he will repay him according to his deeds. [3] Inthe womb

he fook his brather by the heel, and in his maturity [171%31] he contended with
God  [4] Yes, he wrestled with (he angel and prevailed; he wepl and scught His
favor. He found Him at Bethef, and there He spoke with us, [5] Even YHWLH, the
God of bosis, YHWH is His name. [6] Thereforz, return to your God, observe
kindsiess and justice, and wait for your (od continually. [7) A merchant, in
whose hands are false [0, of. Gen 27:35] balances, he loves to oppress. (8]
And Ephraim said, "Surely 1 havo beeome rich, T have found wealth [T fior

myself: in all my labors they will find in me ne maquity [Y2&], which would be
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sin" [91But [ heve been YHWH your God since the land of Egypt; I wili make
you live in12nts again, s in (he days of the apposnted festival.

hichac] Fishbange comments:
That the prophet fully intended this cenclusion [i.e., that "Jacob's personal
activities were considerad the typological antecedent for Israel's marioma!
transgressions"] is also svident from the way he has exegetical ly linked Jacob's
biography to the later history of Jacob' through 2 series of deft verbal associatians
and puns. Hosea inderscores the negative prototype of Facob's acts--including the
encounter with Elohim. Thus, like 1sasc's condemmation of Jacob's actiens as
‘deceit MO W, Hosea refers to conternparary Jacob as a tader who connives with
‘false scales' {TTOTD; v, B), and, just as old Jacob 'strove with Elohim in his
manhood (YTAY {. . ], 2o docs latter-day Jacob deceitfully find “wealth’ {12%)
with the hope that bis iniguity’ (357) will not be found vt (v. 93"

Oine sees that ™[ . .] the hisworical wiles, deceptions, and treacheries of corporase Israel are
represenisd as a nationzl reileralion of the behavior of thair sponymeous ancestor, Jacob-
Istacl."™ One may also inclixde as action-types Aaron — priests, oses — prophets, David =
kings. EBach scrved as the individual action-type of persons who followed in their footsteps.
This section hes substantiated the affimation that within the OT world there wore
individuals who served as types for later antitypical individuals, offices, and actions, Ome
typical individual, moreover, could serve to foreshadew a single individual, rwa or more
individuals, ar even a whole group or the action(s) of a whole group. Thus, the above three-fold
delineation should not be regarded as hermetically-scaled typology; @ ., David was the person-
type of Messiah, the office-type of Solomon, and the actien-type of all future kings of Judah.

In order to confirm funher l]:lE mamx of typelogy within the OT text, and, in particular,

U Fishbane, Hiblical Incerpretation in Ancient Tsrael {Cnford: Clarendon Press,
1985), 377378,

|MFishivane, Biblice! interpretosion, 376,
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the typology of individuals, we now tumn to the speeific example of an office-type imdividual,
Melchizedek.

. Melchizedek as 2 Typical Individial

O the three proups of typical individuals within the OT, Melchizedek fite within the
definitional parameters of an office-type.  We have defined an office-type individual as one
whose fimetions in an office gogsspond closely to or sct the pattern for those carmicd oul by one
who fills the same office in a later period In this instance the typical itrdividual and s offics
are Jilenee] to but nol equated with those of the antitype. Melchizedek “corresponds closely 107
arxd "seis the pattern for” the coming Messiahy, prophesied in Psaim 110 In addition, the: N'T
book of Hebrews presenis Melchizedek 23 one whe is "likencd to bul not equated with” Christ
Jesus.

Precizely in what manner, bowever, docs Melchizedek "comespond closely w" or "set the
pattern” for the Messiah? Thar he does is clear from his ¢lose association with the Messiah in
Psalm 110, fm what woy he does, howeser, is the interrogative under discussion, What was it
about Melchizedek that persvaded David to use him as an individual type of the Chnist?  In
order to offer plausible answers to this quety, we will {1} briefly re-examine the text of Ganesis
to aseerain which elements of the account were significant for WT typology (i.e., in Hebrews),

which typolagy—one must always bear in mind-was but a continuation of OF rypology, ™ (2)

That is to say, because the NT authors were greatly infiuenced by and "catechized” in
the: art of typologics] interpretation by the OT, to ask which elements of the Genesis account
were significani for NT typology is to ask which elements would have been significant for OF
typology. The aspects of Genesis 14 which were important for the author of Hebrews in his
Weichizedek typoiogy would most likely have been important for David az well. A student isa
mirror of his teacher.
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inquire as to G prirary theme of Pralm 110 and ask how Genesis 14 may have complimented
and reinforced that theme; (1) and supgest which curious "blanks" in the open pentateuchal text
may have served as impetuses 1o the ypology espoused in the psalm.

The slemetits of Genesis 14 which were significant for later biblical cypology are: {2}
Melehizadelds name means "king of nighteousness”; (b) be is “king of Salem"; (c) he is both a
long and priest; (d) he blesses Abram; (e} he collects a tenth or a tithe Eam Abram; and (f) this
is the first, last, and only Scripnural mention of Melchizedek withio a distinct, historical setting.

Concemning the etymology of Melchizedek's name, the author of Hebrews parenthetically
comments that it means "iang of rghleousness" (72, but ke offers no further explanation a8 to
how ihis name-meaning further solidifies the typological relationship between Melchizedek and
Jesus. The same lack of explanation applies to the city over which Melchizedek reigns as king,
as the author of Hebrews notes in passing that "long of Salem™ means "king of peace,” {7:2). 1t
is certainly possible that the name-meaning of Melchizedek could have influsnced David 1o use
him as 3 type of the Messiah, especially since Tegal righteousness was an atiribute of the
Messiah-to-come. Ctther figures of Genesis werd given names which were "prophetic™ {one
might say "typolomecal) of that which lay in the future. For example, the names of Abreham
{Cren 17:5}, Sarah {Gen 17:15), Jacoblsragl {Gen 32:28), and Judah {49-8)"™ were all nomizal

aiTows painting toward that which was to be in the Tuture  That Melchizedek was king of Salem

1¥1n the blessing of Judah, Jacob uses a play on words with Tudah's narne, prophesying
what wili come to pass in the latier days of the Messiah, "Judah (T THT), your brothers gshall

praise (71" you. .. ", (Gen 45:8},
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¢=Jerusalem:}'™ and that David's psalm speaks of the Messiah rulmg From Zion mey also have
contribsted to Melchizedek's inclusion.

Although the Scriptures never focus on Melchizedek's dual status of lang and prnest asa
reasan for his messianic, typotogical significance, the fact that he bore both offices
simullaneously likety played a tole in his inglosion in Psalm 110, Thers are no odher individuals
in lsrmel's history, especially her mistory as recorded in the Pentateuch, ™ to which the explicit

titles of 720 and 1 are applitd except Melchizedek, Although Moses, for instance, did camy

ol quasi-regal and sacerdotal functions in 1srael, he is never calked & king and onky mentioned
later, in the psalma {$%:6), as a priest

Medchizedek's blessing and tithing of Abram, astions of central importance 1o the
argumentation of Hebrews Tor the supeniority of Melchizedek (7:1-10}, could also have atracted
ihe attention of Davil Especially when one considers—as was stated {n Section One of this
chapter—that in Genesis 12-25 only YHWH (1 2:3}, His Angel (22:17-18), and Melchizedek

(14:19-20) verbally 12 Abram, this priest-king's importance shines forth. Thus we zer that

some of the elements of the Genesis 14 account which were valuable for jater frpological
exegesis may also have led David 10 portray Mekchizedek as o messianic type mn Pealm 110.

Tn arder to answer the question, “Why Melchizedek?™ we mus) secondly inquire as 1o the
primary theme of Psalm 110 20d ask how Genesis 14 may have complimented snd reinforced

\kat theme. Based on the exepesis of Psalm 110 presented above, the conclusion was reached

U'Cee note 75 above.

'™ 5 ¢ argued above | Section T), the Pentateuchal traditiens largely determined what or
who best served as types for fulure persons, events, 2tc.
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that the Messiah addressed in Psalm 110 is 3 meiding together of the persons, offices, and
functions of Abram and Melchizedek as seen in Genesis 14. Given this conclusion, it would
seem that Aar omfy does the Genesis text complimeni and reinforce the theme of Faafm 110; the
profm i a Chestological “midrash” based apon Cenesis 14,

Finally, we rmust ask the question, "Is it possible or probable that the cunioue 'Manks” in
the open pentatevchal text, which served as impetuses to the growth of later Melchizedek
waditions, prompred the typology espoused already in Psalm 11077 That Meichizedek armives on
the scene immediaely after Abram's mirasulous victory, tal Melchizedek's language echoes
language uttered in theophanic encounters; and (hal Melchizedel’s appeatance is followed

(almost) directly by B theophanic appearance of the T 127 may indeed have stimulated

interest in this priest-king already during the time of David  Certainty is and always will be
lacking, but the fact that laler penerations of Jews found these "blanks" ¢xegetically sumulating
strengthens the hypothesis that carlier generabons did also.

E. Conclusion

Typological intempretation is iy rooted within the text of the OT iself. OF the vanous
categaries of types, the individual type has becn the focus of this last section, with particutar
interest ceniered on the office-type, of which Melchizedek is an example. David's employment
of Melchizedek in Psalm 110 a5 a type of the Messiah is one illustration of how an OT zuthor
spoke of the actions and office of a fiture person by reference to the actions and office of a
persen in the past. By reflection upan Gienesis 14 and the themes of Psalm 110, scveral
plausible reasons have been given as 1o why David chosc to speak of the Messiah by referencing
Melchizedek. Tn the next chapter we will move beyond the OT kexts 10 investigate the growth of
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bMelchizedel traditions during and prios to the first cenmey 4.0,
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CHAPTER THREE

MELCHIZEDEK TRADITIONS IN
SECOND TEMPLE TEXTS

The years prior to and sontetmporaneous with the birth and growth of the Cristian
Church were markead by a sizeable liletary output by Jewish authors, These writings, some of
which have been discovered only in the latter half of the twentiath century (c.g., the Quiriran
Titerature), reveal a religious, culharal, and thealogical milieu in which diversity was the norm.

If there is a common, sentrical "sun™ arcund which thess "planetary texts” revolve, then it is
unquestionably the sacred writings of Moses and the prophets. This same O1d Testament,
however, was appropniated, construsd, and applied in & myriad of ways, depending upon the
hermeneutic of the auther and the situation 1o which he applied the 1ext.

Driversity, however, did oot totably precluds the emergence of shared themes in this
lierature. Common featnes, such a5 images, fipures, genres, and messiams expeciations, are
wilnessed in many extra-biblical texts, although the manner in which they were employed often
differs from author to author. Sipnificant for the Christian exegete is the presence of many of
these common fearres on the pages of the Mew Testarment. The writings of the evangchists and
apostles were indesd inspired by the Etermal One but they also mirrored and echoed the literature
af the times.

Melchizedek--his place and purpose in the salvific economy of YHWH—excmplifies this
mirroring end echoing. Although the question, "Did or did not extra-biblical traditions mflucwcs
the portrait af Melchizedek in Hebrews?™ continues to elicit debale among scholars, most now
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apres that when the author of Hebrews evoked Melchizedek in his Christolapical arpumentation,
he did not reference a figure for whom there was scant interest in the first century. Quite the
oppazite, in fect: First century B.C. and first century A D). Jewish writings reveal & significant,
widespread focus on Melchizedek, This focus and—in some cases—fascination was doubtlessly
not confined to 2 handful of literary documents; mether, these documents are lashng wiltiessas to
a broader curiosity about this priest-king and his role in the divine plan of salvaton for Israsl. In
a word, thesa texts illusirate what a laxge number of Jews were thinking abowut Melchizedek, not
just whal the authors of the texts were thenking.

In this chapter several first century B.C. and first century A D. texts which contain
Jewish Melchizedel traditions will be perused with four purposes in mind: to delineate how
these texts deseribe Melchizedek; W compare and contrast these desenipbions with Gehesis 14
and Psalm 117, to discern what relation Melchizedsk has to angelic figures, especially the

archange] Michael; and to compare and contrast these first century texts with one another.

I. Literature from Quiran! 110Mebchizedek amid Related Texty

A Melchizedek in 110Melck

The year 1965 was  caajor milestone in Melchizedek studies. Therewolons, although
literamre about Melchizedek had not boen wanting, lacking was evidence of traditions
contemporaty with the NT which would illuminate, or at least prompt new questions regarding,
the identity of Melchizedek in Hebrews. The milestonc was the publication of the editio
princeps of 110Meleh by Adam 3. van der Wouds, appearing ander this atention-grabbing title:

"hfeichisedek als kimmiische Erldserpestalr in den nengefimdencn cschalologischen Midraschim
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aus Oumran Hokle X" The Hebrew toxt of | 1QMelch, consisting of at least three columns,
the zecond of which iz the best preserved, was written between the second half of the first

century B.C. and the first half of the first century A D" Presented below is a translation of the

second column-!

Col. T (1)[. JyourGed ... [...J{2) [ . -] And as for what be sa1d: "In thus
year of jubilee, [you shel! renurn, each one, 10 his respeciive property,” as is
written: "This ig] {3) the manner (of effecting) the [release: every creditor shall
teiease what he lent [to his neighbor. He shall oot cogres his neighbor or his
brother when the relense for God [has been procleimed].” {4} [Its interjpretation
for the lasi days vefers to the captives, pbout whom he said- "To preclaim hiberty
1@ the captives.” And he will make (5) their rebels prisoners [. . ] end of the
inheritance of Melochizedel, for [ . ] and they are the inhen[tance of
Melchijzedek, who (&) will make them retumn. He will proclaim liberty for them,
to frec them from [the dets] of all their iniquities. And this will [happen] (7)n
the first week of the jubilec which follows the nifne] jubiless. And the day [of
atonernent is the end of the tenth jubiles {B) in which atoncment wall b rade for

"udtesiamentische Siwdién 14 {Leiden: Ball, 1965), 354-373.

HPsea Van der Wouds, "Mefofisedek afs Aimmiische Erfosergestale™ 357, and I. A
Fiemyer, "Further Light on Melchizedek from Qumran Cave 11," The Semitie Background of the
New Tesiament: Cambined Edition of Essays an the Semitic Backgrownd af the New Tesloment
ard A Wandering dramean: Colfected Arameon Essqys (Grand Rapids: Ecrdmans, 1997}, 245-
245). Both scholarg date 110Mezlch in the first half of the first cenmury A.D. Subsequent
scholarship has gravitated toward the eazlier dale, sometime within (he Gost cenniry B.C. See ).
T. Milik, "AMitkf-sedeg et Mifkf-refa dans les apeigns donits juifs ¢t chrétiens,” A2 23 (19720 97,
P. ). Kobelsk, AMelchizedek amd Melchireio, CBOMS 10 {Washington: Catholic Biblieal
Association of America, 1981), 3, C, 1. Davis, The Nowe and Wav of the Lovd: (N Tesiament
Themes and New Testament Christology, JSNT 12 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996),
39; amd J. B, Demala, "Mcelchizedek, Michae!, and War in Heaven," SELSE 35 {19946), 259,

! 411 translations of the Dead Sca Scrolls (DDS), uniess otherwise noted, are wken fom
E. G Martinez, The Dead Sea Scrofis Tramsiated; The Cumran Texts in English, 2nd edition
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 199%6). 110Melch 15 found on pp. 139140 Other English
translations of 110Melch are available in 110} Melchizedek and the New Testament,” . de
Jonge and Adam 5, van der Wouds, NTS (196519661 303, F. L. Horton, The Melchizedak
Traditiver: A Criticeal Examinition of te Saurces to the FIh Century A D and in the Epistlc to
the Hetrews, SNTSMS 30 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976}, 57-69; and P
Kobelska, Mefchizedek, 7-10,
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all the sons of [God) and for the men of the lot of Melchizedek. [And on the
heights] he will declafre in their] favour according to their lots; for (9) it 15 the
fime of the "year of grace" for Melchizedek, to exa[lt in the trijal the holy ones of
(3od through the rule of judzement, as is written { 10) about him in the songs of
David, who said: "Elohim wall stand up in the assem[bly of God,] in the midst of
the pods he judges.” And about him he said: "Above it {11) return to the heights,
God will judge the peoples.” As for what he safid: "How long will yoju judge
unjustly and show partiality to the wicked? Selah.” (12) Its interpretation
concerns Belial and the spirits of his lot, who were rebels [all of them] turmning
gside from the commandments of God [to commit evil.] (13) But, Melchizedek
will carry out the vengeance of God's judgements [on this day, and they shall be
freed from the hands] of Belial and from the hands of all the sp[ints of his lot.]
(14} To his aid (shall come) all "the gods of [justice”; he] is the one [who will
prevail on this day over] all the sons of God, and he will pre[side] over this
[assembly.] (15) This is the day of [peace about which God] spoke [of old
through the words of Isa]iah the prophet, who said: "How beautiful (16) upon the
mountains are the feet of the messenger who announces peace, of the mess|enger
of good who announces salvation, ] saying to Zion: “your God [reigns.”] (17) lts
interpretation: The mountains are the profphets . . .] (18) And the messenger 15
[the ano]inted of the spirit about whom Danfiel] spoke [. . . and the messenger of]
{19} good who announces salv[ation is the one about whom it is written that [he
will send him "to comfo[rt the afflicted, to watch over the afflicted ones of
Zion."] {2) "To comfo[rt the afflicted,” its interpretation:] to instruct them in all
ages of the worl[d . . .] (21) in truth, [, ..](22) [...] it has been turned away
from Belialand it [. . .]{23)[. . .] in the judgements of God, as 15 writtén about
him: "Saying to Zion: ‘vour God rules.™ ["ZiJon" 15 (24) [the congregation of all
the sons of justice, those] who establish the covenant, those who avoid walking
[on the palth of the people. "Your God" is (25) [. . . Melchizedek, who will frlee
[them] from the hand of Belial. And as for what he said: "You shall blow the
horfn in every] land. """

The setting of 110QMelch 1s the tenth and final jubiles of world history (2:7). This
method of dividing history into jubilee periods is not uncommeon in other Jewish Inerature of the
day (e.g., Jubilees, T. Levi 17:2-9, and the 4QPscudo-Exckiel texts; f. . Lewi 16:1-17:1, 1

Enoch 89:59-90:27; 91:12-17; 93:1-10). The roots of such a system of chronology go back not

Mg ar studies which "unravel” the OT references woven into this text, see M. P. Miller,
"The Function of Isa 61:1-2 in 110 Melchizedek," JBL 828 {1969): 467469, and J. A. Sanders,
*The Old Testament in 110 Melchizedek,” JANESCL 5 (1973): 373-382.
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only to the jubilee periods of the Pentateuch (Leviticus 25) but also the seventy weeks of years
{seventy x seven years=490 years=ten jubilees) in Daniel 9. Both J. T. Milik and P. J. Kobelski
argue that 110Melch is the "last chapter” of a much longer work called the "Pesher on the
Periods (of History)," similar in style and substance to 403180 and 40181, which recorded and
prophesied the activities of Israel and the angels throughout world history. '** "If this hypothesis
13 comrect, then it would indicate that Melchizedek is not the focal point of the oniginal Pesher on
the Periods of History, even though his centrality in the tenth jubilee, described in 110Melch, is
ungquestionable,"'™ This affirms the caveat offered by F. Horton, that "[e]ven the name given to
the document, '1 1QMelchizedek', may be a misnomer, and we cannot in the absence of other
supporting evidence conclude that this document is & treatise about Melchizedek. "™
MNevertheless, Melchizedek's leading role in the fina! jubilee of world history underlines his
importance for the document as a whole.

Melchizedek is identified as a kimmiische Erfdsergesialt, celestial emancipator of the
Qumran covenanteers, general of the angelic armies, and visible representative of YHWH. His

exalted status is evinced in the following uﬂy@m redeemed ones are referred to as the

"lot [I.'ﬂ'lﬂl of Melchizedek,” (2:8) in distinction from "Belial and the spirits of his lot” (2:12)

This division of humanity into a good 5143 and an evil 9793 is prevalent in Qumran literature

(e.g., see the "good lot™ in 1QS 1:10; 11:7-8; 10M 13:9; 1034 31 2 and the "evil lot" in 105 2:5;

"I obelski, Melchizedek, 50-51, and Milik, "Milki-sedeq e1 Milki-refa,” 109-124,
M obelski, Melchizedek, 51.

“"Horton, Melchizedek Tradition, 74.



4:24 and 1OM 1:1,11). 108 3:18-25a describes the fact that mankind is divided into two lots
and that each lot 1z ruled by a spirit, either of truth or falsehood:
He created man to rule [18] the world and placed within him two spirits so that he

would walk with them until the moment of his visitation: they are the spints of
truth and of deceit. [20] In the hand of the Prince of Lights is dominion over all

the sons of justice; they walk on paths of light. And in the hand of the Angel [21]

of Darkness is total dominion over the sons of deceit; they walk on paths of

darkness. Due to the Angel of Darkness [22] all the sons of justice stray, and all

their sins, their iniquities, their failings and their mutinous deeds are under his

dominion [23] in compliance with the mysteries of God, until his moment; and all

their punishments and their periods of grief are caused by the dominion of his

enmity; [24] and all the spirits of their lot cause the sons of Light to fall.

However, the God of Israel and the angel of his truth assist all [25] the sons of

light.
The similarity between 110Melch and this text from the Kule strongly suggests that the
"Melchizedek” of 110Melch is to be equated with the "Prince of Lights™ (3:20) and the "angel of
[God's] truth,” (3:24) in the Rule."® The "lot of Melchizedek" in 110Melch ts the lot of the
"sons of pustice” (3:20) and "sons of light." {3:24) in the Rule.

The other way Melchizedek's exalted status in 1 1QMelch is revealed is that he is referred
to as £ and Elohim."" The first and most obvious reference is in 2:9-10, "[. . .] for (9) 115 the

time of the ‘year of grace’ for Melchizedek, to exa[lt in the trijal the holy ones of God through

the rule of judgement, as is written (10) about him [T'I?I?l in the songs of David, who said:

"Elohim will stand up in the assem[bly of God,] in the midst of the gods he judges." Although

Hbg e Section C below for further elaboration on the identification of Melchizedek with
the "Prince of Light" and Michael.

"'The ascription of these divine titles to Melchizedek does not mean that he is perceived
to be YHWH Himself Rather, the titles point to his status as an exalted, heavenly being, distinet
from YHWH. He is the "Elohim" (leading angel) among the other "Elohim” (angels).
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there has been some disputs abatt the referent of 2L ' nearly all scholars agree that

Melchizedek is the Elohim of Ps 82:1,"° Insnediately following the quotation of Psalm 82, the

wiiter continuss, "And about him he said: *Abave it (117 retum to the heights, God [9R] will
judge the peoples.™ C. 1. Davis has argued persuasively that Melchizcdek 15 the S who will

"judge the peoples. ™™ A third possible ascription of divine status 1o Melchizadek is found in
2:23-25,

Saying to Zien: ‘your God rukes™ ["Zijon" is (24) [the congregation of all the

sons of justice, those] who establish (he covenant, thase who avoid waiking [on

the palth of the people. "Your God® iz (23] [. . . Melchizedek, who wilt itkee

[them] from the hand of Belial.
Although ther is a lacuna berwesn "Your God' i5" and "Melchizedelk " the "anthor's need to

interpret "Your God' [of 1s 52:7] makes its usual reference to God unlikely."!"' Melchizedek is,

M%) Carmignac, in "La document de Charnran sur Melkisédeq'," Rew(? 27 {1970} 343-
374, has argued that the referent of "4 is not Melchizedek but God and His judgement. That
is, Carmipaac sugpesls that it be rangleted "8s it is written abowt Ji." not "as 1t is writien about
Aim (1.8, Melchizedek)" He alse objecis m many ather eonclusions of van der Wowude, put fonth
i the edftio princeps, which ascnbe celestial status fo Melchizedek, His parbcular reading of
1 1M elch—which has been rejected by virtually all subzequent schelarship—is that Melchizedek
i no more than an garthly persan, expected in the foture, who will assume the office or name of
the Biblical Melchizedek.

Woee, .4 M. Deleor, "Melchizedek from Qenesis 1o the Qumran Texs and the Epistle
to the Hebrews," JEF 2 {19710 125,134; Horton, Melchizedek Tradirion, 74-75, Kobelski,
Melfchizedek, 59; Geza Vermes, The Dead Seq Scrolle: Chimeran in Perspective (Phuladelphaa;
Fortress, 1971, §2; 5. ). Brooke, "Mekhizedek (1 10Melch)," ADD TV, 2d. T, W. Fresdman,
(Hew York: Doubleday, 1992), SE7-688; ). C. McCullough, "Melchizedek’s Yaried Role in
Early Exenstical Tradition,” NETR 44 (1978-1979) 36; A Aschim, "Melchizedek the Liberator:
An Erly Interpreztion of Genssis 1477 (SBLEF 35, Atlapta; Scholars Press, 1996): 244,

"EWame and Way, 4142,
' Davis, Nome ond Way, 40,
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therefore, the likely referent.

pelchizedek’s activities in the (2nth and firal jubilee are primaniy militarisnc, regal, and
Judicial, but sacerdotal furctions are nol necessanly excluded. Regatding the militacistic, regal,
artd judicial Runsctians, he will make the captive ones among the sons of light et to Boedom,
declaring liberty to them and freeing them for their sing (2:5-6,13);, he will "carry out the
vengeance of God's judgments® against Belial and his mimuons (2:13); and he will Tead all the
righteous angels (2:14).

Several aspects of the text alzo strongly indicate that Melchizedek was understood to
engage in priestly activities, First, although the priest who offers the zacrnifices on the day of
atonement at the cnd of the tenth jubiles is not explicily mentioned (2:7-8), Melchizedek's clear
priestly identivy in the OT {Genesis 14 and Psalm 1107 and his centrality in the tenth jubilee
would certainly put him forwand as the most tikely priestiy candidate. Second, becanse
Melchizedek is an exalted angelic figure, and sincs at Qumran angels were commonly thought to
exercise sacerdotal functions (306 Sowgs of Sabbath Sacriffce, of [ Enceh 9:1-11; T Levi 358},
readers would Likely have assumed that he served as priest  Third, as Kobelski arpues,
gimilarities berwesn the T Levi 18:2- 14—where 3 "oow priest” will 1ake affice in the final
Jubilec—and 1 1OMelch strongly suggest that the author 110Melch was in some way influsnced
by I Lewr, end thus conceived of Melchizedek 2 this "new priest" whose priesthoed would last

forever ™

' pdefchizedek, 66-68. For other scholars who argue for or leave open the possibility
that Melchizedek performs priestly functions in T10Melch, see longe and van der Woude, "116}
Melchizedak " 305.308; Davis, Name and Wy, 44-45; 1. B Davila, "Melchizedek, Michael, and
War in Heaven,” 271, and "Melchizedek: King, Pricst, and Qod," The Seduceiveness of Jewish
Myth; Choflenpe or Respovse?, ed 8. D. Breslauer (Mew York: Staie University of New York
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Melchizedek in [10Melch, is, thersfore, a heavenly Efekim who, as the head of the
angelic armies of YHWH, frees the zons of light from captivity to Belial and the spints of his lot,
ushers in the Anal jubsilee of world history, and {most likely) provides atonemeni for the children
of God on Yom Kippur. His identity and functions reveal his exalted slatws as the visible
representative of YHWH who is indispensable 1 the eschatelogical plan of Ged for the salvahon
of His elect

B. IIOMelchk, Genesls 14, and Psalm 110 Compared and Contrasted

What relationship, if any, exists between this eschatological midrash of the Qumran
sommunity and the carlier texts of the Hebrew Bible where Melchizedek 15 menhoned? Do the
OT sccoums provide any of the backdrop for 110QMelch? These are by no meanc questions
agreed upon by cluomenl or pest scholamship. Fred Homor, on the one hand, wams that not enowgh
of 11GMelch remains even to determing whether or not "the helchizedek of the
110k elchuzedek and the Melchizedek of Gen xiv and Ps. ¢y were considersd by e author [of

110Melch] to the one and the same. ™" Paul Kobelski, on the other hand, argues, "The

Press, 1997), 222; Fitemyer, "Furher Light,” 239-260; Horlon, Mfefchizedek Tradition, 19;
Aschim, "Melchizedek the Liberator,™ 245,

YiMelohizedek Tradition, 79-80. CF. Fitzmyer, *Further Light " 254; Inin W. Batdorf,
"Hebrews and Qumran: (ld Metheds and New Direchions,” Fesischrift o Honor £ Wifbur
Gingrick, ed E. H Barth and R. E. Cocroft {Leiden: Brill, 1972), 31; and F. C. Fensham,
‘Hebrews and {jumran,™ Neor 5 (19717 18, Gareth L. Cockerill, "Welchizedek or King of
Righteousness,™ £ 63 (1991} 305-312, curying the arpument (0 an extreme, offers the rather
unconventional opinion that the name P7E =213, ought ot to be ransiated as the personal
name "Melchizedek " but rather as "King of Righteousness,” "a natural Qumran title for the chief
good angel,” (312}, This would, secording to Cockeril's thesis, commectly convey the imbcncon of
the author, that (he P e ‘Ebﬂl of 110QMelch has absolutely no connection to Gene=iz 14 or
Psalm 110,
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background for the developmem of the figure of Melchizedek in 1 HQMelch is the author's
understanding of the description of Melchizedek in (Genesiz 14 and Psalm 110"

Although there are no extant refercnces 1o cither Gonesis 14 or Pralm 110 in 1 1Q0Melch,
this does not preclode their influence on the Qumran anthor. Indeed, to assume that this Jewish
wiiler, with a thorough knowledge of the OT, was rt influenced by the OT depiction of
Melchizedek is 1o assume that which is highly unlikely, Given what we know, therefore, of the
Oumran literature in general and 110Melch in parhicutar, what similanhes exist between thess
three texts which may be brought forward as evidence that the awthor of 110Mekh was
influenced by these OT writings?

Regarding Genesis 14, as has aleeady been discusced, several "open” features of the texil—
especially when read through the "lens” of Psalm 1 10—would have appealed to the Cumrman
writer as compeliing indicators that Melchizedek was an angelic figure who came to the aid of
Abrabam, ™ When Psalm 110 is read in concert with Genesis 14, the appeal is heighiened.
When one compares Pealm 110 to 11QMelch, severat common feamres emerge. Firss, both
depict 2 militaristic victor who possesses an exalted status secomd only 10 that of YHWH. In
Fsalm 119, this victor 15 Adonai {i.e., the Messigh) and i 110Q0Melch, be 13 Melchizedek.

Second, both describe this victor as completely triumphant over his foes. Third, both aseribe

\Myfolohizedek 51 CF. David Flusser, "Melchizedek and the Son of Man (A Preliminary
Moz on a new fragrment from Cumran,” CNFS 171 (1966): 23-29; Dand Hay, Glory ar the
Right Hand: Psalm [ it in Early Christioniny (Nashville: Abingdon, 1973), 27.

Higee Chapter 2, I, B. These “open” features are: only Melchizedek and YHWH (or His
angel) direcily Bless Abram, Melchizedek amives on fhwe sceng immediately after Abram's
mitaculous vielory, the languape of Melchizedek cchoes languape uttered in theophanic
encouniers, and the appearance of Melchizedek is fallowsd (almgat) directly by a theophamc
appearance of the Word of God.
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prieslly status to the warming victor. Sowrdh, in Palm 110:3, it is possible thal if Adlekd, ‘your
hoat' and Adhardré-godes, "on the haly mountains,” were read by the author of 11QMeleh, they
would have been understood as a refersnce to 1he heavenly armmy of Melchizedek {¢f. 110Melch
2:14) and to the mountzins alluded to in the citation of Isa 527 (¢f. 11QMelch2:15-1 7).
These common feamres more than intimate 4 connection between Pseim 110 and 110Melch
Although a direet verbal link between the two exists only in the name Melchizedek, indirect
links abound, There is more than sufficicat evidence to affinm the conclusion voiced by
Kobelaki, that "the Melchizedsk presented in 110Meleh was consciously modeled after the
figure addressed in v 1 of Pralm 110 as Adonai "'

L Malchizedek and iker Angelic Figures

When A 5. van der Woude published the edirio prinseps of 110Melch, be inroduced the
notion thet the Melchizedek of 110Melch is to be equated with the archange] Michael: "Has
dlesem Sachverkalt karn man e aber meiner Memung rack (wenn man wenigsiens richi von
paralislen Traditionen reden willl einer fdentifzlerumg Milchisedeks mi dem Erzengel Michae!
karrm entgehen,""™ Al first, pther scholars were hesitant to mzke this identification, In fact, van
der Waoude himself, in an anicle co-authored with M. de Jonge the same year in which the editic
princeps sppearcd {1965), seemed (o be reiuctant to conanue the idenbfication. '™ Joseph A.

Fitzmer, two years later, questioned this identification, opining that it was "impossible” to

'SR obelski, Melohizedek, 54.
T\ felchizedek, 54.
=) fefohisedek afs hommtische Evidsergestalt, 369,
91 1) Melchizedek and the NT," 305,
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determice whether the author understood the two to be the self-same figure " Ln subzequent
years, however, 3 growing number of scholars have affirmed van der Wonde's initial
argumentation, that Melchizedek is anuther name or tile for Michac!. "™ As will be
demonstrated below, there is more than suificient texial evidence to confirm the veracity of this
dentificaton of the 1wo Ggurss in Cumran lisratuns,

In 40 2mram, 2 document in the literary genre of teslaments, a strong ¢252 hag been made
by Panl Kohelski that Melchizedek is listed alongzide Micheel end the Pninec of Light as three
who share the same identity. '™ In this 1esiamem, Amram, on his deathbed, describes to his sons
a visiom in which he saw the rwo spinits who rule over humanity (cf, 1035 3:18) fightmg one
ancther for his soul. The dving man deseribes one as "terrif{yilng, [like an &]sp, [and] his
ci[oak] was of colored dyes, and it was very dark," {1:13); this is undouttedly the evil spirit
After a lacuna, Amram, in 2 dislogue with the good spint, quenies, "(2:2) Thus [watcher], who i3
he? And he said o me, Ts this the watcher [ ], {3) [And these are s three names: Belial,
Prince of Darkness), and Melchiresha" A few lines later Amram asked the good spitil what his
name was, and he mspended, ™[My] theee names [are Michael, Pnnce of Light, and

Melchizedek ™), {3:2). The only cxtant ame of the evil waicher is I e {“Melchiresha”),

rEurther Light," 255

151 4 echim, “Melehizedek the Liberator,” 245; Delcor, "Melchizedek from Genesis,™ 125,
Davis, Mome and Way, 44, Carnl Newsom, Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice; A Critical fditien
{Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1985}, 37, Vermes, Dead Sea Scrofls, 82,184; Davila, "Melchizedek,
Michael, and War in Heaven," 271. Horton, Melekhezedek Traditton, 81-82, discusses the
possibility but refrains from affirming the' identi fication

Miges Kobelski, Melchiredek, 26-28, for the text of 40dmram.
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which i5 found clsewhers only in 40280 2, in a litany of curses. '™ The other twe names
conjectured by Kobclski, however, are deducible from other Chunran literature and from the
imreediale conlexL Belial is & common designation Bor the ¢vil spiril in Qumran literawre (eg.,
10M 1:1; 13:4; 105 2:4-5) and, althouph "Prince of Darkmess" never ocours, 1t 18 the logical
oppozite of the Prince of Light, which is a cotrmmon desighation for the good spirit in Qumran
literature fe.g, 108 320, C0 518, and 1QM 13:10).

Al "twree names" of the good spinit, however, are missing in the text, all we are told is
that “three" were indeed wtered. Two of these names were probably Michael {108 9215, 16;
13:9-173; 17:4,7) ened the Prinee of Light, being well attested in other Qumican weilings, [t
hughly likely that the thard was Melchizedek {"king of nghteousness'"), since it 1s the anbthes:s of
Melchiresha ("king of wickedness™)  Althoupgh numerous Tacwmas in (he ket ender complete
assutance 1n the comeciness of this reconstuction impossible, all indicators pownt to the
protability that Michast and Melchizedek are here identtficed,

It mddition 10 400 Amram, other texts which desenibe Michael's role a3 Prolsctor of 1smel
and as the one who carmies out the judgments of God in the last days, parallel what 110Q0Melch
attribules o the heavenly-redesmer Melchizedek, Dan 12:1, for instance, says of Michacl, "Now
at that time Michael, the great pnnce who stands over the sons of your people, will arize. And
ther will be a time of distress such as has never occunred sinee (here was a nation wnti] that

time; and &t thal time your people, everyome whe is found wntten in the bool, will be rescued

©A pordon of 42580 reads, "[. . . May God keep him apant] for evil ffom (he amongst
the zons of light, [for they turn away from following him , | ] (2) [and (hey will say: Acour]sed
are you, Mealki-rasha, in all the plafas of your guilty inclination. May] God [make you] (3} an
object of dread at the hand of those exacting vengpeanoe. ™
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(ef 101321, [Em 20:5; T, Lewi 56, T Dam 6:2; Aslox 10-2; Jude 9).  bichaels place a5
Ouardian over Tsragl in the “time of distress” is similar to that of Melchizedek 23 the Protector of
his "lot" io the final jubilee.

The War Seroll lends further credence to the idennfication of Melchizedek and Michast.
Ag T(M 17:4-8 says, in the last days (100 1:12; 15:7} Miches] will appear and provide
redemption for the chosen ones of Iseasl (cf. 1OM 13:%-16).

{4} And you, exert yourselves and do not fear. They incline towards chaos and

emptingss, and their support is the void [- - .] (3] [To the God of] lsrael what is

and will be [. . .] in all that always happens. This is the day appointed 10

humiliate and abase the prinee of the dominion of evil. (6} He has sent

everlasting aid to the lot redecmed by the power of the majestic angel for the

dominion (blank) of Michael in everlasting light. (7} He will the covenant of

Izrae! shine with joy, peace and blessing to God's 1ot He will exalt the authonty
of Michael above all the pods (8) and the dominion of Israel over all flesh

Justice [F"127" will rojoice it e heights and all the sons of hig truth wili have
enjoyment in everlasting kawewledge.

In this text Michael is the "majestic angel” whom God will place over Belial to "humiliate and
abase" him. iod exalts the authonity of Michasl above all the other Efohim. In similar fashion,
1 10Melch describes Melchizadek as the angelic lcader of the celestial ammy of Efohim who will
destroy Belial and all forces of evil.

F. du Toit Laubscher, in a reconstruction of 110Melch 2:13, demonsirates that there is 2

" Jogeph M. Bawngaren, in "The Heavenly Tribunal and the Fersonification of Sedeq in
Jewish Apocalypric,” ANEW I1.19.1, notes that the "exatiation of Michael and the rejrcing of
Sedeq [ . ] are parallelcd by that of Lsrael below," (224), supporting his theory that Sedeq was
wlosely associated with Michsel. Of most importance for the current discussion, however, is the
closc relationship which Baumgarten alse posits between Melchizedek and Sedeq in several
texts (222-223). That bath Michael ard Melchizadek were possibly construed as
personifications of Sedeq srengthens cven more the hypothesis that the two were identical in the
eves of the Qumtan community.
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close comection between the work of Melchizedek in 110 elch and the “Angel of Tondh" in
A0Cat A §12-13 col. 1,7, whe is identified with the “Pritee of Lights” in 108 3:20,'%
Laubscher's rendering of | 1Qhelch 2:13b reads, “And Melchizedek will exact the ve[nge]ance
of the judg[m]ents of Co[d, and he will help all the Chitdren of Light from the power of Be]lial
and from the power of all [the spints of] his [kot].¥ The secton from 40QCat describes a similar
action by the "angel of truth®; "[12)[. . .] the angel of his tuth will ransom all the sons of highi
from the power of Belial [ . ]." When thess two toxts arc read o eomnechion with 1086 3:18-25,
where Michae! 15 alrmast certaindy the one described as the "Prince of Lights" and "Angel of his
T'ruth," the connection between Melchizedek and Michael is seen with greater clanity.

Carol Newsom, in her crincal editon of the Somgs of rhe Sebbarh Sacrifice (Sabbath
ShirodR), argues that it 5 "haghly likely™ that the name Melchizedek is to be restored in two
frapments of tke Sabbark Shiroth which speak of & “single supenor angel who presides aver the
angelic priestly hierarchy. =% The first fragreent, 40401 11 3, she has reconstructed to read,
X N7V Y PR oTa) ([ Melchilzedek, prigst in the assemb(ly of God . . )™,
Wewsom notes, "The fine is strongly reminiscent of 110Melch u 10 [. | ] where Ps 82:1 14
interpreled as referring to Melchizedek [. . ] 1f this restoration is cormect, Melchizedek would he
the only individuzal angel named in the Sabbath songs." " Elsewhere, Newsom remarks, "What

i5 particulatly noteworthy about the reference in 40101 11 3 is that its allusion in Pz 82:1

'“F.du Toit Laubscher, "God's Angel of Truth and Melchizedek: A Mote on { 1QMeich
130, JEF3 (1972} 48-51.

"“Somgs of the Sephark Sacrifice, 37.
Wi 1nf the Subhath Seerifiee, 133134,
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presumes the exegesis of that verse m 1 1Melch but goes beyond what is said there to 1denbfy
Melchizedek's role as specifically priestly."" This provides corsborating evidence from
Qumran ifteramire that Melchizedek was not only seen s the angelic lcader and judge, but also
the head of the sacerdotal angels.

The sccond fragment it which Newsom has found a possible reference to Melchizadek 15
403101 22 3."®  The first two lines mention "[- . .] holy ones of [ - .]% and *[. . . ] they fill their
hands [ . ]." The canlext, therafore, is the ordmation of angelic priests. The third line reads,

"I7TS "3[." Newsom comments, "In view of the reference to the consecration of priests in the

preceding line, it is tempiing to restore the name of Melchizedek bere. In 110Melch ii 3, as it
would be in this line, the name is written as two words, "™

What is significant about both of these fragments is not only that Melchizedzk is
probably dircstly connected with the sacerdotal ministry of angels, bt also that his leadership
over the priestly hosi commesponds strikingly with the assumed priestly leadership status of
Michael. In the later traditions of the Babylanian Talmud, Michac] is desenibed as the ngh
priestly ange] in heaven (Hap. 12b; Zebah. 623; Menah. 110a). As Kobelski points aut, "Jiven
the intcrest of the Essene community in the heavenly temple and the heavenly cult, it 1= not
surprising that they too would identify the angelic leader Michael with the high priesthood in the

heavenly liturgy. The cxalted status they accorded him as leader of the angels {10M 17:7) coukd

WS ongs of the Sobbark Sacrifice, 37,

Wi Congs of the Sabbath Sacrifice, 143-144.

MSones of the Sabbaih Sacrifice, 143-144.
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indicate that in the heavenly linrey of the angels, he weonld function as high priest "™

There are, therefore, scveral sipnificant indications that Melchizedsk is to be identified
with the archange] Michael '™ Noi only does 4{)dmram establish this link berween Melchizedek
and Michasl; many other texts exhibit close connections between their stams and work on hehalf
of YHWH and lsrael '@ This identification is extremely significant for determining the
impartancs of Melchizedek for the Qummn community. It is beyond question that the archangel
Michael played an indispensable role in the eschatological plan of salvation embraced by the
Qurnwan community. His presence is Amnly established in such foundational documens as the
War Scrof! and the Fude of the Community. Since, as has been argued, Melchizedek is 2
“differently-named” Wichael, then Melchizedek plays thet same mndispensable role it the
cschatological plan of salvation  Mealchizedsk's status cannot be downgraded or dminished by
the fact that his name oceurs only in three or four documents. Where Michagl is explicily
mentioned or alleded 1o in the Qumran texis, Melchizedek is also nnderstood.

0. Summary

1 1OMelch deseribes the eschatological, redemptive achions ¢f the haavenly leader of the

P felomzedak, 72

"IContra P, Rainbow, "Melchizedek as Messiah at Qumran,” BER 7 (1997} 175-194,
who has argued that the fragmentary nature of many of the Cumran texts discussed above
prectudes a centain identification of Melchizedek and Michael. Indeed, he derscts many
weaknesscs and contradictions in the identification. Rather than equating Melchizedek and
Michael, he wnpes that the fmctions of Melchizedek in 110Melch more closcly conform to those
of the bdessizh than to a mere zngel.

i medieval Jewash texts { Falgor hadas £ 115, col. 3, po. 19 and Zahar Aodar folio
724 and folic 41,3) this Melchizedek-Miches] identification is made explicit. Cf. W. Lucken,
Michael, der Frzengal Michae! in der Uberligferung des Judentums (Gottingen: Huth, 1898),
11-37,
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angzlic acmies of YHWH named Melchizedek, At the othega of world histary, this Elekim
would descend from heaven to usher in the deliverance for the people of God from the power of
Belial and his evil Iot. Melchizedek's activities are judicial, regal, militaristic, and sacerdotal.
Although in the extartt scetions of the document, there are no explicil references e Genesis 14 pr
Psatm 1), there are severnl indications in the text that the austhor formed his Melchizedek in the
image and likeness of the Melchizedek in those OT sections. Numerous similarthies between
Melchizedek in 110Melch and Michael in other Qumrman and extra-hiblical literaturs have
matablished a firm Tink betwesn these two figures. They were identificd as the sel{-same angelic
laader by the Qumran sectarians. Because, therefore, Melchizedek is mersly another name for
MWichas] and Michael snother name for Melchizedel:, one can conclude that Melchizedek was &

highly important anpelic, redeemer-figure for the (Qumran communiry.

II. Melchizedek in 2 Enoch

A. The Inclusion of 3 Enoch Within a Sttedy of Firgt Century B.C and A D,
Melehizedek Yraditions

The pseudepipraph known--among other titles—as 2 Erock is an extensive midrash on
(Gen 5:21-32.'"™ The work has ttaditionally been divided into two main sections: chaplers 1-62
and chapters 69-73. The first and more exiensive section naratss the account of Enoch’s ascent
through the seven heavens, the divine and angelic instruction he receives during this celestal

sojoun of three-score days (chapists §-38), and his subsequent descent back to his earthly

"MEranciz 1. Andersen, "Enoch, Second Book of" A8 2517 ootes the bothersome fack
that, "[. . .] the work has almost as many names as there ere manuscnps [ . |, ranging from The
Tale {sfowo, literally "word™) of or Life of or Book of (the Secrets of ) (Fighteous or Wise)
Enoch' to eyven more elaborate otles."
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famnily, at which ime he imparts his learned knpwledge to his familial stidems and then re-
ascends to the heavenly repions {chapiers 39-68), The second section records the priestly
appointments and activities of Methuselah and Nir, the miraculous birth of Melchizedek 1o
Sopanim (Nir's wife) following the death of the pregnani woman, and conclodes by desenbing
the present and future significatos of this mysterious sacerdotal Winderking in the divine plan
of salvarion.

Because of long-slanding, scholarly disputes regarding the date, authorship, original
language, provenance, and recénsions of 7 Emock, thiz peendepigraph has unhappily been
disregarded in many major siudies and monographs on Melchizedek raditions. ™ These
disputes have been prompicd by undevsiandable concerns. Dates proposed by prominent
schelars mnge from the first contury B.C. te the Aftectth contury A.D.'™ The author of 2 Ercck,

aceording terudize opinions, may have been g Jew, hellemized Jew, Jewish-Christian, Cheistian,

"MHortan, Adefchizedek Trodision, B1, regards 2 Enoch as *beyond the chronoiogical
bounds" of his study, which cavers material to the fifth century 4 D €. Gianotto, in
Melchisedek e la sua vipologio: wodizion pidaiche, cristiane ¢ gnostiche (Brescia: Paideia
Editrice, 1984), 45-46_notc 1, limits his discussion of 2 Erech 10 & foomote. Kobelski,
Melekizedek, alsa makes no mention of 2 Enoch, though, admittedly, the primary purpass of his
study 15 nol 1o compar the varying raditions.

Al the following scholars argue Far ar leave open the possibility of a fiest century B.C.
or A D date: B H. Charles, The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the (42 Testament (Oxdord:
Clarendon Pregs, 19133, 2.425; A bods, Histoire de la fitérature hébraigue et juive deg origines
e la rwime de I Fial juif (Parig, Y950), 50; F. |. Andersen, "2 Enoch," Fhe ONF Testamearny
Fiewdepigrapha, &, ), H, Charlesworth {MNew York: Doubleday, 1983], 1.94-95, P, Saschi
Apocriff delf drtice Testamenta {Turit: Union Tipogratico-Editrice Toniness, 1939, 1. 498-
507, Drbeor, "Melchizedek from Genesis," 28, 1. K. Fotheringham, "The Easter Calendar and
the Slavonic Enceh," JTF 23 (1922}, 49-56, established & terminus post guem in the seventh
century. J. T. Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramizic Fragmenty of Qumran Cave 4 (Oecford:
Clarendon Press, 1976), 110, urges a ninth or ténth eentury date, A, 5. D. Maunder, "The Date
amd Piace of Writing of the Slavonic Book of Enoch," The (hservarory 41 {1918): 316, assigned
its composition sometime between the 12th and 15th centuncs.
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qr from ap unknown esateric commanity,'” The original language—which atso bias 2 bearing on
the date of compositicn—could have been Hebrew (or Aramaie), Greek, or Slavenic.™ There is
no agreement on the peographical provenance of 2 Enoch.”™ Although, in the late ninctcenth
and carly taenticth centuries, many scholan argued that, of ihe ionper and sherier recensions,
the longer was the onginal, most experts today accord the shorer recension premisr rank,
though divergenl opindons are sl voiced.™ All of which prompis the understandable
intarrogative; Why include such a disputed text in a study of first century B.C. and A D
Melchizedck traditions?

2 fonoch deserves consideration in a study of early Melchizedek maditions because of the

following reasons. First, although some authors have wrongly stated that the "Melchizedek

Mheteor, "Melchizadek from Genesis," 128; Sacchi, Apocrifi, 495-507, and . A
Gieschen, "The Different Functions of a Similar Melchizedek Tradition in 2 froch and the
Epistle to the Hebrows,” Earfy Christian Iterpretation of the Scriptures of fsroel, ed. C A
Evans, ISNTSup [48& (Shefficld Academic Press, 1997), 368-371, all arguc that the: author was
Jewish, Charles, APGT, 425 and Lods, Histariz, 50, opane thal he was a belientzed Jow. 1.
Daniélou, Theologte du Juddo-Christianisme (Pars, 1952), 75, and A Vaillant, ed., Le Livre
des Secrers d'Hénoch, Texte sfave e traduction frongaise (Paris, 1952), 9-10, believe he was a
Jewish-Christian. Arie Bubinstein, "Observations on the Slavonic Book of Enoch.” The Journal
of Jewish Studies 13 (1962 13, i3 inchined to reégand # Enoch as being wnitien by a Chrstian
undear livlle or ng JTewish influence. Finally, Andersen, "2 Enoch,” concludes that "[i]f the work
i5 Jewish, 1 must heve belonped o a fringe sect” 96,

"randersen, "2 Enoch," 94.
™ andersen_ "2 Enoch," 9597,

¥ harles, APGT, 15, argued that the longer recension wag the original one. Wheo M.
Schimict, "The Two Recensions of Slavonic Enoch,™ JACOS 41 (1921); 307-312, published his
study, which favored the shorter version, most scholarship followed suit (cf. Vaillant, £.2 Livrel.
Scc B. van den Broek, The Mwh of the Phoenix according te Classical and Early Christian
Tradirion (Leiden: Brill, 1972), for 8 more reoent opinicn in favor of the lenger ecensinn.
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Appendix" (chapters 69-73) may pot cven be 2 parnt of the original work, "' and thus unwortthy of
consideration in studies of early Melchizedek traditions, the facls arc 10 the contrary: "Therce is
no evidence that the second part fi.c.. the "Melchizedek Appendix'] ever existed separately." ™
Doubts about the authenticity of chaptars 69-73 are, therefore, ungrounded and ought not serve
as an impetus to the exclusion of 2 Emach. Second, weighty reasons against Chnstian
authorship of » Enack and for lewish authorship undermine assumptions that the author must
have baen itflusticed by the Epistle to the Hebrews and written tn post-first centiry AD.
years."® Third, recent scholarship, which has investigated and formed hypotheses based on the
wdeologicz] system envident in 2 Emoch, urpes that & pre-70 4. D). date be ascribed to the text, thus
placing it clearly within the scope of the study of sarly Melchizedek sidies. Thess last two
reasons need further etaboration.

Vaillant, Drani€loy, and Bubinstein arpue that the author was a Chnisosn who was
influenced by Judaism.™ The opinion of all three is influenced to some extent by the

Melchizedek tradition in chapters 69-73. Vaillant concludes, concerming Melchizedek's hirth,

""Horton, Meichizedek Tradition, 81, mistakenly comments, "Chaly in one recension of
the Slavonic Enoch dees malenal about Melchizedek merge with Enochian tradition, and this
text falls far beyond the chronologcal bounds of this prezent study [i.c, the fifth sentury ALV )"
Andersen, "2 Enoch,” ¥2, note 3, referencing this ohjection of Horlon, comects him, "Ths
argurnent iz not itself logical; but the facts are otherwise. The tadition is fourd in both
recensions, in six MSS representing four 1ext families.”

& Andersen, "2 Enoch,” 92, Also se= above note,
"B Thega reasons will be discussed below.

Meee note 177.



that "the imitation of the story of the hinth of Christ is okvious.™™* He is 2choed by Rubinstein
who sates, "[. . ] Melchizedek's concephion in Sofomam's womb, without the intervention of a
biological father, bears an obvious resamblance to the canception of Jesus," '™ Whal ig
"obyious” to both thess scholars, hewever, docs not bear up under serutiny. A3 Deloor points
out, "[T]here iz no true paralle] with the birth of Jesus, for the later was bom of a virgin whereas
according 1 the apoeryphat work, Melchizedek is the offspring of & bamren woman, as was John
the Baptist """ The only cue commonality these two nativities share 15 their miraculous
ocourronce. Sopanim minors Sarah {Genesis 21), Elizabeth (Luke 1} and Noah's mothar (fEn
106} much more closely than she does the Viegin Mary, ™ [n addition, i€ the author of ? Enack
wizre itnllpenced by Hebrews, it seems odd that he would descnibe the birth of Melchizedek,
when Hebrews describes him as "without father, withour marker, without penealogy, withow
heginning of devs or end of life," (7-3). The theory, thercfore, of Vaillant, Daniélou, and

Rubinstein has s¢nous flaws, I seeins uch more likely, therefore, that the work is of Jewish

e there, 11,
'E="heervations," 14,

=palchizedek from Genesis,” 129, CF Andersen, "2 Enoch,” 2{M, note 71c, where he
refers o comparisons of the nathities of Melchizedek and Jesus as "hasty and superficial.”

¥} En 106:1-4 repords (he birth of Moah, many characteristics of which may bave
inspired the description of Melchizedek's birth in 2 Erock, "And after some days my son,
hlcthusalah, took 8 wife for his son Lamech, and she became pregrant by him and bore him a
son. And his body was while as snow and red as a rose; the bair of hus head as while as woel and
his dermedema beautiful; and as for his eyes, when he epened them the whole house glowed like
the sun-(rather} the whole house glowed even more exceedingly. And when he arose from the
hands of the midwite, be opened his mouth and spoke to the Lord with rightcousness."
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origin, "™

The third reason, stated above, that 2 Emnch deserves consideraiion in 2 study af early
Melchizedek tadiions is becanse the ideological systern underginding and prompting the work
is arguably an early fewish ideological system. In & recent article which compares the
Melchizedek traditions in Hebrews and 2 Enochi, Charles A Gieschen hughlights the need for
deliverance from sin and impurity as the comman concern throughout 2 Eroch. '™ Melchizedek
is partrayed as the mediator figure who would secire this needed deliverance through his
sacerdotal services. Melchizedek was likely chosen as the mediator fipure bocause the group
fram which ? Emck originated "songht a solutien for the 1mpunty of the Levilical
priesthood "™ Sioce "2 Emach stll reflects a concemn for the Temple cult or priesthood as a
means of dealing with evil," and sirce such "2 eoncern quickly dimminished after 70 CE," in all
probability the work was written in the "earlier period in Jewish apocalyptic litcraturs when
mediator figures--and not the Law-—were the focus of deliverance from sin. ™'

For these three reasons, therefore, 2 Enoch is included in this invesagation of firsl
century B.C. and A D, Melchizedck tradiions. Ahhouph some questions about the text's mstory
rermain unanswered, they are not sufficiently substantial to preclude the consideration of 2

Enoch. Like 11CMelch, Philo, and Josephus, it remains a viable witmess to early Jewish

WCf Michael E. Stone, author and ed., "Apocalyplic Literatura " Jewish Writtngs of the
Second Tempie Period: Apocrypha, Psendepigrapha, (humran Sectarian Wrings, Philo,
Josephus, CRINT (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984), 406-408

MnDjfferant Functions," 366-371.
WhiDjfferent Functions," 369

"nDjfferent Functions," 364



Melchizedek traditions,

B. The Melchizedek Tradition in 2 Enoch

The legend of the nativity and future minisiry of Melchizedek, as told by the author of 2
fimizch, is one of the mosi bizarre and fantastic of the Melchizedek rraditions, perhaps the
example par excellence of what one author has called e "weird transformations™ which
Melchizedek undargoes in the vanous exts. ™ Leading up to the accoumt of his miraculous birth
iz the brief narration of the priestly careers of Methuselah and Nir, both of wham were divinely
sclected to dom the sacerdotal raiment of their predecessors. Methuselah, som of Enoch and
prandfather of Nir, after several yoars of prisstly servigs subsaquent to Enoch's re-gscent to
heaven, received a ravelation from God which wamed of the increase of ungodliness among the
pecple of the earth and the resulting, punitive deluge which would follow. At God's behest,
hethuselah invested his grandson Nir with the pnesthoad and, immediatety thereafier, died,
leaving Lameeh's som as leader of the people and officiant at the altar.,

Lfpon Nir's ordination as pricst, be emtersd inlo a state of celibacy, though he remained
married 10 & woman named Sopanim, who was childless, clderly, and astensibly stenle. To her
astonishment and gricvous shame, however, Sopanim became pregnant apart fom Sexual
relations with Mit or any other man. She remained in huding wntil, shorly before her time of
delivery, Nit requested hier presence a1 the iemple. UTpon his discovery of the prepnancy, Nir
hecame outraged, and, defiantly incredulous at his spovse’s claim of innocence, he rebuked her
30 sharply that she fell at hus feei and died.

Seeking, quite literally, to "cover up" this shocking travesty, Nir, in consultation with his

= Dguila, "Melchizedek: King, Priest, and God," 217.
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brather Noah, decided to bury the deceased, pregnant woman swmeptocusky to avond public
oulcry, The auther continues:

And they placed Sothonim [ie., Sopanim] on the bed, and they wrappad her
around with black garmems, and shut the dogr.  And they dug a grave n sscret.
And when they had gone out roward the sepulcher, a ¢hild came out from the
dead Sothonim. And he sat on the bed.  And Noe and Nir came in o bury
Sothanim, and they saw the child sithing beside the corpse, and having has
clothing on hitn, And Hoe and Nir were very temified, because the child was
Fully developed physically. And he spoke with his lips, and he blessed the Lord.
And Moe and Nir locked at him ¢losely, saying, "This is from the Lord, my
brother" And behold, the badge of priesthood was ot his chest, and it was
glorigns in appearance. And Moe sad to Mir, "Behold, God 15 renewing the
continuation of the blood of the priesthood after uws.” And Noe and Wir bumied,
and they washed the child, and they dressed him in the garments of priesthood,
end they gave hum the holy bread and he ate it And they called tas naupe
Meligzedek And Mee and Nir lified up the body of Sothonim, and divesied her
of the black garmenis, and they washed ber body, and they clothed ber in choice
parments, and they built g grave for her. And Noe and Nir and Melkisedek came,
and they oried her publicly. (71:16-23; Recension A)™

Following Sopamim's fimeral, wickedness multiplied upon the carth, exciing anxicty
within Nir a5 to the future welfare of hus pricstly prodigy, whom be feared might be Killed, The
Lord answered Mir's prayers in this regard, assuring him that the archangel Gabriel'™ wouid
come L transport the child to the Garden of Eden, where he would be kept untit after the Flood,
after which ome, God promized, Mellnzedek would reappear to be "my prest to all pnests, and [
will sanctify him and 1 will change him into a great people who will sanctify me,” (71:29). After
Melchizedek spent forty days in Nir's tent, the Lord fulfilled hus promise via a noctumesl visit

from Gaboiel, who winged Melchizedek to the paradisiacal locale where be would be kept in

'"“Recension A is the shorter version and Recension J the langsr. All quotations are from
Andersen, "2 Enoch," Recension A, unless otherwise indicated

"*Mn Resension T the archange] is identified as Michael,
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safety unhil the days of the Flood were completed

Severa] delails in this account ar noteworthy. First, Melchizedek is conceived without
paternal involvement and delivers himself fram his mother’s corpse.  This particular rendening of
Melchizedek's natiaty may have been influenced by the LXX translation of Ps 11003, which
speaks of the referent of the Pealm as being "begotten” from of old {scc Scchon O below), O
{Jieschen suggests that Melchizedsk's unusual congeption and binth were intended by the author
"to emphasize the purity of this child He was not the product of an utipure sexual union of g
bloody birth experience; he is a pure priest who would atone for sins '™ Sccond, he emerges
froun the wamb as a physically precocious child. Third, although the achat words are not
récorded, the only refetence to his speech is that he "spoloe with ks lips, and he Blessed the
Lord,” (71:18). The action of bleasing links this Melchizedek to the Melchizedek of Gen 14:15-
20, whosa only recorded words were those of blessing, Fourth, ke was bom with "the badpe of
prigsthood® on his chest and "it was glarious in appearance.” (75:19). Fifth, the purpose of (hiz
birth was that he might perpetuale the priesthood as i1s leader in the years following the Flood

Such a priest as Melehizedek, who was miraculously born and divinely designated ag the
head of the priesis of the fuoture, would have provided for the community who produced (s texal
the mediative answer to their problems of impurity and sin. In the longer recension Melchizedek
ig pichired as the "archpmiest, the Word and Power of God, who will perform micacles, greater
and more glorious than all the previous ones,” (71:34). This depiction heightens and more
sharply definca Melchizedek's piace in the salvific ceconomy of God for His people. The lewish

community from which 2 Erich emerged found in Melchizedek the fount of a non-levincal

% Different Functions,” 370
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pricsthoed which would be sufficiently pure te provide atonement for (heir iniquities through
sacerdotal service.

2 Enoch, Genesis 14, ard Psolm 170 Compared and Contrasted

The Melchizedek radition of 2 Ercoch, whin compared with the account given ip
Oenesis 14 of Melchizedek's encounter with Abraham, scems 10 bear litfle resemblance to the
hiblical facts. In (Genesis 14, Malchizedek is posidiluvian; in 2 Enach, he 15 antediiuvian, 1n
Genesis, he is both a priest and a king; in 2 Eroch, there is barely an allusion to any furore regal
functions."” The one allusion in 2 Exock to the (Genesis account 15 that the only recorded speech
of Melchizedek is that in which he blesses the Lord {¢f. Genesis 14.18-19). Even this achor,
however, may have been patterned mare efter the miraculous birth of Noah (1En 1063, "And
when [Noah) arose from the hands of the midwife, be opened his meowth and spoke to the Lord in
rightecuspess.") than Melchizedek's actions in Genesis 14

In distinction from Genesis 14, Fsalm 110 impacted 7 Exnock decisively. The very
possibitity of anything resembling a "Melchizedek pricsthood” rather than & levitical priesthood
was introduced by Ps 110:4, "The Lord has swom and will not repent. *You are a pricst forover,
according lo the order of Melchizedek " In addition, the thitd verse of the psslm, as translsted in
the L33, may very well have suggested to the author of 2 Enoch the mimculous nativity of
Melchizedek. As David Flusser explams,

The story of the miaciulous birth of Melchizedek is based upen a difficult verse
of Pealm 110 (verse 3). The Hebrew text has >J019Y S 75 =nuin ooon:

"o Recension J, 7135 and 72:6, mention is made of Melchizedek's future place as a
king, but it is possible that these are later interpolanons which were added to link him more
closely to the biblical account.
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The LXX translaizs, From the womb, before the moming star, | have begotten
thee.' The rendening 1 bave begotten thee' is based upon the spelling Tm".* If
one bagins with the assumption that, in Psatm 110, God addresses Himself to
Melchizedek, the 1ext from which the LX0X tranzlated almost compels e
conclusion that the Word of God has created” Melchizedezk in the womb of los
mother_ "
Furthcrmore—~and perhaps most importantly—Pzalm 110 15 invikngly ambiguoos about the
atiribute of eternalness in reference to Melchizedek. When the psalm says, "You are & priest

forever (D7), according to the arder of Melchizedel,™ (v 4), the text leaves unanswered the

quesiion, "Is Melchizedek atemal also™ To the writer of 2 Enoch, Melchizedek apparently does
nol die, but lives on forever. This understanding of Melchizedek was probably denved Eom Ps
1104, Thevefore, as in 1 1QMelch, atthough 2 Enock docs not use the specific language of
Psalm 110, thas docs not atomatically negate the probability of the psalm’s theme being the
ipetus behind the document’s use of Melchizedek, '

D. Conclusion

2 Encch provides 2 vivid example of the type of Melchizedek speculations and traditions
which were glive in the firsl century religious and literary milies. Ln this piece of Enochian
literature, Melchizedak is a sacerdoral Wunderking whose miracuious birth and concomitant
priestly characteristics assure Moah and Nir that Melchizedek will camry on the priesthoad after
the Deluge, As the non-levitical head of the prigsis of the future, he wounld initiate a live of

priests wha, because of their vzl purity, would be able to provide atoncment for the sins of the

"mMeichizedek and the Son of Man," 27,

oot Anderser, "Enoch, Second Book af" 519, who argues that “[c]ven the
Melchisedek tegetid shows no interest in what the Bible says.”
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people. The account draws upon Psalin 110 for its ideology, while making little reference to

Oenesis 14,

OL Melchizedek in Philonic Literature

The remaining two exira-biblical sources of Melchizedek traditions in the first contury
B.C. and A I} are Philo and Josephus, Both wrote in the first century A D, and both offer
Further ingights into the maditions sumounding the regal priest of Salem. Although, when
compared with 1 1QMelch and 2 Eanch, these two Jewish writers paint Melchizedek with more
"conservative™ hues which more closcly rsemble the portrait of him in the CT texts, they
nevertheless give to the rmodemn reader new insiphts into what the Jows of the first century were
thinking about Melchizedek.

The Jewish exegete Philo (¢, 10 B.C. to 45 A D Y™ wriics of Melchizedsk in four of his
works {Legum Allegoriae I1.79-82, Die Congressy 99, De Abrahame 235, and a fragment),
thowugh in one (e dbrabomo 235) Melchizedek is not explicitly named and in anather, a
fragment discovered by Remde] Harris, " little is stated which is not referenced in the other three

works. *=

"MEor an cacellent summmary of Philo and his whitings, see Peder Borgen, “Plule of
Alexandria," Jewish Britings of the Secomd Tempiz Period: Apocrypha, Psendepigrapha,
Cumran Sectarian Writings, Fhifo, Jorephue M. Stone, ed., CRINT (Fhiladelplua: Forress
Press, 1984), 233-282.

¥i%ee Ronald Williamsan, Phifo and the Eplstle Fer ifhe Hebrews (Leiden: Bnll, 19703,
435 437,

Mo shwties whach address Philo's meatmens of Melchizedek, see Hortan, Afslchizedek
Tradition, 54-60; Williamzon, Philo and the Epistle io the Hebrews, 434-43%; Richard
Longenecker, "The Melchizedek Argument of Hebrews: A Study i the Development and
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In Legem Aflegarige L 79-82 | in a discusgion of how God is wont 1o bestow Blessings
upon those whi bave in no wise eatnhed them, Phalo adduces Melchizedek as exemplary of this
divine prerogatve:

Meichizedek too, has God made both king of peace [fomién = ofg siprvng),
for that 13 the meaning of "Salem," and His own prest [i¢péee avtod] (Gen.

v 18} He has not fashioned beforehand any de=d of hiz, but produces him o
begin with [rpiytov] as such a king, peaceable and worthy of His own pnesthood.
For be is entitled "the righteous king," [Paomiebs Sixmog] and a “king™ is a thing
at enmity with a despot, the one being the author of laws, the other of
lawlessness. 3o mind, the despot, decrees For both soul and body barsh and
hurtfut decress working grievouns woes, conduct, I mean, such as wickedness
prompts, and fres indulgence of the passions. But the king in the firgl place
resons to persuasion rather than decrees, and in the next place 1ssucs directions
such as to enable a vessel, the living being L mean, to make Life's voyage
sucoessfully, piloted by the good pilol, whe is the right principle [6pBig Adyog].
Let the despot's itk therefore be ruler of war, the kiog's prince of peace, of
Zalem, and let bim offer to the soul food full of joy and gladness; for e brings
bread and wine, things which the Ammomites and Moabites rfused to supply to
the: secing one, oh which account they are excluded from the divine congregation
ard assenbly. These characters, Ammonites deriving their nature from sense-
peresption their mother, and Moabites deriving theirs from mind their father, who
hold that all things owe their coherence 1o thess two things, mind and sense-
parception, and talke ng thought of God, "shall not enter,” zaith Moses, “inte the
congregation of the Lond, becapse they did rot meet us with bread and water”
{Deut. 001136 when we came out from tie passions of Egypt. But let
Melchizedek instead of water offer wine, end give 1o souls strong drink, that they
tnay be seized by a divine intoxication, more sober than sobnety iseif. For ke is
a priest, even Reason [Adyog], having as his portion Him that IS, and all hus
thoughis of God ave high and vast and sublime: for be i3 picst of the host High
(Gen. xiv, 18)[....] ™

Reflecting clearly upon Gen 14:18-20, Philo in this passape utilizes the enmological

Circumstantal Expression of Mew Testarnent Thought " Uity and Diversity in New Testamerd
Thoughr, ed B A Geulich (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 168-170; and }. L. Marshall,
"Melehizedek in Hebrews, Philo, and Jusho Martyr," 5F 7 {1982} 339342

HRAPOL, T, 352-355 Al quotalions fom Philo’s writings are taken from Loel Classical
Library, Phifa, eds. F. H Colson and G. H. Whitaker, 10 vols. (Cambridge: Harverd Thuversity,
1927-1962).
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meanings of Mekchizedek’s city {i.e., Salem) and name, along with his gifts of bread and wine to
Abram and his men, as springboards npon which to launch inte an allegorical discussion.
Referencing what was evidently a commonplage etymology in the first century (¢f, Hebrews ¥:1-
23, Melohizedek as king of Salem is Bacuide 16 g elprivng {*king of peace”). Phile's
comment that Melchizedek is God's own priest, iepda davtod, may have been partly mflusnced
by Psaltn 1103 Meichizedek's name is understond 1o mean Paciiely dixoog ("ihe righteous
king™), another common eymalogy of this time period {of. Insepbus [below] and Hebrew 7.1-2).

After using Mclchizedek's name and regal office to contrast fhe king and the despot, both
of whom respectively represent aflegorically the "mind” {vols) and the "right principle® (épBdg
Léyog), Philo continues his exegesis of the Genesis account by contrasting Melchizedek's repasi
of bread and wine-especially the latter—wilh the actions of the Ammonites and Moabites who
refused 1o supply bread and water 1o the wandering Tsraediles during their wildemmess sojourn.
Melchizedal's gift of wine, howeyer, is even of greater worth than the water which these
encinits of [srael withheld, for the fruit of the vine represents that which produces “divine
tntoxication, more sober than sobriety thself"

Finally, Philo identifies Melchizedek as "a priest, even Reason [Adyog], having as his
portion Him that IS[. .. .]." Peder Borgen cxplains Philo's use of Logos:

Phile's technical use of the ierm Lopes connotes Gad's mental activify
dusing e act of creating. The Logor, one of the powers of the intelligible world,

SMIF this is a referenes to Psalm 110, it would be the sole instanes in which Philo quotes
ar alludes to that psalm. Horton comments, "0One might take the wording here [ | ], a5 more
readily stemming from Ps. cx_ 4 than from the passape in (Genesis. Philo makes a point of Clod's
having made Melchizedek his own pricst. However, this inlerpretation is not to be insisted
upon,” Melchizedek Frodicion, 56, note 1.
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reaches inbo pur world, mainly theough the medialors Moses and Aaron, both
called Loges, The plutal foesd can indicate v heavenly principles which are
embodied in the laws and precepts given to the Jows through Moses,

In another sense, the Loges and the /ogoi may be conceived as heavenly
figures such as angelz and archangels. The Lagos 1z alzo called & 'second pod', or
God's first-tom. This Legos hes many names: ‘the beginning', the name of God',
‘fhe man after his image’, and e that sees’ (Tarael).

Melchizedek, allegonically, was the symbol] or persomal embodiment of the drvine Loges, as were
Muosges and Agran, This statcrent about Melchizedek, according to Willlameon, follows from
"Philo’s conviction that ‘the Logos assumed personadity the moment it appeared in finite
individual minds™** *{. ] hfeichizedek became for Fhilo the manifesmhon of the high-pricstly
Logos who Imoxicates the soul with esaterie virues, "

in the secord text i which Melchizedek 15 menboned, De Congressw 99, Fluko
parctthetically refers ta hirm in Ut midst of a discourse on tithing.

It was this fceling which prompiad the Man of Pragtice {ie., Jacab] when he

vowed thus, "OF all that thou givest me, Twall mve 2 1enth w thee” (Qen

socviii. 22); which prompted the oracle that follows the blessing given to the viclor
by Melchisedek the holder of that priesthond, whose tradition he had leamed
from none gther but himseff [eieopa B wel alrodidoxtov]. For “he gave
harr," it runs, "a tenth from all™ {Gen, xiv. 200; from the things of sense, right use
of sense; from the things of speech, good speaking, from the things of thought,
good thinking ***

Philo's description of Melchizedel's pricsthood as aivopcA ("self-taught") and clirobidocoy

{"instinctive") is oddly out of context. The characteristics are mentioned in passing, recelving oo

Xrphilo of Alexandria," 273

™Mphilo and the Epistie o the Hebraws, 436,

ML ongenecker, "Malchizedek Argument of Hebrews," 169,
MELCL Y, 506-509,
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commeni and adding nething to the argument under consideration, 1% is therefore possible, as
Hotan speculates, that "], . ] Phila is here borrowing on a tradition about Melchizedek not to be
found in the 014 Testament sources. "™ Whatever the source may be, Melchizedek i5 unique in
Philonic thought as one whe received his pricsthood from God himsclf, not man. Coupled with
the thought expressed in Legum Aflegoriae I1.79-82, that Melchizedek iz the Louas, these
epithets withess to Melchizedek’s exalted place.

In £l Abrahamea 235, Philo gives his most literal account of Abraham's encounter with
Melchizedek in Genesis 14, After describing the complete victory of Abraham over his foes,
Philo writes:

When the high pricst [ péyag iepets) of the most high God saw him Abraham]

approaching with his trophies, leader and army alike unhur, for he had lost nome

of his own company, he was astonished by the feat, and, thinking, as indeed was

natural that such suceess was nol won without God's directing care and help to

their arms, he stretched his hands to heaven and honoured him with prayers on his

behalf and offered sacrifices of thanksgiving for the viclory and feasied

handsomely thase who had 1aken part in the contest, tejeicing and shanng their

gladness as though the success were his owrs; and so indeed it was, for "the

belongings of friends are held in comymon,™ as the proverb says, and this is far

more true of (he belonpings of the good whose end i to be well-pleasing 1o

Gﬂd_.ll']

in his retelling of the biblical narrative, Philo adds several embellishmenis to the
acocount, one of which is that he gives Melchizedek the tille “Aigh priest™ Horton identifies four
other embel ishments:

(1) Abraham lost ne men in the campaign

(2] Melchizedek Tifts up his hands to heaven' in prayer.
{3) Melchizedek offers victory sacrifices.

H N e fchizedet Tradition, 5.

WLCL WL L1417
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f4) Melchizedek and Abrabam are fast friends 5o that Abrahatn's viclory is
enjoyed vicaricusly by Melchizadek *"!

Muotzworthy alzo is Philg's "reading of Melichizedek’s mind™ by atiributing astonishment to him
upon Abraham'’s vicienous eium,  Adumbrated, theretore, 15 Phulo’s conviction st
Melchizzdek was nor an angel whe had just praovided assistance to Abraham, thus coabling him
to win such a viclory against Forces which vasily outnumbered him, If, therefore, as has been
suppgested e;uﬂiﬂr in the thesis and as is ergued by certain scholars, ™ some first century Jewish
readers saw Melchizedek as Abrghar's "puardian angel,” then Phile was not one of them.

In summary, Philo sees Melchizedek as a "king of peace” and a "righteous king " who
was 2 manifestation of the Logos. His priesthood was "self-rzught" and "instinchive,” a direet
gift from God. Phale's main intereat in Melehizedek is nat in the histonical man as such, bat in
what allegorical fruit b can harvest from Melchizedek's offices, mame, city, and actions,
Genesis 14 15 the primary biblical text uwpon which Philo builds his exepesis though a reference

e Pzalm 110 is possible 1n Legam Alfegoriac 179

IV, Josephus aml Melchizedek

Josephus, the famous Jewish historian of the first century (c. 37 to c. 100 A.D.), writes of
Melchizedek in two of Tas works, The Wars of the Jews V438 and The Artiguities of the Jews
1.175-181. Following on the heels of his deseription of Jerusalem's destruction by the Romans

under Titus in 70 A.D., Josephus writes of the holy city (The Foars of the Jews V1.438):

WA fplohizedek Tradition, 56.

Higea Wobelski, Mefohizedek, 32, and Anders Aschirs, "Melchizedek the Liberavor," 248-
249,
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Its oripinzl founder [npévog ktlong] was & Canaanite chief (mvoveaiay
Buviorng), called in the pative tangue Righteous King' [pacists dtkmog], for
such indecd he was. In virtue thereof he was the first te officiate as pricst of God
and, being the firct 1o build the temple, gave the ¢ity, previously called Solyma,
the name of Jerusalern. The Canaanite populzhion was expelied by David, the
king of the Jews, whe cstablished his own people there [ ]*"

As in Philo's account { De Afrahamo 23 5) of Melchizedek's actions in Genesis 14, Josephus adds
a tumber of embellishments to the story: (1) Melchizedek is Jerusalem's apiyrad wrloog
(*onginal founder"), (2) e was a Xovaveiov Sovdomyg (“Cadaanite chisfiain), {3) be was
the first to carry out sscerdotal fumetions (in ferusalem™); {4) he was the first 10 build the temple;
(5} and he chanped the nama of the city from Solyina Lo Jerusalem. Ecboing both Philo {see
above) and Hebrews 7:1-2, Josephus understands Melchizedek's name 10 mean "nghtcous king.”

In The Antiguities af the Jews 1.179-181, after Josephus rclates the ovenhrow of the
forsign armies by valiant Abreham and his host, he descnibes the pamiarch's encounder with
Melchizedek.

S¢ Abraham, having rescued the Sodomite prisoters, previously captured by the

Assyrians, including his kinsman Lot, returned in peace. The king of the

Sodomites met him at 3 place which they call the "royzl plain.” There b2 was

received by the king of Solyms, Melchisedel; this name means “righteous King,"

and such was he by cornton consent [ouoiovooptvmg] " insomuwch that for dis

reasan [ 5ié taitnv] he was moreaver made priest of God, Solyma was in fact

the place aferwards called Hierosolyioa. Wow this Melehisedek hospitably

smtenzined Abraham’s army, providing abundantly for all their needs, g in the

course of the feast be began to exicl Abraham and (¢ bless God fer having
deliverad his enemies inte his hand. Abraham then ofiered him the tithe of the

Hpecr ML S00-503, All quotations from Josephus' wrinngs are taken from Loeh
Classical Library, Jovrephus, ¢ds, H. 3t 1. Thackeray, B Marcus, A Wikgren, and L H.
Feldman, 10 vols. (Cambridge: Harvard University, 1926-1965).

MHorton, Melchizedeh Tradition, 33, argues that the word podoyoupewag "suggests
the posaibility that Josephus is her: delivering a tradition or popular saying abowt Melchizedek "
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spoil, and he accepted the gift *"
1 this paraphrese of Gen 14:17-20, Josaphes repeats the fact that Melchizedek was a "righteous
king." afftrming, as be did abave in The #ars of the Sews V1432, that for this reagon ("o S1d
rocdnv"} Melchizedak was made a priest; his ighteous regal reign led 10 his sacerdotal service.

These two portions of Josephus' writings, although ostensibly summaries of the biblical
accoum, neveriheless supply additional details which either onginated exclusively from
Josephus' creative mind or were common, contempoiary Jewish raditons which the histonian
merely incomporated ag he penned his works. He makes no reference (o Psalm 110, relyang

exclusively upon Genesis 14 and (perhaps) ather raditions.

V. Comparing and Contrasting 11QMelch, 2 Enock, Phile, and Josephus

At the conclusion of Fred Horton's chapier of the treaiment of Melchizedek i Philo,
Qumitan, and Josephus, he illustrates the commonalities atd differences berween these three
groups of writings by means of a table.*'® That tabie is reproduced below, with some

modiBeations amd additions.

WL, TV, BE-91.
W teichiredek Tradition, 86,
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Genedls 14

Fsalm 110

Failg

Jozephuy

2 Enorck

11QMelch

King of Salem

Priast

Salem=lemasalem

Prizat of El Elyen

Fowme sy & Toemimp e

Heavenly Figure

xr

First Priest to
Cod

Undeamnend Pricgibood

peoiiele
Efweatog

Eing of Peace

Loguos

Eachninlogical Figure

Foend of
Abrakam

Receaives Tithes

Eniertaing Ammy

X7

Elchim

biracuwlowns Binh

Head of Priests

Antediluvian
Figurz

5|58 |5 |5

Moies X-inbo. grven by source XX -agmgque mfa. given by ssrca, X-info. porhaps given by source.

Thes firsl century B.C. and 4 D. Melchizedek radinons covered 1n this chapter all share

same corrutran features. First, all four descrbe Melchizedek in such a way that they go beyond

what the Scriphures have written cotceening him Second, they 21l bear some resemblance to the




biblical depiction of Melchizedek. Though ne divect quatations may have besn given of Genesis
14 or Psalm 110, allusions o these twe texts can be found, Third, they all describe him in such
a way that his uniqueness is brought forward a3 worthy of contempiation

The differences between the four texts and suthors are obvious, beanng witness to a
multitude of Melchizedek traditions in the first century milicu, While Josephus restricts his
comiments to the histotic personage of Abrahamic times, 11QMelch and 2 Enoch speak of a
unigue, salvation-bearing deliverst wha plays a central role in God's plan for His people; Philo
falls somowhers in between these two tetdencies.

A survey of these wexts s helpful in detenmining, quite simply, what first ceamry Jews
would have thought and answered were they to have been asked the rather stra:ghtforward
question, *Who is Melchizedek™ If 11QMeleh, 2 Enoch, Philo, and Josephus are indicative of
their religious cultuze, then the answers would have varied considerably. As will e further
developed in the following chapter on the author of Hebrews® use of Melchizedek in his
arpumentation, it was just such vaviery in conceplions about Melchizedek's person and

sigmificance which allowed the auther ko utilize this mysterious individual in his priestly homily.
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CHAPTER FOUR

MELCHIZEDEK IN HEBREWS

Seriphure's sanp about Melchizedek reaches a crescende in the New Testament bomily of
Hebrews.®"" In previous chapters of this thesis, the amplification of this "Melchizedek song” has
been documentsd, with comparisons end contrasts between the existing Melchizedek tradinons
npted. The Melchizedek musical composioon began with un a faint whisper in the first book of
Moses, intensified in Psalm 110, and was joinad by 2 sacophonous bost of sounds in the non-
canonical literature of the first century B.C. and A D. The musical meridian, however, was
reached in Hebrews, where the Christological purpose of Melchizedek was trumpeted forth with
singular clanty.

Diaspite the prominence of Melchizedek in Hebraws, however, many questions akout
Melchizedek remain ostensibly unanswered or tantalizingly out of the modemn reader's grasp.
Melchizedek's personai identiry, his earthly or heavenly origin, the rason(s) for hiz inclusion in
the argument of the homily, and the relationship Berween the Melchizedek of Hebrews and the
"Melchizedelks" of non-canonical lireratyre: all of these questions and issues of substantial
import have sparked many a fire of disagreement, A lack of scholarly consensus and cxcgetical

clanty 15 the unhappy fprm.

YT pThent Vanhoye has convincingly argued that the genre of Hebrows is homiletical, not
epistolary, Sirwcture and Message of the Epistle to the Hebrews, Subsrdia Biblica 12 (Rome:
Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1989, 2.5, Thetefors, throwghowt thas chapier the "Episife to the
Hebrews" is undetstood and spoken of a5 a sérmot or homily.
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This chapter will, first, seek to determine Melchizedek's place and function 1n the
macrostructure of Hebrews and in the microstructure of Hebrews 7. Second, Melchizedek's
identity witl be addressed by comparing and contrasting the portrait of hitn in Hebrews with the
same in (he Old Testamen and Second Temple texts. Third, probable reasens for the inclusion

of Melchizedek i the argument of Hebrews will be put Forward and conclusions drawn.

L The Place and Fonction of the Melchizedek Arpament i the Macrostrugiure of Hebrewa

The chinstic structura of the entirety of Hebrews has been helpfully and canvincingly
demonstrated by Alben Varthoye *™ In the firer section of the homily (1:1-2: 18}, the author
demonsirates the superiodty of Christ to the angels{1:1-14), urges his addressees to take his
messape senously (2:1-4), and proves Christ's brotherhood with humanaty through the
incarnaton {2:5-15). In the second sectiorn (3:1-5:10), the boomalist presents Jesus as a high priest
worthy of faith (5:1-4:14) and merciful (4:15.5:10). Two important compaiisons ars made in
this section bepwesn Christ and Moses (3:1-468) and Chist and Aaron (5:1-10}. The rhird and
central rection (5:11-10:39) describes the unigueness of the priesthood of Christ and the
perfection of his crucifixion sacrifice. The foxrth (11:1-12:13) and fingd secrions (12:14-13:25}
admonish the hearers to remain faithful and to follow the straight path of the sancnfied life.

The sermon's chiasm, reaching its zenith in %11 {"Ewt Christ, having-then-come [as] high

priest of the good things o come: [, . . .]"}3" is intraduced by the indispensable Melchizedek

14He argucs that the holy homilist "has wrinen his work with 2 talent without equal,
maldng usc of structralizing techniques with came to him from fus Jewish-Hellenistic
educanon" Sirucrurs and Messope, 19.

M anhoye's translation, Strveture and Message, 94,
99



argument of the seventh chaprer ™ Hebrews 7 clothes Christ in Melchizedek's sacerdotal
raiment and Hebrews 310 usher him inside the heavenly Haly of Helies via the rant veil of his

sacrificial flesh. It iz ondy in chapter 7 that the reader leams how the Mcessiah can even be a

priest—sinee he is not of (he seed of Levi~and why his priesthood and concomitant sacnfice are

of greater value than the OT Levitical priesthood and animal sacrifices,

As the homilist is wont to do, he leaves teli-tale rhetorical signs along the vway 16 chapler
7 which serve as hatbingers of the Melchizedek exposition to come ' Already in Heb 1:3,13
the reader is intraduced 10 Psalm 110, the "Melchizedek Psalm " which will serve as the pomary
OT text in the bomily, ™ In Hek 5:6,10 the fourth verse of the psaim is quoted, thus bringing up
the subject of Melchizedek ™ Almoat as quickly as Meichizedek is introduced, however, the
zulhor sets hitn aside for a lengthy admonition (5:11-6:20), svng;

[...] Tpooeyoperdelq ind tob Beob doylepels watd i rafiv Meiyuogber. [epi
ol ToAiK fguiv © Adpoc kel Suosppiqrevtag déveur, fmel wolpol yeydwate teig

WO, Spicq wiges that Hebrews 7 is the "culminating point of the emstle’s arpument,”
L'épitre aux Hébrewr (Etudes bibliques, Paris: Gabalda, 1952-1953}, 2:203. He i3 ochoed by
Richard Longenacker who argues that "[t]he focal point of and the watershed for the exposition
of chapters 1-10, in fact, is the Melchizedekian argument of chapter 7 [ .. .1." "The
Melchizedek Arpument of Hebrews: A Sudy in the Development and Circurmnstantisd
Expression of Hew Testameant Thonght," Unity and Diversite in Mew Testament Thought, e B
A, Goulich (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 172

“Wanhoye, Structure and Message, 19-22.

Pcalm 110 is ciied ot alluded to in Hebrews more than any other OT text-fifteen
times. See D. Hay, Glorny ai the Right Hand: Psafm 113 in Barly Christionity (Nashville:
Apingdon, 1973}, 163-166

“*That the homilist references another verss in Psalm 110 besides the first is in itself
remarkable. As M. Parsons notes, “Hebrews, so far as we know, was the first in the early
Christian community to expand the atormistic use of P5, L1001 to include the entire Pszlm," "Son
and High Priest: A Stwdy in the Christology of Hebrews,™ EQ G0 {15887 212
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dwoais. (5:1-11)
ue to the ambiguity of the relative pronoun, the phrase Tepi ol could be undersiood in
difierent ways® Since, however, *Melchizedek” i the itumediste antecedent {5:10) of o, as
well as the subject taken up agein subsequent to the seclion of paraneasis {§.20-7-28), the phrase
is best translated, "conceming whom, [that is, Melehizedek], we have much to say [ . ]"
Melchizedek, therefore, is the Susepufjrentog of Heb 5:11, “that which is bard w explain.”

Nod only has Peaim 11¢, especially 110:4, prepared the hearer far Hebrews 7, the
prevalent priestly and atonerment langmage peppering Hebrews 1-6 has laid the groundwork for
the mmreduction of the Melchizedek theme. Already in Heh 1.3, the twin themes of pncstly
atonement and heaverly exaltation are joined: "[. . ] cefxpopdy TEV Suoptidy TOLELENGS
ingbioer ev Seuf thg pevedaaigg & oymaoic .. 1" In 2:17 Chnist s first called 2 "lugh
priest” and reference is made to bis work of atonement. In subscquent sections Jesus is called
“appiepte THG dpoioyiag fudr" (3:1), a "Epyrepée péymy Suaamiubite ol ohpwuig” (4:14),
and ¢ne called by God, as was Aaron, ta the high priestiy ofiice (5:1-10).

Ome raight initially suppose that the author also had prepared his hearers for the
introducton of the OT figure of Melchizedek into the heart of the sertnon by companng Chnst
with other OT figures in the first six chapters. Such, however, is and is not the case, Pal
Ellingwerth has noted o general pattern which emerges in the hamity when the author compares

OT themes and persons to Jesus.

MIf au iy newter the author would be referencing the entire subject of the pricsthogd of
Chtist: if masgutine it would refer 1o Christ or Melchizedek; see H. Axtridge, The Epistie to ihe
Hebrews, Hermaeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1989), 156-157. o 17, for various opinions on
ranslation,
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In docirinal passages, where Old Testament individuals or mstitutions are

contrasted with Christ and the new covenant, positive elements of compansoen

serve largely to establish a lertium comparationis in beliefs and assumptions

shared by the author and his readers [ . ] [Clomiparison provides a foundation for

contrast, ax it is the centrast which matters *®
For cxample, Heb 3: 16 intraduces Moses (v 2), compares Christto Moses {muady [, \] dg wel
Meobeic[v 2)), and then conmsts Christ as greater than Moses (Theiovog [ . ] Safng mepd
Maboiy felwrwa]v 3]). The anther follows the same exegetical, homilencal pattern regarding
[a] the angels and the Son (Hebrews 1-2); [] the high priests and Christ (Heb 5:1-5), and [c] OT
sacnifices and Christ's sacrifice {Hebrews 9-10). Ban, a5 Pav] Ellingworth ohserves, the
Melchizedek "square peg” will not fit into 1his rhetlonical "round hole "

Melchizedek alone will not fit into this pattern. As nowhers else in the epistle,

there are mot bwe terms it the comparison bt three: Melchizadek, Abraham

{including Levi and his descendams, 7.5,6.9, and by implication Aswon, v. 11,

and Christ. Melchizedek's higher status is conirasted with that of Abraharm;

Christ's higher status is conmtrasted with that of Abraham's descendants, but the

comparison of Christ with Melchizedek 15 defined no further than saying that

Melchizedek is &deopoouéveg [ |t viw roi Beob, v. 3b, and indirectly by

separate statements that boib are (etemally) alive ({7, v. §, of Melchizedek; ward

Sivmyuiy (il exptoilicow, v. 16, of Christ) ™
That Melkchizedek 1s compared with Christ fbilows the pattern set by the author, that he (3 not
contrasted with Christ breaks the mold

Of furthers interest on this same subject is the way in which the author, when he conlrasts
OT realities with Jesus, demonstrates the superior napire of Christ to the OT figures. Inthe

beginning unit which treals of Christs priesthood, the author endeavors to demonstrate, first, the

it ke the Son of God”: Form and Content in Hebrews 7.1-10." Siblica 64
{1993, 256,

B0 Like the Son of God,™ 236,
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sacerdotal fidefiry of Christ {Heb 3: 1-4:14), and, secondly, the mercifed natare of his priesthood
{Heb 4:15-5:11% As the homilist does so, he milizes two Pentateuchal characters 1o serve 85
Chrizstological foils: Moses in the "faithful seetion™ and Aaron in the "merciful section™ tis
nolewonhy, however, that the argnment does ror proceed along these hines: MMoses was faithfl
bul Christ is more feithful, or, Aaron was menciful but Christ is more merciful. fesiead, in haife
sections i which the comparisan is mads, i is the heaveniy siatur of Christ gz Son which
manifests kiz preeminerice ober teere QT leaders. [t was not that Moses had a paucity of hdelity
which relegated him to 8 position of imporiance beneath fhe Son, bul thar he was a mere human
servant, [t was tot that Aaron had & deficiency in mercy which made him subordinate w Jesus,
but Ih;t he was "taken from among taen,” (5 1) and was not the Divine Son addressed iz Psalm
2. Although Jesus, as Figh Priest, is gompared o Moses ond Aaron regarding their fldelity and
mercy, He is ponfrasted with them as (e who is heavenly and divine, What 15 instruchve 15 the
fact that in Hebrews 7 the author follows this same method of argumentation in proving the
superionty of Melchizedek 1o the mere mortal Levites. As will be analyzed more clesely in
Section 2, althoush Melchizedek, as pricst, iy compared to e Leviles as one who recefved
tithex, ke ts Conpraoied with them as ane who is mot mortal bt “remainy o priest forever” and
“lives, " (7:3.8). To poowe the superior nalure of Melchizedek's priesthood, therefore, the
homilist proceeds along the same lines a5 when he proves the supenior nanwre of Chnst's

pricsthood "afler the order of Melchizedsk

II. The Phace and Function of the Melchizedek Argument in the MirrosiTucture of
Hebriws 7
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‘The chapter under discussion--which may once have been an independent midrash--"
neatly bemays its simple struciure via the nsage of inclusions: +v 1-3 introduce Melchizedek, v
4-10 expand on the Genesis 14 account to prove Melchizedek's superiority (o the Levitical
priests through creative, insightful exegesis; and vv 11-28 contmue the discussion by showing
the superionity of Christ--who is in the order af Melchizedek--to the OT priests, ™ There is,
however, another angie to the structure: v 1-2 pencil in a skeletal skeotch of the historic
Melchizedek which is then Aeshed out in vv 4-10 to demonstrate his supersession over the
Levites and v 3 introduces a tantalizing ¢xcgetical picture of Melchizedek extrapolated from Ps
1104, which is mirrored by Christ it vv 11-28 to prove his supersession over the Levites ™
Sinee the centrality of Melchizedek is primanly limited to the vv 1-19, the discussion below will
focus on those verses,

A Hebrews 7:1-370

Were (. L. Cockerill, The Melchizedek Christology i Heb, 7:1.28 {Ann Arbar, M.
1979, 290307, Joseph Fitzmyer helpfully lists the five characieristics of midrash, all of which
are found in this pericope: the "poinf de départ in an OT passage (Gn 14:18-20 implicithy
quatsd), its homiletcal character (here for apologetic purposes), its attentive annlysis of the text
{thc intcrpretation of the names and explanzstion of the blessing and tithes), its adaplation of the
OT text to a present sitnation (the priesthood of Christ), and its haggadic character (am
elahortive cxpose in which the interest is centred on the biblical account rather than oo the
historical figure as such)," "Now (his Melchizedek .. " (Heb 7:1)" Esvays on the Semitic
Background of the New Fesiament (Londan: Geoffrey Chapman, i%71), 222.

Wepe Venhove, Strucrure apd Message, 37.

@9 gan Pant ). Kobelski, Mefchizedek and Meichireska, CBQ Monograph Sertes #10
(Washington: Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1981), 122, for a discussion of this
ghchure.

MEor a study of how this section of Hebrews has been interpratad historically, see B. A
Demarcst, A History of Interpreiation of Hebrews 7, 1-10 from the Reformation io the Precam,
BGEE 19 {Tobingen: Mohr [Jiebeck], 1976} and "Hebrews 7.3: A Crux fnlerprefum
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[7:1] For this Melchized=k, King of Salem, ™ priest af God Most High, afier
meeting Abraham upon s retuning from the defeat of the kings and blessing
him, {2] to whom also Abraham apportioned (Epépuoer Y™ a tenth of cverything
{first [Melchizedek] is ranslated "King of righteousness” and then also "King of
Salem," which is "King of Peace™, [3] without father (¢uctwp}, without mother
{épfiteop ), without genealogy (dyevealdymro;), baving neither begnmuing of days
nor end of life {uite dopie Muepin pite {wils télog Exeu), just like™ the Son of
God (Eicououaéro; 5t g uig i Bol), Melchizedek] remains a priesi foreves
{pever, Tepetg elg o Eurppecés) ™

These three verses—a "majestic periodic sentence™* —are iMusirstive of the thetorical art
of the homilist. By carefully culling and presenting specific details from Gen 14:18-20, weaving

them together with the language of Psalm 110 {and perhaps another source [se= below]), and

Historically Considered,” Z0 42 {1977} 141-142,

o W@%Im. Ps 76:2 places Salem and Zion in
poctic parallelizm and Josephus, QumranTi . Targumum, and Philo equats the pamn.

Although other siles have been pul forward as possible alternanves, the majonity opimon afimms
that "Salem" is the more ancicnt maroe for Jorusaler. See 1, G. Gammie, "Loci of the
Melchizedek tradition of Gen 14:18-20 % JBL 9O {1971} 3B5-3%4. See aiso Chapter 2, Section 1,
B, n 75,

R Lane cotments, "The finite verk fpépumer, be alloted ' is substituted for the verk
Zhoowcer, e gave, tn the L30% 12xt 1o emphasize the fact that Abraham paid a tithe," Hebrows f-
8. Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 47a (Dallas, TX: Word Books, 1991}, 164, Thus change
prepares the way for the argument in Heb 7:4-10.

B%ee P, Ellingworth, "Tust Like Melchizedek ™ BT 28 (1977) 236-235 and ). Schngider,
“mbopoiom,” TDNT, 5:198.

2p_Ellingworth notes, "It is sometimes claimed that Hebrows eses g 16 Sunwexés of
that which has a begmning but o end, and sig o wicwee of that which has neither beginning
nor end.” Afier examingtion of the evidence, however, be nghily conclodes that it s " . ] mor
satisfactory 1o consider the two phrases <lg 0 Suqvesés and <lc tor eldin stylisoc variants,”
The Episiie to the Hebrews: A Commeniary on the CGireek Text (Grand Rapids: Eerdmanes,
19934 359, Thus, the author is making no distinetion batwesn the continsous nature of Christ's
and Melchizedek's priesthood

) ane, Hebrews 7-8, 157, For other examples of pericdic seatences in Hebrews, see
1:1=d; 224 14-15; 3:12-15; 4:12-13; 3:1-3, 7-10.
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adding interpretive remarks with messianic relevance, the author has succeaded in giving the
reader & "pofished example of condensed reference. The writer secures the madimum of
mezaning with a strict aconomy of expression. "™ Exquisilzly squeszed into ons sentendcs is
virtually a self-contained bomily.

Heb 7:1-28 15 an edited recountal of the evetns recorded by Moses in Gen 14:18-20. Two
iemis are worthy of note: (1} an artistic, rhetorical alteration and (2} a glaring omdssion.  First,
the alteration iz in the phrase, b curevtioes "Afipeiy imoatpédom cwd g wordje Tl
fegihéan,” (v 1), The LXX of Gen 14:17 records the King of Sodom, ror AMelchuzedek, going out
10 raeet Abrabam: Melchizedek simply appears on and disappears off the scene ™ The homilist
has restructurcd the language of the account to present Melchizedek as the central and only king
involved in his retelling of the encounter with Abraham ¥* Furthermore, not only has
Melchizedek taken the regal center stege, as Theo De Kmuijf points oul, Abraham 100 has dnfted
ioto the background: "[W]hereas in Gen 14 Abraham is the main character and Melchizedek
Pays o secondary part, in Hebr 7 Melchizedek is put to the front and Abraham's role iz a
subordinate one. "=

The second item worthy of note is the omission of the dprowe wel ofvor("bread and

DA ane Hebrews -8 165,

Bl Gen 14:17, 26 Aber 5t Beondels Dofounv eln gumdrmouy abta petk w dweorpelen
aiitow b The romic Tov XodoAloyopop kel tob fBeduléun 20 per” elton[ .. )7

B s Lane says, "The attribution of ¢ euvsretiiong, ‘the one meehiog, 10 Melchiredek
helped focus the argument on the ceniral figure in the account [ .. . ]," Hebrews 78,163, Bee
also Attridge, Hebrews, 183, and Theo de Kmuijf, "The Priest-King Melehizedek: The Recephian
of Gen. 14:18-20 in Hebrews Mediated by Psalm 110" Bifdrogen 54 (1933 40] 402,

P The Pricst-King Melchizedek,™ 402,
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ﬁnﬂ“} with which Melchizedek refreshed Abrmham and his men. This 15, indeed, the only
achion missing in Flebrews' relelling of the story, Why omit this daail? Although some have
opined that itz ommussion musi adumbrate 8 dizappreval of a typelogical, sacramental rendening of
Melchizadek's bread and wine,* athers arpue more persuasively and contextually that the
memtion of @ giff from Melehizedek o Abraham would have confused—if nol weakened--the
argument that Abrokam here gifie Melchizedek 10 prove the later's supenionity. ™' An
understanding of Melchizedek's brend and wine &3 typologcal of the Eucharist-a typological
treasure mincd by patristic exegeles—is hardly precluded by its omission here ™

A two-fold ctymoiogical reatment of Melchizedek's name and title is added in v 2b. [n

zn almost parcathetical manner, the homilist noles that Melchizedek's name means "King of

#ioeme L Huni, “Recent Melkizedek Swdy," The Bible in Curvartt Catholic Thought, ed. T,
L. McEenre (New York: Herder and Herder, 1962), 31-32 and P. E. Hughes, 4 Commentary on
the Epistle fo the Habraws (Grand Rapids: Ferdmans, 1977}, 241. Hughes and athers wrongly
assert thet Luther compietely rejected any typological, sacramentzl understanding of
Melchizedek's bread and winc. In his 1535 commentary on Psalm 118, however, Luther says,
"The text says nothing about 3 saenifice which Melchizedek made for himself, but that he
ranghit food and drink to those people. Ir the same manner Christ also ardained the boly
sgerament of His body and blood in the bread and wine for Christigns, in arder that they should
come together to eat and drink—not to sacrifice it [ . . ], Pealmr I Luther's Works, American
Edition, vol. 13 {8t Lows: Concordia Publishung House, 1956), 313 (emphasis rine).

#Ellingworth observes that the omission af these words can be explained by “the
author's reluctance to represent belchizedek as appearing to sarve Abraham, or even mving am
somcthing it exchanpe for the tithe " Epistle ta the Hebrews, 355, See also Ellingworth, "Like
the Som of Ged," 261.

#iges B F, Cremin, "According 1o the Ovder of Melchisedech; Melchisedech, a type of
the Evcharist,” The Jrish Ecclesiastical Record 53 (1939); 4B7-500, and G. T. Kennedy, Sv.
Paul's Conception of the Priesthood of Melchisedech: Ar Historico-baegeticad fravestigetion
{Washinglon, D.C.: The Cathelic University of America Press, 1951}, 108-123, for horough
investgatons inte the patnistic interpestation of the bread and wine as typologcal of the
Eucharist.
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Righteousness" and his ttle of King of Salem means "King of Peace.” This seli-imposcd "red
herming " although ostensibdy distracting atlention from the main point, achally serves the
Christological purpose of showing Melchizedek o be a proleptic embodiment—~by name ard
title—~of the Messianic One who would incarnate righteausoess and peace (Jer 23:15; Is 4:5; Zech
O 10; Mic 4:5). In Melchizedek, Abraham met the "now” of the *not yet" Messah,

The: third famousiy difficult verse of this chapter exudes tystery.

[. . ] without father (gaicep), without mother (duvyrwp), without genealogy

{&yecardinros), having peither beginning of davs nor end of life {ufze dpyhy

fuepdy uire {wfie TEADG Exeor), fust like the Son of God (ddeuoLipevor 5 T

vy toik Beoi), [Melchizedek] remains a prigst forever (uével lepei ebg th

Burperés). ™
Mothing in the homily has prepared the reader for the descripaen of Melchizedek found here.,
The sheer grandenr of the language Eives one pause, Harold Atiridge refers to verse Jasa
"rhetorical Aourish, marked by isocolon, esyndeton, alliteration, sssonancs, and chiasm "™ The

verse is enveloped 1o the shroud of mysiery. What do these epithets of Melchizedek mean? Are

Mindore than a few scholars have detecied the traces of a hymn to Melchizedezk in 7.3,
with the third verss insertad by the euthor of Hebrews to "Christianize” the lyrics. The four lincs

would read as follows,
Eadtowp dpfrap Syeraidymoos,
urite Boyfiy fiuepdy wite uig tedog Srww,
ddeapoiyibros 5 v ol ToD Geol,
petet Iepelg €lg 10 Supexéc,
Otto Michel, Der Brisf an die Febraer (Gimingen: Vandenboeck & Ruprecht, 1936), 255, 261-
263, inftigted the arpument that a bymn lays behind Helb 7:3. The lollowing scholars argue quite
cogently for a hyimnic background to this verse: G, W. Buchaman, To the Hebrews: Transietion,
Comment and Conclusions, Anchor Bible 38 {Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 19723, 117,121, M.
de Jonge and A 8. van der Woude, *110Melchizedek and the NT," N75 12 {1946): 319, and
Ellingworth, Epistle to the Hebrews, 352-354. On the other hand, Atmdee, Hebrews, Tinds the
armunents for 2 hymoic base “quite unconvincing,” 184,

Moebrews, 189
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they to be taken literally or symbolically? What do they tell us about the relation of Hebrews ta
other first cenhury texis”

The su generis description of belchizedek ascribes the following qualilies to him: He is
{11 fatheriess {gmdroyp ), (2) motherless (qurwp k 3) withont penealogy (&yeveiiymog); (4) and
having no begitning of days or end of life (uire &pyhy fpepan piyte Lol téiag £xur). The
first two epithets, émitop and dpiiTop, wWere commonty used in mythological toats to described
gods and goddesses who have "entered into Life without father or mother,"*** In other texts
describing human beings they sometitaes denote orphans, foundlings, and bastards. * Phile
employs dufreap in his allegonical treatment of Serah, who symbolizes virtue in her "motherless”
state* Schelary atempts to demonstrate the bomilists dependence on Greck mythological

texts>" or Philo™ for dmitup and dufrap, howoves, remain uncotvincing ™

#iGanieb Schrenk, “emdvwp," FONT 5:1020.
Woee. &g, Herodotus 4. 154 and Buripides for 109,837, Schrenk, "dmarwp,” 1019,

H'Philg writes in Rer. div, her. 62, "But this is not the case with virme, that is with Sarah;
for she has not but & male offspring, being bome only of God who 13 the father of all things,
being that authortity which has no mother. For truly,’ says Scripture, 'she is my sisier by my
father's side, but not by my mother's [Gen 20;12].* Scc also Ebr, 61; Quwrest. in Gen, 4,63 and
4_145; and Fi. Moz 2,210,

4 Jerome Mayroy, "Without Baginning of Days or End of Life' {Hebrews 7.3} Topos far
a True Deity,” T8 53 (1981); 4394455,

M3 ee Tames Thompeon, "The Conceptual Backpround and Purpese of the Midrash in
Hebrews ¥IL™ NT 19 (1977} 209-223, for an argument that siresses the Phulonic influence on
the author of Hebrews,

“Ranald Williameon has prescnbed overwhelming evidence to prove that the author of
Hebrews was in no way directly dependem upon Philo and his writings. Scc Phifo and rhe
FEpusile to the Hebrews, ALGHT 4 {Leiden: Boll, 1970).
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OF much grester interest and relevance for Hebrews 13 the use of such (or stmilar}
lanpuage in coneraporary Jewish works to descnbe the God of [srae] and his angel laoel {Apoc.
Ab. 179} and Melchizedek himseIf (2En 711, In the Apocalypse of Abmham_ the
angelamonphic figure, laoel, tegches Abreham a hymn which the patriarch is to recite to YHWEH.
The song begins with a strittg of divine atribules:

[§] Eternal Ome, Mighty One, Holy EI, God autocrat
[9] self-originate, incosruptible, immacylate,

unhegotten, spotless, immortal,

[10] self-perfected, zelf-devised,
wilthow! medfier, withouf father, urngencraled,

[11] exalted, fiery,
[12] just, lover of man, bemevolent, compassionate, bountifil,
jealows aver me, patient one, most mereiful, *!
Since the Apocalypse has been preserved only in an Old Slavonic translation, and was likely
griginally penned in Hebrew in the first comury A.D, determining an exzct comespondence with
the language of Heb 7.3 is impossible ** The comespondence in the meaning of the words,
however, is stiking. Not ooly is God described as "withaut mother™ and "withowt father,” the
Slavonic word herrendhe, ranslated here as "ungenersied,” probably is equivalent to the Greek
eyelimros of Ryevewloymroc ™ The latier word, dyeveckdyrios, is used in Heb 7.3 to describe

Melchizedek ®™ Thus, in two first century texts, Hebrews and the Apocalypse of Abrahamn, the

HTranstation from The NS Testament Psevdepigraphn, od. ). H. Charlesworth (Garden
City, NY: Dioubleday, 1983), §.697, {emphasis mine).

MATP, 1.682-683,

WOTP 1697, note g

M tiridge, Hebrews, noting the occwrence of these three epithets in the Apocalypse of
Abraham comments, "The combinayon 15 close to that used here [in Heb 7:3] and a stnng of
epithets in such hymnic matenal may have feggired their wee i Hebrews," 190, o 54 {emphasis
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three epithets—withont father, without mother, and without genealogy—are used, respectively, ta
designate Melchizedek and God with His angel Taped

As was discussed in the Chapter 3, in 2 Eroch Melchizedek 15 2 Wunderking who has no
father, is conceived miraculausly in the womb of an aged and steriie woman, and delivers
himszelf from the corpse of his "mother” Sopanim shortly after her demise, # His incredible
conception and bink were accompanied by even more remarkable signs: hae was a phsically
precocious child (71 18), had the "badge of priesthood on his chest" (71:19), and bltsscd the
Lord (71:18). God desipnates Melchizedek to be the "head of the prieis in another generation,”
(71:33). Altbough Melchizedek in 7 Enocst is poi specifically designated as "without father” or
*without mother," the former is a certainty and the latter is a virtual reslity. Thereforc, the first
two epithets used to descnibe Melchizedek in Heb 7:3, anarwp atd apritep, find their mose
appropriate amalogy it the contemparary Jewish works, the Apocalypse of Abraham and £
Enoch ™

The third quality of Melchizedek posited in Heb 73 ix that he is &yeveridyyeos ("without

frune).

#5an Charles Gieschen, Anzelomorphic Chrutalogy: Amtecedenis and Early Evidence,
AQIUT 42 (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 142-144, for a discussion of the relationship betwoen the anpel
laoe] (=Y ahoel} and YHWH. Gieschen wrges that the exallzd descripnion of Yahoel be
understood within the larger metix of angelomorphac traditions. Sech raditions descobe divine
mediators, such as Yahoel, 25 distinct from YHWH vet beanng roany of his chasacterishics and
titles, as well as performing divine actions it his stead.

#The text of 2 Enech can be fourd in OTF, 1.102-213.

In 11{3Melch, it is assumed that the heavenly redeemer Melchizedek is without father
and wilhout mather since he is an angelic figure and most likely 1o be identified with Michael.
See Chapter 3, Section 1.C.
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genealogy™). This adjective was likely coined by the homilist since it hat been found in ne other
Greek literature prior to Hebrews ™ He employs similar Janguage in 76, °[. . ] but this one
{Mebchizedek] who is not deriving descent (& §& 1 yevexuryaiperas) from them Ji.e., the
Levites] colfected tithes from Abraham and blessed the one having the promises.” The verb
vevephopolijeros is 4 hapax in the NT, b oecurs ancs in the LXCX, in 1 Chron 3:1, to designale
the transferral of the benefits of the first-bom from Reyben 19 the sons of Jozeph. o both Heb
7.3 and 7.6 "Melchizedek's lack of penealogy 15 not relative, but absolute, and e bas no
observable lnman relationships,"*™ It is not merely that Melchizedak lacks the preper Levincat
pedipree o serve in & sacerdotal capacity; rather, he iz without a buman pedigres, literatly
dyevechdynroc. The conncetion betweet this atmibute ascribed to Melchizedek in Heb 7:3 and
the same atiribute ascribed 1o the God of lsreel and his anget [aoel in the Apocalypse of
Abraham 17:10 has been noted abowve,

The final arribute aseribed to Melchizedek in Heb 7:3 is that be is pire dpyip fpepciv
UfTE (g TeAng Exwv [“having no begimming of days or end of 1ife™).* That he is prite &pxipy
Ny was already implied in the first three atmbutes. He who s withaut father, mother, or
gencalogy has either never existed or exists without bepinning of days. What is new is (hat he is
piiTe e téhag Exma. This quality, coming 2t the pinnacle of thiz exalted descniption of

Melchizedek, serves as the pnmary basis for companson and contrast in e verses that follow,

5ue Friedrich Bachsel, "dyvevenidynros,” THNT 1 {196d) 665,
Fatndge, Hebrews, 190,

" auridge, Hebrews, observes, "The antithesis of epy- and tei- stems is a favorile of our
amthor. Cf 2:10; 3:14; 122" (19, n. 5T),
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That this priest is unre (wi Tehog €xw allows the author to claim that Melchizedek péver
Tepeing €ls, Th Gempenes (Tremains a priest forever," Heb 7:3; ef P 11004} and that, unlike the
dving Levites, he i ("lives,” Heb 7:8). 1t is also the quality which links Melchizedek
typologically with Christ {"eduunipérog 8 gy vig ol 8o, Heb 7:3), "who, not according
1 the Law of a fleshly commandmeant hecame {a priest], but according to the power of an
indestructible hife (raré Sivouoy fodic axetehimou)," (Heb 7167, JTusl as Melchizedek has oo
end of life but lives on, thus remaining a priest forever, so Chrst has received the ctomal
priesthood of Melchizedek because of his indestruetibie life,

After painting thiz verbal porttzit of Melchizedek with such intriguing colers, the author
takes the next step in compariog him to Jesus. He says this exalied priest is "ddeopowapivog 5t
) ulep Tob Geoir.? The verb ddeoponding, & hapax in the NT, is eften represented as implying the
aubordination of Melchizedek to Christ. Kobelski, for example, states, "[The phease
Edeapnieyiévog 58 ) W ol beon] serves the very delibarate purpose of subordinahing
Melchizedek 1o Jesus [ . ] [TThe greamess af Melchizedek described in the passage is tempered
Ty the statement that he is only the resemblance of someone greater [ .. ]™*" This conclusion,
hewever, attribules more weight to the verb ddeyuondw than 1s allowable, As Paul Elingworth
has argued, ddopoueyéveg is comectly translated by (be simple phrese “just like."™* A

straightforward comparison is made betwezen Melchizedek and the Son of God—no mare, no less.

¥ Lelohizedek and Meichireso, 124, Se¢ also Jonge and van der Woude,
"110Melchizedek and the NT,” 321, n. 4; Lane, Hebrews 1-5, 166; and Fred Hortom, The
Melchizedek Tradition; 4 Crivical Examination af the Sources to the Fifth Century A D, and in
the Episile io the Hebrews (London: Cambridge University Press, 1976), 156,

¥ Toet Like Melchizadek." See also Schoeider, "adeso g, 198
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Neither Melchizedek nor the Son of God, by rhe simple verd alome, 15 $aid (0 be groater or lesser
than the other.

The final phrase of Heb 7:3 is the linchpin between the messianic prophecy of Psalm
110:4 and the use of Melchizedek in the Chnsiological ergumentation of Hobrows.
Melchizedsk, 1 is said, péve Tepel el td Bumexic, ("remains a priest forever™). The homilist,
in declaring the never-nding priesthood of Melchizedek, is alinding 10 Fs 1104, wiuch says to

the Messinh, P T3™2% 2T o BPWH [IDTION (LXOC ob o epeiis el tho aldive
catd T TdE Melpioedec). The prissthood of the Christ is said to be 094, "clemal.”

What, one might ask, is the connection between the ¢ternal natute of e Messiah's presthood

and his priesthood Fj}g‘."‘:;i'l??; ‘ﬂj;'-!“?;l‘ {("according to the order of Melchizedek™? The

author of Hebrews answers, "Balh are eternal ® Paul Kobelski comments.

The tradition of Melchizedek's slernal life could also have been derived from an
interpretation of Pz 110:4a that accorded an ¢ternal pricsthood to the Davidic king
addressed in the pealm. In the course of ime, the phrase [“you are & priest
forever, according 1o the order of Melchizedek"] may have fed to speculation
about why Melchizedek's name should be zssociated with the eternal priesthood.
From such speculation may have emerged a Melchizadelk whose own pricsthood
was elzrmal and 1o whom eternal lif was stribuied, His sudden appearance to
Abram in Genesis as a priest of El Elyon without any recorded ancestors woukd
only have fostered this type of thinking **

Melchizadek, tharefore, presented as a type of the Messiah in Psalm 1190, is described by the
author of Hebrews as a partaker of and sharer in the reality of the Messiah's eternal pricsthood,
Becawse the author of Hebrews seas Melchizedek's priesthood and person as eternal, as well as

the Messiah's person and priesthood "in the order of Melchizedek” as eternal, Melchizedek is the

H )\ fplchizedek ard Melohiresa, 124,
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ideal OT personage throigh which to present his high prigstly Christalopy.

Having revicwed Heb 7:1-3 1o understand better the unuswal languape used there (o
describe Melchizedek, the queston now arizes: 1s the reader to understand this unprécedented
description of a figure from the OT lterally or symbelically? Did the author actually mean whal
b said or should his bold words be mitgated? In dealing with such questions, three schools of
thought have emerged: (1} thoss who undersiand the Melchizedek epithets symbolcally,
regarding them s an argument from the silence of the Genesis namative; (2) those who
understand the epithets as 4 litzral description of how the homilist viewed Melchizedek, and {3)
thase who understand the epithets as g literat description of how others in the first century
milien, bav ror necessarily the auwthor of Hebrews, viewed Melchizedek,

Those who regard the epithets symbolicatly offer 3 very simple explanation, which may
be paraphrased as foltows: Since Melchizedek's fatker, mother, genealogy, birth, and death are
wnrecorded in Scripture, the author of Hebrews uses this eppurhmity of silence 10 make of
Melchizedek a type of Christ.™™ Thiz hermeneutical harvesting of the silent frurt of Seripture, it
is argued, was prevalent in the first century, being practiced, for instance, by the rabbis and
Philo®* Strack-Billerbeck have latinizad this cacgetical arpument from the silenee of Scnipture

with the phrase, "Owuod mon in thora, mor in prndo,” (Le., "What is not in the Tozah, 15 not in

¥Examples of modem commentators whe belong 160 this schoot of thought arc the
following: Lane, Febrews 1-8, 158-172, F. F. Bruce, Fhe Episife o the Hetbrews, (MIONT:
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964), 136-135; Hughes, 4 Commentary on the Lpistle fo the
Hebrews, 248-250; and 5. ]. Kistemaker, Exposition of ihe Lpistle io the Hebrews, NT
Commentary {Grand Rapids; Baker Book House, 1984), 185-1%0,

¥ Ear instanees of Phile's use of the argumentum ex sifentio, sec, ¢ g, Der, 48 and 17§;
Fbr Gl
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existence ") ™
The wealatessss of the arpuments put forward by those who regard the epithels
symbolically have been noted by various scholars. M. 1. Paul has cataloged several reasons wiry

the author of Hetrews did not use the “Chuad mer in thore, non i munds” argument, 5omes of

which bear closer serutiny than others. ™ Kobelski, drewing fom his study of 110Melch, offers
the following analysis:

The atribution of eternal life 1o Melchizsdek involves more than the arpument
from silence, which Strack-Billerbeck formulated as "quod non it thora, non in
mundo." The evidenee in QL of Melchizedek as [Elohim]--a heaventy redeemer,
the siglement in Heb -8 that 5 ir reseified of Mzlehizedek that he lives

{ mertyroumenas hoti z£), and the possibility that [ﬂ‘?"lﬂl? T2
PR3 4132758 of Ps 110:4 led to a tradition about Melchizedek
hamselE living [ﬂ‘;‘iﬂi?] are elements thes make the argument from silenss an
insufficient explanation,

Charles Gieschen, it his chapter on the sarly evidence of an engelomorphic Christology in
Hebrews, reinforces the argument of Kobeiski.
Fred Horton, and others who follow his position, se¢ the stalement thar
Meichizedek lacks o geaealopy to be the resuli of an atpumnent from the silence of

Gen 14,15-24, such as is found in Philo and Rabbinism. The testitvony of Psalm
111, bowever, "silences” this argurent since it shows g hiphly developed

I g oymmerttar mure Newen Testament ows Talmaed wnd Midrash, vol, 3 {(Munich. Beck,
1956), 694-695, For a helpfu] caveat concerning the uncritical employment of Strack-Billerbeck
in NT excpesis, ser Samuel Sandmed, "Parallelomania,™ JBL 81 (1962): 8-10.

X Paul's fifth argument is especially noteworthy. He criticizes the Latin summiary of the
Jewish arponent from silence as only doing "pardal jusdce to the mbbis," for "they [1.6., the
rahbiz] always study a person or & matier and look for sarlier or later mention, but they never
conclude to the nonetistence on account of the fact that the person or matter is oot mentoned at
all in Scripmure §. . ) Therefore, the Latin summary of Strack-Billerbeck is only parily correct,”
"The Crder of Melchizadak " 206

BN frichizedek and Melchiresha, 123,
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understanding of Melchizedek which greatly influcneed the author of Hebraws.

The exepesis of Psalm 110 probably also impacted & ficst cemury CE document

like 2 Enoch 69-73, which is anything but "silent” about Melchizedek's

genealogy. it testifes that Melchiredek is an angelomorphee Bgure withaut

human pencalogy. The exalted status of Metchizedek is also visible in the

Qumran fragment 110Melch, which portrays him as a divine priest-king who wll

wage the eschsiological battle against Belial and the sons of dackness.

Furthermore, it is probable that Hebrews drew on the nch Jewish tradinons

reparding the angelic Titurgy in beaven, same of which have priestly anpels

offering bleodless sacrifices for sinners, ™

These eriticisms of the argumenium ex silenitio position are sssentially twotold: (13 The
speech of Pealm |10, not the silencs of Genesis 14, was the impetus behing the homilist's
description, and (2) othet, sxarabiblical Melchizedek texts in the first century milieu desenbe the
priest-king with similar language. The burden of proof must be placed upon those who take the
argumentum &x sifentic approach; although we do mof have extant evidence of Birst cenury B.C.
or A I exegesis of the Mekhizedek pericopes being interpreted with the quad non in rhora, mom
in musufo device, we do bave ovidence of those pericopes being interpreted in ways which—to a
greater or lesser extert—are echoed in Hebrews. Excgetes should pay less attention (o whet
Genesis 14 does not say about Mclchizedek and more attention 10 what Psalm 110 and others in
the theologica! climate of the first century were saying about him. Mot what 15 missing in
Genesis 14 but what is present itt Psalm 110 and non-canonicad texts holds the hermenewtical
key to unlock the Melchizedek argument of Hebrews 7.

The second manner of interpreting Heb 7-1-3 undersiands the eprthets as a literal
description of how the homilist viewed Melchizedek. Representative of those who hold this

podition is Kobelski.

¥ dngelomorphic Chrstology, 310,
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The anthor of Hebrews in all probability regarded Melchizedek as a heavenby
being, an [2lohirm] {as 1 1QMelch would put it}, He may even have understood
the "historical” mecting between Abraham and Melchizedel in Genesis 14 as the
zppearance of an angel to Abraham, but very little, if awy, actual importance is
attached to Melchizedak's angelic status, nor is his angelic status exploited in the
comparison with the riesthood of Jesus. In speaking of Melchizedek it
Hebrews, it is probably more accurats to speak of a eavenly Melchizedek mither
than an angelic Meichizedck as he might appear 1o be in 110Melch and

QA meam, In the Qumman writings, Melchizedek's position as head of the
angelic and easthly forces of light and as the chief oppenent of Belial points to his
heavenly status as the angel Michacl, This is not present in Hebrows, howaver,
which portrays him as a heavenly eternal being, but not a5 an angel ™

The use of a (radition that regarded Melchizedek as a heavenly figurs, the
avaidance of any indication of his being an angel, and the reminder that he
resernbies the Son of God sugpest that the author of Hebrews considerad
Melchizadek to be superior to the angels but inferior to the Son of God,
Melchizedek, then, would occupy a pasition batween the angels of Hebrews | and
2 nnd the Son of God in chap. 77

In a foundation study of 110Melch, the scholars Jonge and van der Woude come to a similar
conclusion. They argue that rather than explaining Heb 7:1-3 as a argument from silence,

[i]t seems much easier to assume that the author really meant what he wrote. On
the evidence of 1 10Meleh (he most plausible inference is that he regarded
Melchizedek as an (arch-tang!, who appeared o Abraham long aga. The
ddesoue oy B T vig Tob Beni does not imply a limitanon 1o the deseriplion
in Seriplure, but secks to cmphasizs the subordination ef the {arch-jangel
Melchizedek to the pre-cxistent, heavenly Son of God ¥

M fefchizedek and Meichiresa, 126
M felehizodok and Adeichiresa, 127.

] 10Melchizedek and the NT," 321, A ). Bandstra arpues similady: "But would not
the statemenis in Hebrews 7.3 3 make mons setse if tee author of Hebrews understood
Melchizadek to be an (arch) angel? §f this were the case it would make it possible to take at face
value the description of Melchizedek in Hebrews 7.3.5 and to understand the thrust of the
pessage to be the subordination of Melchizedek, the angel, to the pre-sxistent heavenly Son of
God oven though his priesthood was of a higher arder than that of Lewi,” (" Heilsgeschichire and
the Melchizedek in Hebresws," £7.7 3 [1963) 44,
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Although less Forthright than the scholars cited abowve, Attridge intimates a similas opinion as to
the homilist's cooviction of Melchizedak's heavenly stams

There is [. . ) something suspicious about aue author’s reticence and, parbcularly

when he refers ta the "life” Melchizedek is attested 2y possessing (v 3), be

presses litcrary observations to the breaking point. His argument there makes

Vitthe sense if the Mcichizedek whom Abraham encountered were not greater (han

the patriatch precisely because of the unlimited life anributed to him. It scems

likely, then, that his expesition of Gen 14 i3 pot sitply an application to a figure

of the Old Testament of aticibuwtes proper to Chnst, but is based upon

comtemporary speculation about the figore of Melchizedek as g divine or heavenly

being While lack of parentage, gencalogy, and temporal limits are predicated of

Melchizedek to evoke the characier of the true High Priest, they ars qualities

probably applicalle 1 the ancient pricst as the author knew him ™

The exegetical arpuments documentsd above &re persuasive to 8 point, but not wholly
comvincing On the onc hand, they rightly demonsirate that the Melchizedek cpithets are
imended by the author to be telen as a literal description of the priest-king; they must not be
mitigated and dovwiplayed by the quod won in thora, non in mumdo bermeneutical device. They
also convincingly reveal the similarities and possible connections between the Melchizedek of
Hebrews and the "Melchiredeks" of other first century texts.

Om the other hand, the arpuments have not sufficienly demonsirated how the author
could hold such a view of Melchizadek without undermining and contradicting his foundationai
argusment in Hebrews 1 concerning the supediority of the Son of God over all created beings,

particular, angelic beings. 1f the homilist himself believed Melchizedek wers an ange! or arch-

Mprahraws, 191.192, In his excursus on Melchizedek, Atridge reinforces his statements
quotcd hers: "The inspiration for Hebrews' treatment of Metchizedek probably derives from onc
or another of these speculative trends, one that saw Melchizedek as an anpelic defender of Ismael
(Jumran) or a5 an exalted, passibly angelic, heavenly priest (Philo?, 2 Enoch, 3 Enoch, Nag
Haromadi) [n noitber case are the parallels exact and exhaustive, but they do indicate contexts
in which the ‘etermal life' of Melchizedek would be more than litcrary conceit,” 194
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angs] who appeared o Abraham long ago, then his argument in Hebrews 7 wiadld be it serious
friction with that ity Hebrews 1. Some ostensibly cut this Gordian knot by clauming that
Edeponsjéte: 8 1 vig) rol Seovof vs, 3 subordinatas the angelic Melchizedek 1o Christ. As
has been demonstrated above, however, such an argument atmbutes greater foree 1o
dpegtoneopéves than is meet and right ™ By using gdeposnpéve: the bomilist is only saying
Miclehizedek is "just like™ the divine Son. The cxcgetical waters are muddied further, if, as
Kobelski argues, the homilist himsell views Melchizedek not as an angelic berog but another
type of heavenly being, as the heavenhy-redeemer figure i 1 100elch. What other type of
heavenly beings are there which arc oot angelic? Therefors, although the arguments above are
persuasive, they are so only toa point. They finally mise more troubling exegetical and
theologncal questions than they adequately answer.

The third imerpretive appreach understands the epithets of Heb 7.3 as a literal
deseription of how pthers in the Tirst cenury miliew, dur not necessarily the ourhor of Helrews,
viewed Melchizadek Like the second imerpretive approach, those in the thind rgject the
argumenlt from silenes a5 an unpecessary dulling of the homilist's sharpened vocabulary. Unlike
the adherems of the second approach, however, those in the third offer the following caveat
The Ramilist, afthough speoking in a marner which may be falsely constrwed ay an acceptance
ard gifirmation of this description of Melchizedek, nowkere elther embraces the veraciiyv or
discioses the mendacity of the Melckizedek epithets, e offers a deliciously ambiguonus testimony

about thic mysierious, sacerdotal king. The author intended the hearers to understand this

Moee above, n. 262,
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description of Melchizedak which echoes and reflects some of the other speculativn about
hMelchamedek present in the cultural comest, as @ Mteraf deseription of how others in fieir
theofogical miliey umdersiood Melchizedek, When bt paints this verbal porirait on the canvas of
the hearer's mind, he wtilizes the hues and 1ones of his culture's ideas withow aifirming or
derving ihat they are orthodor hues ond foenes.

Two abjections to thiz view must be addressed: First, if the author of Hebrews himself
did oot belicve Mokchizedek 10 be in actualiy o heavenly being, does not ths fact undemuine the
argument of the homilist concerming Melchizedek's superionity? One owust inidally grve a
positive andwer to this question, but with one waming: the same objection can be raised
reparding the argument from sileoce. That is to say, if the homilist is indeed using an argument
from silence—that Melchizedek trany did have a mother, father, genealogy, birth, and death but
Senpture simply does not menton them—must not one concede that the actual existenee of these
also undermings the authar's argument? If, however, ncither fhe hamilist aor the recipients of
his sermon considered the ontological tuth of the description in Heb 7.3 2 sine guer now of the
argument, then the inclusion of this unusual desedphion of the priest-lang would not have
undermined but miher fortified their belief in Melchzedek's superiotity.

The second objection is this: Wiould not thic then be the only place n the 3cripures
where an inspired author wilizes non-cancaical traditions or beliefs to advance his
argumeniation without necessanly endorsing the velidity of the traditions? Ne, it wauld not.
The priraary example is in 2 Tim 3-8, whers Paut says, "Just a5 Jannes and Jarmbres opposed
Mosas, 50 these men oppose the mnh [ . 1" These names of the Egypian magicians who

opposed Moses arc not recorded in the OT Scriptures; rather, they were the names ascrifed (o
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the men by later Jewish tradition, ax evinced in 8 pseudepigraphical work emtided Sarmer and
Jarhres ¥ Faul neither affirms nor denies that these were the actual names of the magician,
instead, T wiilizes a common noc-canonical tradilion as an example for Timothy, Sitularly, te
author of Hebrows utilizes & cominon non-canonical tradition about Melchizedek as a
catechetical 190] 10 further his exposition of (he high priestly minisiry of Josus Christ in the
*order of Melchizedek.”

Several scholars who hold, to varying degress, the tenets of the third interpretive
approach describe the imentions of the author and the impets behind his inclusicn of
Melchizedek in the homily. Jobn C. MeCuollongh, for instance, afier surveying oumeraus
Melchizedek traditions, caomments, *The story of the vanous efforts at interpreting the
Melchizedek tradition iz, therefore, for the most part the story of sommundlies seeking to gain
more widespread acceptance for their distinctive views amd practices by appealing to tadition
which was universally accepted and venerated. "™ Whether the Melchizedek tradition recorded
in Hehrews was "universally accepted and venerated" is 2 moot point, but that the homilist
appealed 1o it to "gain more widespread acceptance” for his urderstanding of Chnist's high
pn'es‘ltly ministry is certainty mue. Similasly, Richard Longenecker, who holds that the
addressees of Hebrews probably had some commection to Qumran, ergues that the author of
Hebrews employed "circumstatitial expression” to connect with his kearers. That ig, the authors

nf the NT

*This text can be found in GTP 2 427-442. The names of these magicians de also
menticnad in one of the decuments among the Dead Sea Scrolls (Damascus Doctement 5. 18-19)

M felchizedek's Varied Role in Early Exegetical Tradition," Near fust School of
Thealogy Thealogical Review '3 (1978-1779). B3
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expressed their convicans in terminolegy swied to the interest, appreciation, and
understanding of their audiences, discovering that the vanious culural situations
and ideclogical envirotments they eonfrontad often cansed them to refine the
terms of that message 0 as betier to convey its truth—and sometimes supplied
them with certain vehicles of expression that could be appropriately employesd in
their prociamation. ™

As applied 1o Hebwews, the author, in addressing people who probably accepred Metchizedek as
some sont of anpelic being, besitantly and partially agrees "with his addressees as ta the nature of
Melchizedek m avder thal he might g0 on (0 draw such comparizons and conirasts betwesn
Melkchizedek and Christ as to enbance the supeiotity and supremacy of our Lord's high
priesthood and pricstly minstry.""™ Payl Ellingworth adds further clarity to this argumentation,

What, then, is the answer o Tholuck's question? 15 Melchizedek in
Hebrews "aloaside Christ” or "subordinate to lim™ The queslion is one which
the: author of Hebrews never raises, =0 any answer o it must contain elements of
speculation, The speculation is at its maximum if we arc required to think af
Melchizedek as a being distinct from but co-equal with Christ. The
overwhelming weight of the epistle’s theology, not 0 mentian the rest of New
Testament tradition, is against such a suppesition, and (he language of Heb 7,3
does not require it. The theory of an implicit ideanficarion of Melchizedek and
Christ 15 less alicn to the epistle, but the evidence, az we have supgested, falls
short of the conviction, and the theory itself eppears to anse from a desires 10
impose on the matcrial a neater theological pattern than it in fact posscsscs. If
Tholuck had been able to put his question directiy 1o the author of Hebrews, the
author would no doubt bave chosen the second slternative: Melchizedek is
subordinats ta Christ. Yet this is not what the awthor i3 saving on his own
inidative, even by implication. The qutfor appears io be addressing readers
acquainied with biblicalf-based, nop-Christian spectilation abow Meichizedek,
armd wiat fie is saying ro themt may be paraphrased as foflows: *"You find
Melchizedek o grent ond foscinating fieure, and you are right. e reminds s
(Christigns of the Son of God Rimself. He is in any case greader tham Abrakam
and evervthing which Abraham inougmrared  Thus Scripture iiself paines (o
semerhing (eict hipher, and incidentally even vfder, than the old dispensation

Tifelchizedek Argumenl of Hebraws," tE1.
hdelchizedek Argument of Hebrews" 182,
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which is mow superveded ix Cheist ™7

The erguments of those who adhere to the third inlerpretive approach, thercfore, ane
cxegetically, theologically, and rhetorically the most convincing and maost fgithful to the biblical
text. Furthermore, these arguments fully take inta account the infivence that contemporary
traditions about Melchizadek, such as those recorded in non-canomical literature, doubtlessly
exerted on the lanpuage utilized by the homilist. Al the same 1ime, the integrity of the sermon's
argument is kept iotact by disavowing that the botmilist himself sspoused facts abour
Melchizadek in Hebrews 7 which wiuld have comradictad his argment in Hebrews 1.

B. Hebrews 7:4-10

The foundation baving been faid now by & recountal of the episode recorded in Gen
14:18-20 {vv 1-2a), & parenthetical etymological obsarvation concerming the messianic,
typological sipnificance of Melchizedek's name and title v 2b), and an exalted descripiion of
how others viewed Melchizedek (v 3}, the Hebrews homilist now explores therstofore uncharted
exepetical lemitony 1o demotistrate fom Abtaham's encotnter with Melchizedek that the preater
of the two prolepncally proves the superionity of Chrst to all Abraham's seed,

[4] You observe bow great this aoe [is],™ to whom Abraham (even the pagiarchi ™'

g jiee the Son of God," 262, (emphasis mine).

W Tranglations differ in supplying the implied verb ag present " You observe how great
thic pne fis]"; ep., REY, NRSV) or past ("You observe how preat thiz one [was]®; ez, KIV,
WETV, ASV, NAS, NIV), Since in 7-8 the author says Melchizedek "iives,” perhaps the best
translation 15 i e present ensa,

21Lane, Hebrews {-8, comments, " The designation of Abrabam as 'pamarch’ is importan
o the arpument that follows: i 15 because Abraharn 15 the patnarch of the racethat a
companson can be made bebwsen hum and the Levitical priesthood and Melchizedek through
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gave a lenth of the spails. [5] And te ones who are of the sons of Lavi, [who] are
receiving the pricsthood, ™ have & tithe frotn (he people according to the Law, these who
are their brothers, although they have come forth from the loins of Abraham; [6] but this
ore who is ot deniving descent from them collected tithes from Abraham and blessed
the ooe baving the promises. ™ [7] Aml without any dispute the inferior is blessed by the
superior. [8] And under these circumstances tithes are received by men who are dying,
but in the ather case by the oo of whom it is testified that he lives [£3]. [5] And, sa 10
speak ™ through Abraham even Levi who receives tithes has paid tithes; [10] for he was
yet in the loins of the father when Melchizedek ot him.

Of especial significance in interpreting Heb 7:4-10 is the realization 1hat "the evenls in
Gienesis have been read from the porspective of the eschatological reality they prefigured, "=
The 110th messianic psatm fulfilled in tve enfleshmemm, sacrifice, and exaitation of the Divine
Som is the hermeneutical scalpel with which the preacher dissacts the text of Genesis 23 well as
the hermeneutical spectacies through which he examines it. Psalm 110, fvifilled in Jesus, asks

et answers the questions af Genesis 14,

him. The ancesior embodies, symbolizes, and represents the whole group of his descendams.
Abraham i3 not sitaply an individual, bur a representative figune in thiz contexa. By using the
term ‘patriarch,” the writer prepares for the conclusion of vy 9-10 that Levi paid e tithe to
Melchizedek through his father (mrrnp), Abraham | . ]," 168, What Lane and ethers do not
mention {5 the possible contrast the awhor alludes to through the wse of mxtpLapymg in reference
to Abraham, and dgéten and pire dpie (v 3) in reference to Melchizedak.

2The Torah stipulated that, although the: Levites collected the tithe from the people, the
former also had 10 give & "tithe from the tithe" to the Aaronic priests. "It must be 1o this second
of priestly tithe, taken Ffrom the Levites, that the author of cur epistle is here alluding” F.
Dilitzsch, Canpmeniary on the Epistle to the Hebrews, rans. TL. Kingsbury {Minneapolis, MM:
Klock & Klock Christian Publishers, 1978 reptint), 340-341.

ME|lingworth, Epstle o the Hebrews, paitts out the chizsmus in 7.6, "jedenitunccy/
‘APpedy | Thy Eyovta the Emeyyelind elhdymred™ " 365,

) ane, Hebrews 1-8, nones that the phrase, cbg £mog elnel i (50 to speak™}, which ¢ocurs
anly here in the NT, was used by other Greck authars to "limit a startling declaration or 10 soften
a sweeping staterment,” 158 ;

5] ane, Hebrews J-8, 166
125



The attention itt vv 4-10 is primariby dirceted toward Melchizedsk's recepoion of bthes
from Abraham as proof of the former's greamess. To use a syllogism, onc might sumumarize the
various elements of the argument in vy 4-10 a5 follows:

MAJOR PREMISE:  Melchizedek received mthes from Abreham;

MINOR PREMISES: Melchizedek, a foreigner, tithed Abmabam;

Abraham was ' Sound by Low 0 give tithes to Melchizedck,

All Levites gave tithes rrough Abraiam who was the patriarchal
embodhmenit of hus descewdanis,

Lewvites tithe but die; Melchizedek tithes but iives ox,

Melchizedek, the greater, ffexsed Abraham, the lesser,

THEREFORE: The priesthood of Melchizedek is greator than the Lavitical

pricsthood.

The details of the Genesis story sketched in v 1-2e are now feshed oul and
punctiliously examined for theological significance. The conclusion, though not made caplicil,
is that when Abraham and Melchizedek carne face-to-face years agoe in the shadows of a military
victory, all of [sracl~including all of Isracl’s priests—came face-to-face with the one whe
fpreshadowed the victoricus Christ. The meeputprnc (v 4) received the blessing amd gave the
tithe to the one who is drdwp aod prte gppdy {v 3}; thoze priests who have fathers, mothers,
and genealomies, while siill in the laine of theit progenitor gave sacrificially to the coe who i1s
gmirap dufTop dyevenidymtac, those prigsts who receive tithes plus the curse of montality pay
tithes o the one who ufjte Qo Tedag £y, those priesis who are (o utter the Azronic blessing
over the people Teccived the blessing from the one who, according to their Law, is unauthorized
ton bless.

Heb 7:8 invites closer scrutiny. It iz critical in 1ot anly establishing Melchizedek's
superiority to the Levitical presthood, bat also in tightening the typological bond between
Melchizedek and Christ. Verse 8 reads. "[L . Jwel obe iy Sexdorg casiijacovtes EvBpwmo.
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Jepfdvorowy, beel 8k pepropoipevo; dtu O ("And under these circumstances tithes are
received by men wha are dying, but in the other case by the onc of whom it iz testifisd thet he
lives™). This description of Melehizedek hearketis back 1o that given of him wn verse 3, that he is
nte e fpepcr |oire (ol téiog Epwvy ("having neither beginning of days nor end of life™).
IMore impertamly, however, it points forward to the same argument used later in the chapier to
establish Christ's superiority to the Levitical pricsthood. As the argument procaeds, one hears,

[15] wxi mepuoodtepov E1n etebnidy Eotir, el kank Tipe dpovdomon Meixuodion

dviotetm Tepeln Etepog, [16] B¢ ol wecrd vopor Erroddc cxpiing yEyoey dikd

wecr Stvouly Cofic kxetehbron, ([ 151 And ¢ven mote is it yei ohvious, if

acpording to the likeness of Melchizedek another priest arises, [16] who, not

accarding to the Law of a fleshly commandment becarns {a priest], but aceording

to the power of an indestructible life.").

[23]) eal ol kv whsiovic elowr yeyordres Tepely Bud € Baming wuwlieobe

mepoaéveni [24] & 88 Bk tb pévely elitdw elg thy eldie arepafacor fpen oy

Teprooivme ("[23] And, on the one hand, many in number became priests because

by daath they were preverted from continuing [in office], {24] but He [ie.,

Christ], on the other hand, because He remains forever, has the prissthood which

1= nontransterable, ).
The author, in his cominved catechesis, argues that Christ's priesthood is berter than that of the
Levites because their priestly funerals prompted a perpetual amnbet of sacerdotn! ordinations,
while Jesus perpetually possessed (he priesthood "according to the power of an indestrucdble
life™ (7:16) and because he "remains forever," (7:24). This is the exact argument the hornilist
used relative to Melchizedek in 7:8, namely, that the tithe-collecting Levites die but the tithe-
receiving Melchizadek "lives” As was explained above, throughout the homily, when the avithor
wishes to demonstrate the superiority of Christ to OT fOgures, he does not reson to showing
Chrizt's mors] superiority to them. Hather, be contrasts their earthly and thus temporal status
with Christ's heavenly atd thus eternal stams. Melehizsdek alone will net fit ino this pattem,
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Converscly, Melchizedek and Christ are S shown to be superior to the Levitss by virue of the
unending life they possess and the indefatigable mortality to which each and every Lavite must
eventially succumb.

. Hebrews 7:11-1%

[11] If, therefars, fulfillment were through the Levitical priesthood {for the
people have besh piven the Law upon the basis of it), what need would there yot
be for another priest to arise according to the order of Melchizedek and not to be
said acoording to the order of Aaron? [12] For a changing of the priesthood of
necessity alse {requires] 2 change of the Law. [13] For the One conceming whom
these (hings ate said has partaken of a different wibe, from which no one has ever
served at the alwr; [14] for it is abvious that out of Tudah our Lord has sprumg up
{(fvetétadxer), ™ 10 which tribe concoming priests Moses said nothing  [15] And
even 1OTe i il ye1 obvious, if according 10 the likeness {Suodrnme)™ of
Melchizedek another priest arises, [16] whe, not according to the Law of 4 fleshly
{amprirne ™ commandment became fa priest], but accarding to the power of 2n
indestruetible life. |17) For it is witnessed, "You are a priest forcvwer, accotding to
the order of Melehizedek.” [18] Far, on the on= hand, the sefting aside kappons
of the previous commandment dh to s wealkmess and uwselessness--[19] for the
Law brought nothing to fulflliment—and, an the othes hand, [there is] the
introduction of & better bope through which we draw pear 1o God.

The first Melchizedek, whose description and funcrion kave been elabomted upon u vv

1-19, now quickly fades into the background as the Second and True Melchizedek comes to the

A The use of the utusual term Eretéraixer, "was descended,” to indicate that Jesus was
descendcd from Judah may convey the hint of a royal messianic reference. There is o evidence
in classical Greek, the LXK or the pagnyri for the use of @varélio to donote descent from a
certain family, The verb is used in the 130, kowever, for the rising of a star or the sprouting of
a branch in contexts that have been maditionally recognized as mesgianic {e.g., Num 24:17; ¢f,
Ter23:5 [.. ]v" Lane, Hebrews 1-8, 152,

*Compare with 7:3b.

E4The adjective onpe g, descnbing the commandments, adds a new and quite
pejorative connotetion, Lfsed elsewhere in the New Testament ondy in Paul, it is 2 comumon
clazcical formation, meaning fleshy, composed of flesh.’ 1t i3 thus an even more vivid and
coficrete term than cepeixog, 'vamal, Oeshiy,' which also appears frequently 1o Paul and as a
vanamt reading here,” Aftridge, Hebrews, 202,
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fore. Vv 4-10 demonstraic the greainess of the Mclehizedek priesthosd through an exsgesis of
Crenesis 14 and vv | 119 {and 20-28) demonsirste the weakness of the Levitical priesthood
through a detailed exegesis of Ps 110:4,

Divinely woven into the very warp and woof of the Levitical pnesthood was an indehible
flaw: 1t could never provide Selfillmenl (tehelwog). If it could have, the oracle of Ps 1104
would never have been unered,  firture, messianic, pricstbood after the order of Melchiredsk
would never have been prophesied. Tnderginding the rhetonical questiion of verse 11 15 the
conviciion that

[t]be law and the priesthood belonged topether for the simple reason that, since

the law, representing the divinely ordered standard of conduct and character was

wniversally broken (of Rom. 3:9-23), there was a continuous necessity for the

ministry of expiation and reconciliztion which the Levitical pricsthood pravided,

cvet) though tmperfectly ™
The Levitical priesthiood, 5o intimately associated with the genesis and ongoing litwrgical life of
covenantal, sacrificiel lew, was purposefully provisional. The death knell of the Laviacal
priesthood resounded every timwe Psalm |10 was chanted

Heh 7:13-14, on the one hand, show negatively how Jesus the Priest was unlike the
Levites. The Law requited all sacerdotal servents to have come from the loins of Levi, and,
more particularly, from the loins of Aaron, Christ, howewver, was from the tnbe of Judah. For
the Vitginbotn Son of Mary to serve at the altar there must of necassity by a metamorphosis of

the Mosaic Law; indeed the Law et only had o undergo a change (petéeoug; va, 12), it had o

become obsolete (Memuuatomey; §:13) and a new and betisr covenant introduced (7:22, 8:6-13),

T ughes, Comomertiary o the Epistle 1o the Hebrews, 256,
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Heb 7:15-19, on ihe other hand, show positively how Jesus was a prigst like unio
Melchizedek The excellency of His priesthood was menifested in the fact thet kord tiy
bueidenre Melyumiber ("according 1o the fikeness of Melchizedsk™) He possessed it ward
Sivmr Zafis dxatedirol("according to the power of an indestructible life,” vv 13-16). The
words govdoyre and (efy, eche similas languape employed in the previcus sechions:
Melchizedek is G muéves 5¢ 1 ul ot Sob ("just iike the Son of God," 7:3)and it 15
witnassed that he {7 ll.:“li'n.-'es," 7:8). Mclchizedek was fashioned 50 as 1o image the Son who
manifesied himself in the image of Adelchizedek. As Gisschen observes, reflesting upon the
commen language of "likeness" in Heb 7.2 and 7:15, "This reciprocal relationship betwsten
Melchizedek and Christ can be summarnized as follows: Melchizedek was made fite the
(Firstborn) Son, thus the {fleshly High Priest) Christ is decording o the fikeness of

Melchizedek ™

H1. The Metehizedek Tradition in Hebrews Compared and Contrasted with other Texts
A Comparison with Genesis 14 and Pralm 118
In the sundry texts reviswed in this thesis in which Melchizedek plays a prominent or
ancillary role, the egree to which the OT texts of Genesis 14 and Psalm 110 have helped o
shape and form Melchizedok's rale therein has varied, The abave exegesis of Hebrews 7 has
arnply dermonstrated the cemtrabity of beth Genenis 14 and Psalm 110 in the homilists

arpuEmentakion.

M J ngelomorphic Christology, 308,
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A companison of all the descriptive elements of Melchizedek given in Genesiz 14 with
thos¢ found in the £xposition of Genesis 14 in Hebrews 7 reveals that the suthor included cvery

element but one, the bread and wine ®'

{1} Abraham's defeat of the kings (v 17} (1] Abraham's defeat of the Jangs (v 1}
{2) FThe name Melchizedek (v 18} (2} The name Melchizeded (v 13

{3} Kirg of Salem (v 18} (3) Kingof Salem (v 1)

{4} The Bread and Wine (v 18)

{51 Priest of Grod Most High (v 18} {5} Priest of God Most High (v 1}

{£) The Blessing (vv 19-20) {6) The Blessing (v 1)

{7} The tithe (v 20 {7) The tithe {v i)

A similar comparison of Psalm 110 with Hebrews 7 reveals (hat nearly every word of Ps

110:4 is unpacked by the author of Hebrews in his Melchizedek exposinon. As Daved Hay

commenis, "[Y]irtually ¢very syllable in the pealm verse is probed for significance "
Eralm 116:4 Hebrews 7
{13 "YHWH has swom and will not repent” {13 "YHWH has swom and will net repent”
{vv 20-22)
{27 "You [ars 4] prisst” {2y "You [are a] priest" (vv 11-14)
{3) "forever" {3 "Forever™ {vv | 519)
4] "according to the order™ {4) "sccording to the order™ (v 13)
(5} "of Mekchizedek™ (51 ™ol Mekchizedek™ (vv. 1-19)

E. Comperfson and Contrast with Second Temple Texts and Angelomerphic Flgures
In the previous chapter, the following texts and ancient autheors were perused to ascertain
the place and significance of the Melchizedek wraditions which they record: 110Melch, 2

Enoch, Phile, and Josephus. Some of these texts have been referenced in the course of this

¥gee above, Section ILA, for & discussion of this one missing element
M Glory of the Right Hard, 146, See also Lane, Hebrews -8, 180,
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chapler as examples of reconded Jewish traditions about Melchizedek, which traditions--&ur ket
necessarily thase texts-—influenced the author of Hebrews in his portrait of Melchizedek, This is
in accordence with the thesis of this work, namely, thet "[ilhe biblical portrait of Melchizedek in
Hebrews was influsnced by the emplovment of typology within the OT and the presence of
Jewish traditions about Melchizedek in the theological milieu of the first century B.C. and A.D."
This thesis neither assuines Ror eserts that the anther of Hebrews was directly acquainted with
these specific texts. He may have besn or he may ot bave been. The parallcls between
Hebrews and these other Jewish texts are analogical not genealogical. That is 1o say, when the
author of Hehrews, the authors of | 1QMelch and 2 Enock, and Phila and Josephus wrote of
Melohizedek, they were, in all likclihood, not drawing direetly upen ene ancther bt upon the
common, demotic Melchizedek maditions which circulated in the first century Jewish culre.
These Melchizedsk maditions, though they differed from one another 10 varying degrees, also
shared several similarities, as evinced by the commonatties betacen the five JTewish authors
under review. The companizams made below, therefore, indicate that the author of Hebrews wag
aware of and acquatnted with the vaniegated Jewish Melchizedek traditions of the first century
but not pecessanly awate of end acquainted with the teas of 1 10Melch, 2 Enoch, Philo, and
Josephns.

When comparing Hebeews, thercfore, with these other four quthors and texts, what
commonalities regarding Melehizedek are discemnable? First, Hebrews, 110Melch, and 2 Enoch
Jeseribe Melchizedak with language which edumbeates or explicates his heawvenky, angelic
status. As it seen in the summaries, aithough the specific images and epithets emplayed in the

three texts wary, the trio harmoniousty evoke a sense of Melchizedek's other-worldliness and
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celestial qualities.

Hehrews 1100fe]ch 2 Emoch

He is without father, without  He is an angelemorphic He is congeived within an

mother, without gerealogy. redesmer who leads the aged, sterile waman, has no

having oerther beginning of  angelic armies, descends father, delivers himse! f feom

days nor end of life. He is from heaven 10 usher in Yom  his mother's compss; is &

just like the Son of God in Kippar, Lo provide precocious child; is born with

that he ahides & priest atonement for the sens of thve badpe of priesthood on

foreswver. light, to crush Belial, and o his chest; and is designated
restare freedom to the mue by Gid as the leader of the
Tsrael, priests of the fubare.

The Christians whe received Hebrews doubtlessly were apquainted with some version(s) of the
tradition of Melchizedek #5 an anpelic being. They werz aware of what others in their culture
were saying about this ancicnt pricat-king and were intrigusd by what they beard, If Heb 7:1-3 42
an alteved form of & hymnuc or catechetical source, they may have been familiar with it before
the homilist included it in his sertnon ' The awhor of Hebrews deftly utilized what his
addresseas imew abowt Melchizedek to expand their kmowledge of Chrnst,

The sccond commonality is that Hebrews, 2 Eroch, Phile, and Josephus consentrate
toadnly on Melchizedek's sacerdotal functions, with 110Melch intimating his priestly office bot
primanly focusitg on his militaristic duties. In Hebrews, Melchizedek is the prest whose
priesthood supersedes that of the Levites and typologically foreshadows the priesthood of the
Messiah. in 2 Enock, Melchizedek is bom from a priest's wile, has the badge of pricathood on
his chesL, is cloihed by (he brothers Noah and Nir {n sagerdotal maiment, <ats the holy bread, and

is designated by God "the head of the priesis in another generation,” {71:34; Recension A). Philo

®0ea discussion above, Section LA, regarding Heb 7:1-3 as posaibly stemming from 2
hymnic or calechetical sourse,
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refers to Melchizedek as God's own prisst, who as a priest is even the Word [Adyac] (fag. AL
11l 75 82); whose priesthood is as aloopn ("self-taught”) and afrobidoncroy {"ipstinctive”)
(Congr. 97, and who is not just 2 pricst but the hiph pricst of the most high God (Afr. 235).
Josephus describes Melchizedek as the first priest in Jerucalem who was alse the first to build a
tarnple there (Bell. V1438); furthemore, he was made a priest of God because he was, by
comtan consent, a nighteous king (4nr. 11801 In 110Mzleh, Metchizedek most hikely 15 the
pricat whe will gravide stonement on Yo Kippur (2:7-8) and who would have assumed a
priest{y role in Cumran angelology. The author of Hebrews, therefore, while not ignenng
Melchizedek's regal status (7:1-2) but concentrating almost exclusively on Melchizedek as
priest, not only furthers his high priestly Christalogy, he foltows the pattern of other First century
atthors as well.

The third commonality is that both Hebrews and 2 Enoch conceive of 3 Mediater who 15
a pricst sAes the order of Melchizedek, though for Hebrews that Mediator 1= Christ while for 2
ferock the Medigior is Melchizedek himsedl, Gieschen has helpfully noted this commonality ard
other patallels berween the Melchizedek traditions in £ Erock and Hebrews:

Both documents draw on lraditions beyond Genesis 14 to present Melchizedek as

an exalted pricstly modiator, Both accent the eternal nature of Melchizedek as a

prigst and not just his so-called priestly line. Both are very decply concemed with

the question of purity from sin and delivemnce from evil; this question is central

to their idenlogies, Both have a doep respect for the robe that the office of pries!

plays in this deliverance from sin Both have a view of the Levitical priesthood as

axtremely degenecative. Finally, both use Melchizedek because they want to go

ountside the Levitical priesthood in offering a solution for evil and sin. Therzfore,
2 Enach provides us with very imporeant evidence of the type of Melchizedek
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traditions thar influenced Hebrews ™
Gieschen proceeds, however, rightly 10 indicals that "Melchizedek 15 the mediator 1o 2 Enoch,
but Jesus is the mediator of Hebrews, "™ Mclchizedek's role in Hebrews is ministenial not
magisterial, perultimale nol witimate;, “[t]he use that is made of Melchizedek in [Heb] 7:1-10 is
thoroughly christofogical "™ His purposs in Hebrews is similar to that of John the Baptist in
the Gospels: to point to the Messiah insamate.

The fourth commonality also pertaing to Hebrews and 2 Encch. 1t was allinded to above
in the gquale from Gieschen: both texts descrive Melchizedek as onc without father and without
end of life, thus accenting his ctemal nature, It is also bighly probable that the authors) of 2
Ennch understood Melchizedek to be without A mother sinee Sopanim did not concerve im
through any sexual relations and died befors delivery, necessitating that the Weederkirud exit the
womb on his own initiative. I 50, then in both texis Melchizedek is rot only Endtwp but also
gpfiveap. The two traditions nlso bear witness that be is without end of life, Hehbrews 7.3 does so
explicilly, saying he is *[. . ] prize {wfig céhag Exon [ " while 2 fimock records that
Crabriel™ rescues the priestly child from the Deluge, faking him to the hidden paradise of Eden,

whete be will be kept until he returns 10 establish a line of priests in the future (71-72).

' The Differemt Functions of & Similar Melchizedek Tradition in 2 Enachk and he
Epistle i the Hebrews," Eqriy Christian Interpretotion of the Seripiures af Israel:
fnvestigaiions end Proposals, eds. C A, Evans and LA Sanders, JSNTSS 148 (Sheffield
Acedemic Press), 378, emphasis mine.

HeDiFerem Functions,” 379,

2] ane, Hebrews [-8, 171 {emphasis mine).

¥ The {longer) J Rescension adributes this action to Michacl,
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The fifth commonality invelves the etymalogy of Melchizedek's name and city, Hebrews

7.2, Josephus CAnr [ 1800, and Philo (Leg. Aif. TIL7%) make reference 1o the commonly scoepled
etymological meaning of 71 TS I or Melyuatex as "righteous king" o "king af

rightecusness.” The author of Hebrews and Philo atse poim out that king of Salem means “king
of peace " Philo, in Leg. 4N, THL79, comments both of the meaning of Melyioéder and lang of
Salem.

Melehizedek, too, has God made both kitg of peace [Baav b & g eipfivmg),

for that i= the meaning of "Salem " and His own priest (Gen, xiv.18). He has not

fashioned beforehand amy deed of his, but produces him to begin with as such a

king, peaceable and worthy of His owa priesthood. For he is entitled "the

righteous king * [Brenieds Blcoiog] and a “king” is a thing al enmity with a

despot, the one being the author of taws, the other of lawlessness.

All three of the authors make linde more than a passing reference o these etymealogics. That
they de record them, hawever, lends funther credence 1o the idea of shared Melchizedek
traditions in the first century milieu.

The sixth atid final commonality between all five texts is that their authors go beyood
what the OT Scriptures say in their desetiption af Melchizedek. The description of Melchizedek
in Heb 7-3 canoot have been ingpiced merely by OT accounts, Similarly, the authors of
110Melch and 2 Erech, although ¢learly prompted by Genesis 14 and Psalm 110 to speak of
Melchizedek, are not consrained by the description of him therein. Philo believes Melchizedek
to be 2 manifestation of the Logos (Leg, AN, IIN.B2) whose priesthood was "selaught” and
*instinctive” (Cong. 993, Josephus, too, in his retzlling of Abrabam's encounter with
Melchizadsk, adds a number of erbellishments to the sccount (Beif. V1.438). With the

exception of Josephus, none of these authars only supplied creative details 1o spice up their
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respective historical reciteions of the story, Rather, their departures from and additions (o the
OT portrait of Melchizedek are striking because of the way in which Meichizedclk's person and
offtce are amplified to heavenly proportions.

These six comparisons between Hebrews, 110Meleh, 2 Enochr, Fhilo, and Josephus
establish, therefore, the existence of 2 commen matrix of Melchizedek maditions from which
each of the authors drew their own distinctive treatment of the priest-king. These Jewish
Melchizedek traditons i the theological milien of the first century B.C. and A.D. influsnced the
author of Hebrews, especially in the mysterious picture painted by his words of Heb 3. By
using these words he expected his readers, familiar as they doubtlessly wens with some of these
Melchizedek tradivions, to understand thet he described how others in their culture viewed
Melchizedek and how this priest could help thern beter 1o understand the place of Jesus Christ

The contrasts betwesn the place and purpose of the Melchizedek wadition in Hebrews
with the same it other texts has already been implicifly noted in the above somparisons. Two
broad and important contrasts, however, are particularly 10 be noted ™ First, as was discussed
zbove ity the third companson, in Hebrews the priest who provides purification and deliverancs
from sin iz Jesus Christ while in 11QMelch and 7 Erock that proest 15 Melchinedek.

Melehizedek in Hebrews is an exegetical means to a Christological end. Once be sérves his

*tieschen, "Different Functions,” 379, discusses three "serious differences” between the
Melchizedek traditions of 2 Eroch and Hebrews: (1) the centel mediator figure in 2 Eroch is
Melehizedsl whereas in Hebrews he is Chist: (2) 2 Emoch has a "degenerative view of
postdiluvian history,” whereas "Hebrews maimtains the salvifis value of history as Jesus fubfills
the otd covenant and initiates the new in history and long befors the end of ime"; (3) and in Z
Enoch Melchizedek will provide the “mysterious deliverance and punification from evil in the
future,” whereas in Hebrews the self-sacnifice of the sacerdotal Christ has won salvation for all
fime.
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purpasc int the homiletical argumentation, his name is dropped Sacmi in Hebrews, Jesus the
Priest has already come and provided atonenent, while in 110QMelch and 2 Enoch, Melchizedek
had wot vet comé t¢ grant purification and ta provide redemption. Hebrews views the whole UT
as pomlity to Christ by its inherent inability to provide the salvific iefor intended by God. in
Christ and only in Christ is satvaton accomplished "once fior all"—-the oceurring refrain of
Hebrews (7:27- 9:26,27.28; 10:10). The cffects of His redempuive act of sscrfice, now
aceomplished, flow into the present and futare, In 11QMelch and 2 Enoch, however, catvation,

purification, and redemption will oceur in the future when the priest Melchizedek appears,

I¥V. Reasons tor the Inclusion of the Melchizedek Tradition in Hehrews

This chapter has demonstrated that the Melchizedek tradivon recorded in Hebrews is
vital to the argumenlation of tbe auhor as he seeks to lead his readers to a greater awareness of
the high priesily minisiry of Jesus Christ. Despite Melchizedek's parmmount imponiance,
however, the question remains, "Why did the homilist choose Melchizedek?" To answer thar
question adequately, one must assess influsnces from within Hebrews, within the broader
religious culturs, and within the OT.

Two impetuses for the inclusion of Melchizedek in Hebrews are discernable within the
homily itself First, the author's frequent use of Psalm 110 made Tt necessary for him ta address
the fourth verse ufth;:* psalm, in which Melchizedek is mentioned.  Psalm 110 15 quoled or
atluded fo sixtesn times in Hebrews (1:3.13; 5:6,10; 620, 7-3,8,11 1517 21 24-252%, 8:1;

10:12-13; 12:2), more than any other OT text ** Though he is ¢oenmenting ooly on Ps 110:4,

®ay, Glory at the Right Hand, 163-166.
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David Hav's metaphor iz applicable to the whole psalm, "Indeed, the psaltn verse seems an
indispensable srrow in the amhor's quiver, and a prod to his thought as well as a tool of
persuasion *™ Since the author intoduces Psaliy 110 in his first chapter as foundational
seriptural evidence of the priestly Messiah's exalted siatus, and since verse 4 speales explicitly of
the Messiah's sacerdotal identity, it behpoved him zlzo to include an explanation of what the
Messiah and Melchizedek share in common, The second impetus within Hobwews is that the
author needed to show both the continuity with and supersessien of the Messiah's pricsthood in
relation to that of the Levites, The homilist does not disavow that (he OT Levites, in particular
the high priests, were types of the Messiah (3:1-10). The sacerdotal ministry of the Messiah is in
wwpological comtinuity with them. His poestly ministry, however, also superscdes thal of the
Leviles. To demonsirate this supetsession the author builds his argument of Melchizedek's
superiority 0 the Levites and then shows haw Christ the Priest, being in the order of
Melchizedek, is supsrior o them as well.

The second impetus has its otigin it the O itself. The way in which the author of
Hebrews appropriated and applied the OT stories, persons, and incidents reveals tha he vizwed
the (1T through a typological lens. He read the OT from a Christological perspective, finding
types and shadows of Christ divinely woven imo the fabric of OT cloth. Omne such type was
Melchizedek.

Before preceding te sununarize the Melchizedek typology in Heb 7:1-10, it may be useful
to engage the opiniens of two scholars who have come ta different conclusions than those about

to be presenizd, G. W. H. Lampe, althaugh espousing the “reasonableness of typology” per se,

W fary of the Right Hand, 144,
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has rejected Melchizedek typology 25 anything but reasonable for the believers of today. He
writes,

As an grgumenrum ad homtines, it is e, Melchizedek i5 a significant type of

Christ He is a priest-ling, he is king of peace, and he can be shown (by a far-

fetched process of reasoning) to be superior o the Levitical priesthood. The

writer's use of this type can teach = much about his own thought and s own

understanding of the Person of Christ; but except a5 an apolopebic argument

directed to a particular ¢lass of readers in a particular situstion it lacks force.

There is no clear comespondence berween the type and fulfillment, and no

genving historical recapitulation of a single pattern of the divine activity, The

point that Melchizedek is a figure of Christ as the eternal priest rests upon a piece

of sheer allegorizing about his lack of penenalogy, and the idea that in Abraham

the ancestor of the Aaronic priesthood, Levi, paid tithes to this type of the crernal

priest depends wpon fartasy. The comespondence bere is unreal, usefu! as the

painl may have been in ant-Jewish contmoversy, ™
Lampe s in three fundamental ways. First, be fails either ta discern or 1o interact with the fact
that the author of Hebrews was fwilding upon an already established npolegical tradition. The
convichon that Melchizedek was a type of the coming Messmh was first recorded not in the
letter half of the first century A-D. Auf when David wrote Psalm {10, Adminedly, the author of
Hebrews centainly fleshes ot the skeletal typology found in the psalm, but he docs nor create a
type ex nikio. Stcomd, Lampe insists that the comtinuing validity of a type depends upon =
continuing persuasiveness; it lacks force™ today, ergo, it is of no particular wse, By this line of
reasoning, Faul might say, the foolishness of the cross “lacks force™ as well! Validity is nol
established or maintained by the way in which the audience receives the type, but by 1ts fidchity

to the biblical witness. Third, Lampe's other arguments (oo clear cormmespondence™; ne "penuine

G, W, H. Lampe, "The Reasonableness of Typology," Essays o Typoiogy (Naperville,
IL: Alec R, Allenson, 1557), 34, It is interesting 10 note that, in the same volume, K. J.
Woolicombe cobraces Melchizedek as an example of “historical typalogy,” *The Biblical
Origins and Patristic Development of Typology,” 67,
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historical recapitalation”; the presence of "sheer allegonzng™ would shackle the biblicat author
1o Lampe's own critcria for ypology, As sciolatly discussion has shown, it 1s debatable as to
whether there is a clear definition of what exactly constituted typology for biblical avthors *2
Thus, to say this or tha fype of the NT dees not dovetzil with the definirion of npoiagy 15 10
engage in anachronism that unfaitly judges the WT writer by the criteria of today.

Leoithard Goappeh, well-kmown for his classic work on typology, also deniss Melchizedzk
typology. He siates,

Though tany have considersd Melchizedek as a type of Christ, these statements

[in Heb 7:1-10] are scarcely sufficient prourds for deing so (there is no

conncction between Jesgs and Melchizedek in redemptive history ) ar for

considering him es the incamation of Christ as the Gnostica did. Hebrews is

comtent with the relationship of Melchizedek to Christ that is assured by Ps | 104

and the silence of the narrative in Genesis. Jesus isa high prest like

Melchizedek *®

Goppelt, ta whotn much thanks is due for his laudable accent of (he pnquestionable
centrality of typology in the NT, must nonetheless be questioned here. Unlike Lampe, who does
not deny Melchizedek rypolopy per se, only its continuing validity, Gappeli does not even admit
that Melchizedek iz a type. His reason for denial {there is “ro connection berween Jesus and
Melchizedek in redemptive history™) is odd, unless he dees not see Melchizedek 25 an historical
figure. Does nol Meichizedek’s place in the Fenlateuch—not to menton the psalrer—placs him

inta the midst of redemptive history? e not his appearance linkad inexaricably with lsracl's most

%ip, M. Devideon, Typology in Seripure: A Study of Hermeneutical YOO Siructures
{Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews University Press, 1981), 93-94; D L. Baker, Two Testaments
Ome Bible (Downers Grove, IL: TnterVarsity Press, 1977}, 251-253, and L. Goppelt, “romog,”
TDNT, B246-259.

WY Goppelt, Typos: Typological fnterpretation of the (id Testament in the New, tans.
D, H. Madvig (Grand Rapids: Berdmans, 1582}, 164,
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famous ancesior? Goppelt, like Lampe, argues wrongly becauss he does not acknowledge that
the author of Hebrews was using pre-existing typology. I, as Goppelt affirms, "Hebrews is
comtent with the relationship of Melchizedek to Christ that iz assured by Ps 110:4," then
Hetrews nust be covtent with Melohizedet as a type! Both Lampe and Goppelt gv asiray for
they begin with the rof in the Melchizedek typological house (Hebrews) and not the foundation
{Psaim 110); they fail to deal adequately with the precedent sst by OT typology. ™™

‘When the anthor of Hebrows, therefors, cvoked Melchizedek's name in his typological
presentation of Christology, he was conlinuing the radition of OT inserprelation of
Melchizedek. ™ Genesis 14 established Melchizedsk's historical identity and Psalm 110
sslablished his typological idestity viz--wi the Messiah,

In what ways was Melchizedek a type of the Messiah? Firsl, Melchizedek was an
acknovledged priest of YHWH slthough he was ot of the Levitical bloodline. Indeed, a5

Hehrews avem, he was "without gencalogy,” (7:3). Thus Christ alen was designaed by God as

WMot an explanation of the OT precedent for the use of typology, sce Chapter 2, Sechion
III.

®Santh F. L. Hotton, The Melckizedek Tradition, 161, and B, A Pearson, Grosticism,
Sudaism, and Egyptian Christicaity, Studics in Antiquity & Christianity (Minneapolis; Fortress
Prass, 1954, 111, speak rather oddly abowt Christ being the type and Melchizedek heing the
antitypc. Horton avers, "Actually, [ would hold that the auwthor [of Hebrews] thinke of Christ as
the type and Melchizedek as the amiitype,” 161. He explains, "We gam an understanding of
Christ's priesthood, the eternal heavenly priesthood [ie., te type], by understanding the features
of the earthly perpetual priesthood of Melchizedek [Le., the antitype],” 161-162. This, howewver,
is to befiddle the issue by a miswsage af termincdogy. "Typology,” a5 cormonky cmployed and
understond, is not concermed with the distinétions between ever-present heavenly and ¢arihly
realities, but with historical persoas, events, ete. which comespand in some way o 2 futwrs
person, event, etc. Although the author of Hebrews may have used the Greek terms vonoc and
gvirroaog to describe what Horton calls in English "types,” 50 a3 not o confuse he
atgumentation, more felicitous vocabulary should have been chosen by those who wish 1o speak
of the earthty and heavenly realivies.
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the truz High Priest although ™[, . ] the One conceming whom these things are said has partaken
of a different mibe, from which no one has ever served at the altar; for it is obvious that out of
Judah owr Lord has spring up, to which uibe concerning priests Mosss said nothing * (7:13-14),
Second, Melchizedek's superiority 1o the Levitical priesis is implicitly but wiguestionably proven
in his enconnter with Abraham-—-he who bate Levi in hig loina (7:4-50}). So Christ too, whe is in
the order of Melchizedek is superior to the Levites. Third, the eymological meanang of
Melchizedek's name ("king of righteousness™), office, and eity ("kitg of peacs”) bave messianic
¢onnotations. Fourth, his coterminous holding of both the regal and sacerdotal offices
foreshedows Christ as both Priest and King  And fifth, his unending priesthood corresponds to
the unending priesthoed of the One who has sat down a1 the right bemd of Jod,

Finally, the third impetus for the author’s inclusion of Melchizedek came frorm within the
broader religous culure. Conternporary Melchizedek traditions, such as those recorded in
11OMelck, 2 Enack, Phita, and Josephus, afforded him the opportumity to speak in a “religious
dialect" ebout Melchizedsk which was familiar 1w his hearers wathot affirming or demying the
veracity of such speculation. Furthermore, the contem of those traditions was amenable to the
Chnistological goal for which the anthor was siriving.

Three factors, therefore, influenced the author's choice of Melchizedek: the content of
the Hebrews itself, the typological precedent set by the OT, and other Melchizedek traditions in
the culixre, The resuit was that the author emplioyed Melchizedek 23 & splendid tool of
Christalogical catachesiz. The homilist was able to catechize his hearers regarding the
surpaasitgly preat sacerdotal mmistry of Jesus by reference to one whomn gihers in their culture

beld 1o have a prest sacerdotal ministry as well, namely, Melchizedek. (e author would have
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downgraded Melchizedek, he would have downgraded Christ 1f he would have comected the
Melchizedek waditions he was echoing, he would have weakened his argument. Therefore, by
leaving the riddle of Melchizedek's true ideatity unsalved, Christ was exaited, Chnstelogy was
taught, and Abraharn's children were led to an cven greater realization of what it means to say

that in Melchizedek the Church has 2 forelaste of the Pnest o come,

Y. Summary

The book of Hebrews, a rhetorical work of art, is smuctured in such a way that the
seventh chapier is the essential linchpm between the content of the first part of Hebrews--the
agtablishment of Christ's preeminence as Son--and the second pan—His work of priestly
atonement as the Sacrifice por exceflernce, The Melchizedek tradition expounded in Hebrews 7
draws not only upon Genesis 14 and Pzalm 110, but is 2lso influenced by other Melchizedek
reditipns, such as those recorded in | 1¢elch, 2 Enoch, and the literatwre of Josepbus and
Philo. 1n the author's exatted description of Melchizedek in Heb 7:3, he uses languapge which
literally deseribes how athers in the theological miligu of the Nirst ceriury viewed Melchizedek.
His purpose is to demonstrate the superiority of Melchizedek's pricsthood to (he Levitical
priesthood and thus Christ's superiority to the Leviles as weil, since He is designated by Jod asa
priest "in the order of Metehizedek " Melchizedek serves a penultimate purpose in Hebrews, he

points solcly to Chnist,
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION

The research in this thesis has demonsiraled that the biblical poraait of Melchizedek in
Hebraws was itifluehesd by (he employment of typelogy within the OT and the presenge off
Jewish traditions abour Melehizedek in the heological milieu of the Rrst century B.C. and first
century A D). Both biblical and extrabiblical maditions abowt Melchizedek have been perused,
compared, and contrasted, The growth of these traditions, beyginning with Genesis 14 and
extending inte the: medieval et has been maced and documented. Mohvatons prompting the
e ]usion of Melchizedek in these texts have also been sugpestesd

In this concluding chapter, we will summanze and further develop the research of this
thesis relative to three areas of major hermenewtical importance. for exepetical studies af
Melchizedek: the roots of typology within the OT, the impas of exmabiblical lHierature on

biblical authors, and the relationshup viz-a-vis Melchizedek and Chnst in Hebrews.

L Typology withio the Old Testament

Typelogy 15 the study of the histoncal and theological correspondences between iblical
evenls, persons, and institutions which serve as examples or pattems for future events, persons,
or institutions,”™ Becsuse tbe nstoncity of the Biblical namative is cental to and essential for

typological exegesis, this method of interpretanon circumyents mamy of the pitfalls imto whach

¥ Adapted from D, L. Baker, Two Textaments, Ome Biffe: A Sty of the Theolngical
Reiarionships Berween the O and Mew Testament (Downers Grove, IL: IVF, 1991}, 193
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allegorical exegesis tumbles. Typology, unlike allegory, is not infatuated with that which 1s
esoterically ¢loaked beneath the raiment of words, but is devoted to that which 1s manifestly
present in historical reality. The historical and theological correspondences between a type and
s fulfillment (1.e., its antitype) are founded upon and graciously demonstrate the consistency of
God's actions toward mankind in the economy of salvation.

When one inguires into the origins of typological exepesis, a inger 15 ordinarnly pointed
in the direction of NT authors, K. ], Woollcombe, for instance, in his essay, "The Biblical
Origins and Patristic Development of Typology,” comments,

When [, . ] Professor Manson states that typology, considered as a method of
handling the Old Testament, was not devised by the Christians but was already
practised in Judaism, he does less than justice to the complexity of the problem.
The methods of handling the Old Testament which were already practised in
Judaism, were allegorism and the study of the fulfilment of prophecy. Historical
typaodosny, ax :.!‘r-_-ﬁ.rre'd above, come info exisfence wirth Christendom ™ lig
character, as a method of writing, was of course determined by the character of
prophecy, and its character, as a method of exegesis, by the character of the study
of prophecy. It was also considerable influenced by allegorism. 'When 5t Paul
wrole that Adam was a figure (timog) of him that was to come, he was saying
something substantially new ™

Was 5t. Paul, indeed, "saying something substantially new"? Did historical typology come into

"woollcombe defines historical typology as "the establishment of historical connextions
between certain events, persons or things in the Old Testament and similar events, persons or
things in the New Testament " 39, (emphasis mine). OFf conrse, when the New Testament
belongs to the essence of one's definition of typology, then historical typology cannot come into
existence without Christendom'! Perhaps, however, Woollcombe has in mind a broader
definition he has suggested: "Typological exegesis is the search for linkages between events,
persans of things within the historical framework of revelation |. . . ]," 40, (emphasis his). See
Essayvs on Typology, Studies in Biblical Theology, G. W. H. Lampe and K. J. Woollcombe
(MNaperville, [L: Alec R, Allenson, 1957), 39-73.

**Hiblical Origins,” 40, (emphasis mine).
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exislencs with Christendom? This thesis has answered with a firm negative. ™ We have
demonstrated that typology did aof begin with the New Testament. Rather, the NT apostles and
evangelists continued the typalogical exepesis already practiced by OT writers. The OT
provided the imprnmamr and established the pattemn of typological cxcgess, whale NT wrilsrs
perpefualed the practice

The esearch presented in Chapter 2, Section 110, which explored the genesis of typology
within the OFT, fockused especially upon indnaduals within the OT who served as types of iter
individuals or groups within the OT, These typical individuals were divided into three groups:
the person-type, the office-type, and the action-type. The impetus behind much of this rescarch
wis the question, "What prompied David o evoke Melchizedek's name when be peaned Psalm
1147 We found that Melchizedek fit withan the definitional pararoeters of an office type. That
i5, Melchizedek was an individual whose funcrions in his office comesponded 10 or set the
pattern for those carmicd owt by one who would Gl his offics in a later period, namely, the
Mesziah., Some of the characteristic: of Melchizedek which may have atiracted Diavid to use
himn as a type of Christ are: (e efymological meaning of Melchizedek's name ("king of
riphtenusness™); the meaning of Salem {"peacc™), where Melchizedek reimed a5 kitg and
served as praest, Tus dual-ofTice as king and priest; his blessing of Abram; and his collecting a
tenth from Abram. It is alzo possibic that cunious "blanks" in Genesis 14, which o later
EenerEtons were supgestive of Melchizedek's angelomorphic status, may have alrcady
stimulated interest in Melchizedek during David's lifetime, thus promphing the psalmist Lo link

him to the Messiah im Psadim 1140,

®ee especially Chapter 2, Section I
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In Chapier 4, Section I'V, reasons were discossed for the inclusion of Melchizedck in the
arpurment of Hebrews, OF sentral importance was the place of Melchizedzk in the Christological
typology of the OT, evinced in Psalm 110. When the author of Hebrews included Melchinedek
in his Christological catechesis, he was continuing the tadition of OT wypological imerpretation.
He found in Melchizedel, as Dravid had alse faund, an ancient priest-king whese person, ofhice,
and fimetions foreshadowed the Messiah, Therefore, this thesis has demonstrated the foundation
of typology within the OT, deseribed rypical individusiz within the OT, and explored one
example of a typical individual whom both David and the suthor of Hebrews emploved as a type
of the Christ.

A fimdamental datum of confessional Lutheran herreensutics is that the pnnciples of the
interpreiation of the Seripures myst be derived from the Scriptures themselves, Mo imerpretive
method foreign to the Scriptures may be imposed upon them without violation of the divine truth
which the Spirit has inscribed therein. That the Seriptures imerprel the Scriptures, however,
means not onky that the Bible answers the questions which the Bible poses; it also means that the
Seriptures record how biblical authors themsclyves interpreted other biblical writings. This is so
because, with the cxeeption of Moses, all biblical authors built upon the foumdation already laid
by earlier writers. Al posi-pemiatenchal writings, thergfore, are afse exegetical writings. They
are inspired, igkoripturated exepesis.

Ged uses this inspired, inscripiurated exegesis to 1each the readers of His Word boaw His
Word is interpreted and expounded in a manpet pleasing 10 Him. 1t is no platitude to affirm that
the Scriptures teach us how to engage in excgesis, Tt is rather an invitation 1o be taught by those

exegetes who were taught by the Spirit and by the lncamate Word. 1t is an exhoriation to
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eschew innovation and espouse wadition. Upon the basis of the research presented in this thesis
conceming the cools of typology within the OT, it follows, therefore, that if the Church is to
remain fanhful to the biblical witness, she must continue to affirm not only the appropnateness
of typological intetpreation, ut also its centrality in the Seriplures as a key interpietive methad
of discerning God's sabnfic actions on mankind's behall. Typology, therefore, 15 & domior Oei, 2
gift of God, besiowed by the Father, inspired through the Spint, pointing to the Incamate Som, 1n

whom all the divine promises fnd futfllment.

0. The Importance of Extra-biblical Literature about Melthiredek in the Toterprefive
Task

In the cenbary prior to and coinckdent with the composinon of the books compnsiog the
HNT, many odher Jewish authors were enpaged in literary activity. They produced histories,
wisdom literature, testaments, linugical documenis, letters, commentarics, legal texts,
apocalypses, and many ofher genres of literafurs, some of which are extant in toto, others of
which we cnly possess fragmwents. Maost of the works remain anonymaus, though some aseribe
authorship to ancient personages, others belong to the ocuvie of well-known wnters such as
Philo or Josephus, and siifl others are productions of religions communities such as the Essencs
af Qumran. The vast numbers of such texts reveal an intensely Iittray soiety,

These extia-hiblical compositions are marked by diversity and commonality, O the one
hand, the texas arc indicarive of a non-moolithic religious society. The Pharizees and
Sadducees, with which NT rcaders are well-acquainied, were nol the only two Jewish parties

vyiiig for atteption during the first century. Prior to the destruction of the Herod's 1emple in A D.
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70, there existed many Jewish faclions and sects, all bending the car of the popuiace this way or
that, Ot the other hand, there were features of these groups which united them in a bond of
commopality, despite their idiosynemeies. Shared features in the litcrature they produced
revetls that & cross-pollination of ideas and tradilions oecwrresd amongst (he various groups. The
imagss they used in their wrilings, the biblical texts upon which they commented, the OT
personages which attracted their aftention; these commonalities are readily visible in the
literature of the day.

There i3 ampls evidenes to sugpest and prove that the sathors of the NT were familiar
wilh some of this literature, or at l=ast the ideas, teachings, and traditions evinced thersin ™ A
major purpase of (his thesis was to prove that one WT author, the woter to the Hebrews, was
acquainted with and influcnced by Jewish traditions about Melchizedek. Seme of these
traditions are recorded in 110Melch, 2 Enoch, and the wntings of Philo and Josephus, These
four wests, originating st differsnt times, from different peographical locations, and from
different authors, bear witmess to a widespoead 1nierest in Mekchizedel, an mterest which the
author of Hebrews—~or al least his addressees—shared.

The Melchizedek of the Qumran docutnent, 1 10Melch, 14 a beavenly, angelomorpluc
redeemer, who appears in the final jubilee of world lustory with an ammy of angelic soldiers to
defeat :amd punish Beliad and the sons of darkness, while providing emancipation and victory for
the sons of light. Evidence from 110QMekch and other Cumrmn literature soppans e argumeni

that the Essenes equated Melchizedek with the archangel Michael. In 2 Eroch, Melchizedek 154

%4 brief scan of the references and allusions o exra-biblical lizraure in the NT
provided in Appendix [V of the MNovem Testamention Graece of Nestle-Aland is enough to
convines onc that the parallels cannot be merely fortuitous,
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anizdilunian, secerdotal ¥umderking who is bom to an eldery, sterile woman named Sopamim,
who dies shortly before the child delivers himsetf from the womb. God promisss Nir, the
priesdy husband of Sopanit, that through Melchizedek He wall reoew the pnesthood after the
Detupe. In the writings of Fhilo, Melchizedek is described as a "king of peace™ and "nighteous
king," who was 2 manifestation of the Lagos. His priesthoed was mself-laught” and "instinctive,”
Jasephus, as does Flule, czlls Melchizedek & "nghtetus king,” a Canaanite ¢chisf, whe founded
Jeruzalem, buil: a temple there, and was the first {in Jerusalem?} to engape 0 priestly duties.

As the deseriptions of Melchizadek given in these four texts or anthors were compared
with the description af Melchizedek in Hebrews, the conclusion was reached that there existed a
common matriy of Melchizedek raditions from which each of the awthors drew their own
distinslive treatment of the poest-lang.  This thesis kkaves unanswerned the quesnon of whether
ot not the author of Hebrews was direcrly acquainted with the specific texs of 110QMelch, 2
Eroch, Philo, and Josephas, Rather, we have argusd that the relabonship betwsen Hebraws atd
these other texts is analogical not genealomcal. The author of Hebrews was aware of and
acquainted with the varions Jewish raditions about Melchizedek but not necessarily aware of
and acquainted with 1he specific exira-biblical teats mentioned above,

The evidence that the author of Hebrews was influenced by these Jewish tradibons
regarding Melchizedek is especially evident in Heb 7:3, where Melchizedek s described as one
without Father, withowt mather, with genealogy, without beginning of days or cod of hift; like the
Som of God, he remains a priest forever. As the author used these pregnant epithets 1o desenbs
Melchizedek, he assumed thal his hearars would understand that he described how others in their

culture vicwed Melchizedek, By using languape and imagery about Melchizedek with which his
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hearers ware familiar, he hoped to show them how this anciem pricst could aid them in their
understanding of the supersession of the great High Poest Jesus Chost over all Levibeal priesis,
Therefom:, the cxtra-biblical traditions about Melchizedek, which have been examined in this
thesis, provide valuable exegencal insiphts which 1llaminate the otherwase rascr obscure
argumentation of the authot of Hebrews in chapter seven,  Acquainiance with these madidons
especially aids modem readers of Hebrews (o discern how Meleluzedek—as commonly percisved
in the first cenmry sulture-foreshadowed the sacerdotal minrstry of the Messiah whose
pricsthood, like that of Melchizedek, is etemnal.  When the reader views the Melchizedek section
of the homily in lipht of the cultural radinons about Melchizedek circubating in the first century
rruhew, the clanty of the homly 15 greally cnhanced

This last sentence could be generalized to affimm the following hermvneuncal truth:
When the reader of the Bible views the Seriptures in light of the cultural traditions recorded in
extra-biblical texts produced in and around the first century B.C. and first century A.D., the
clarity of these Scripiures is greatly enhanced. Ai issue is the inestimable importance of context
in the interpretation of the Scopures. Just a3 words divorced from their context ars casily
misconstrued and misreprezented, 2o entire literary texts drvorced from thewr cultural context are
easity misundersiood.  The biblical authors and the peaple whorm they addressed were sieeped
in the culture and—-in mamy cases—~the [teramre of their nmes. 5ol i5 1 every geaeration. Tha
which people experience, read, bear, see, and learn in their culture colors, either consciously or
uacansciously, the manner in which they communicate. Begause the writers of the Scripmures
did ngt spesk ol of & vacyum bul from a Jefinite culiune, it behooves the modem interpreter of

the Bible to become thoroughly acquainted with the extant texts which shed light on thar culinere,
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Biblical interpretation is impoverishad withowl the richness of these writings,

How is biblical interprettion, in pamacutar, NT mmierpreiziion, ennched by extra-tnblical
writings? 1n a1 least esght different ways, these Jewish writings ameliorate one's understanding
of the NT.*'' First, the complete connotative and denotative meanings of centain NT Greek
words are apprehended more readily when viewed within the broad spectrum of roneanomcal
literature.  Second, the synlax employed by NT authors and cartain idiomatic phraseclogy are
clanfied when compared with similar usage elsewhere. Cften, the Groek syntax and peculiar
marnet of speaking are the resull of Semide influerce. By companing the Greek of the WT with
the Hebrew or Aramaic of noncanonical writings {or the Grezk of the LXX) of the same time
penad, one is better prepared (o prasp the asthor's tree intent. Third, noncanonical literature
assists one in undersianding mors clearly the meaning of certain congepts found in the NT. For
example, in three sections in the NT, reference is made to the mediation of the angels at the
giving of the Sinai covenant {Acts 738,53, Gal 3:19; Heb 2.2}, Although the OT does not record
such angelic mediatton, later Jewish oadition did (zee Sub. 12729, 2.1; 512,613 622,
30.12.21; 50:1-2,6,13; Josephus Anar, 15.5.3; Philo Sow. 1.141-143; Afr 115, and T. Dam 6.2).
The reader of the NT, cognizant of this concept, 15 made awie of that tradition which the NT
authar sSimply a5sumes. Fourth, extea-biblical literature informs the reader of the WT about the
history of the Jews from the 1ime of Malachi 10 the birth of Jesus, Knowledge of the history of
the turnultwous centurics betwoen (he return of the Jews from Babylon and the birth of the

Measizh is indispensable for undersianding tha mind set and mood of the Jewish people living in

*!'Thess eight ways are taken from Craig E. Evans, Noncanomical Writings and New
Testament frtgrpratadion (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1992}, 3-6.
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the First century A.D. Similasly, a jifih benefit of this Jewash litcramre is that it informs the
modemn reader of the astorical, social, and religous context at the time 0 which the NT was
penned The impact of the politics, wars, schisms, sects, and other cultural realities of the first
century is crucial hermeneutical knowledpe. Sixth, since virially all of the Jewish writings of
this period were effected by the OT, these lexts affen explain—directly or indirectly—how the OT
was interpreted and applied by authors contermperary with Jesus and the NT apostles and
evangelists. In this thesis, several af these Jewsh texts provided crucial insights ioto the
interpretation of hislchizedek in Heliews. Seventh, the hermeneutical approaches of the various
authors of noncanonical lileranre are often paralleled in the NT. Recognizng these parallcls
helps the reader of the T to follow the exegetice] argument more close]y. Finally, the erghth
benefit of noncanonical literature in NT interpretation 1= that it provides cluey mto wineh books
the Jews considersd canonicst, and which they did not

The value of extra-biblical literature in the excgetical task must never be downplayed by
appeal to the teaching of sofe seriptare. One never reads and interprets the Bible apart from a
culural context. The most appropaate contextwal lens through which 10 view the Scniptures is
the cultural context in which they were wntter.  The noncanonical hicraturs of that hme
introduces the reader to that culture and informs him coneerning it. The sola of sola scnipiura f=
concerned with the end result of execesis, thar is, the formulation of doctrie hased solely an the
Scriptures. fi i5 not conceraed with the interprefive process leading wp to that end resufl. Singe
Cioed has worked salvation and inspired writers within specific histonical contexts, the biblical
exegels must drink deepty from the well of that hustory and those cultures 1 which God has

accompiizhed His work.
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0. The Relstlonship vis-a-vis Melchizedek amd Christ in Hehrews

The author of the Epistle 10 (he Hebrews andeavors 1o secure the fidelity of his hearers to
Jesus Christ, the great High Priest To accomplish this task bomiletically, ke skill fsly and
rhetorically weaves topether exhontation and Christological dectrine, all of which 1s destpned to
convey the message that in and through this Prisst, everything necessary for holiness before (rod
hes been artained  The author's conecems imply that hus hearers were being wooed—or perhaps
compelled-to apostatize to the temple, altar, and ssenifice of Judaism, all of which bad been
hanknypted when the Incarnate temiple sacrificed Himself on the aliar of the ¢ross, The peitiaty
theme of the hormilist's argumentation is that, in Jesus Christ and the new covenant masgurated
by Him, the old covenant and all its cultic appunenances have besi superseded, thus being
rendered of to salvific value.

Especially in Hebrews 7, the author proves thet the priestly ministy of Jesus 15 supenior
to the Levitical ministry of the old coverant  He proves thas, however, not by a simnple
companson and contrast between Jesus and the Levites, Rather, he initially demonstrares the
superiority of Melchizedek 1o the Levites. Then, having shown the Leviles' inferionity relative to
Mcelchizedek, he shows that same inferigrity relative to the One who is 2 "pricst forever,
ageonding to the order of Melchizedek " (P= 110:4). Jesus, the author says, "arises sccording to
the likeness of Melehizedek (ot the dpodtgra Medyuoédex dveloratwl lepevg érepoc),” (Heb
7-157) and Melchizedek "just like the Son of God, remains a priest forsver {doueweno; & 1)
vl toi Beol, pevel Tepeic elg td Superes)," (Heb 7:3).

That there exists 3ome type of relationchip between Chnst and Melchizedek 15 clear.

Befiore that relationship can be defined, bowever, one must wrestle with the emgmahc adenntty of
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Meichizedek, This thesis dealt extensively with Heb 7:3, 8 key verse in the debate over
Melchizedel's identity. Based upon the exepetical and exira-biblical evidence presented, the
conclusion was reached that the author of Hebrews, in 7.3, provided 2 fiferal dezcnipbon of how
others inthe Arsl cenary miliew, bur ned necessarily the author of Hebrews himself, viewed
Melchizedek Throughout his discussion, e euthor never affiems or denies that the epithets of
Heb 7.3 are e, This silence has left many a reeder nonplussed. The impedus behind v
author's cteence, however, 15 obviows when one considers the end result of either affimatbion or
denial. If the author would have affirmed the veracity of the deseription, he would have posited
the exisiznee of & hieavenly, appelomaorphic betng whose inferiotty to, supenonty to, or equality
'.n.r:'.th Chnist would have been ambiguous. If he would have disclosed the falsity of the
description, ke would have seniously weakened his argument. Thercfore, be leaves the question,
"Who reaily is Melchizedek?™ unanswersd,

Despite this conundrum of Melchizedek's true identity, the relaionship berwesn Christ
and Welchizedek, as deseribed in Hebrews, is not withous clarity. Melchizedek 15 an OT "Jolm
the Baptis,,” pointing ghead with his typological finger to the Priest of God, who takes away the
sin of the warld in the sacrifice of Himsell. He who was & prest before Levi, to whom Léd
payed tithes through his great-prandfather Abrahan, Foreshadows that Cing whase priesthood
overshadaws (hal of the Lavites. He whose name meens “king of righteousness” serves Lo
highlight that One wha is the tree, eternal king of tighteowsness. He who ruled & king of Saletn,
that is "king of peace.” held an office similar to that One whose kinpdom of peace 15 not of thas
world. He who demeonstrated his superiority (0 Abraham by blessing him prepared the way for

that Seed of Abrahem through whom all nations are blessed. He who was described by some as
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"without father, without mother, without genealogy, without beginning of days or eud of Tife," is
like unto that Cne wha is the Son of Mary yei the etemal Son of the Father, whe is charactenized
by "the power of an indestructible life," (Heb 7:16). Therefore, in the wadittons about his
petsoh, offices, and functions, both those established in the Seriptures and many of those
believed in the first century culure, Melchizadek mirrored the reality of that One who is 2 Priest

forever, accerding to the order of Melchizedsk. He was a forctaste of the Priest 1o come.
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