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Some recent developmenta in Research on the
Epistle to the Hebrews

JeCes McCullough

The purpose of this article ias to describe and asssess
some of the trends which have appeared in recent scholar-
ship in connection with a few of the mein problems
aasociated with the Epistle. No effort has been made
at completeness, since it would be impossible in an
article of this size to comment on every work that has
appeared in the last twenty years, especislly where. that
work 1s concerned with only a single verse of the
Epistle. Rather the purpose is to concentrate on some
main areas of discussion, to summarize earlier contrib-
utions and to assess more recent ones, eapecially those
made in the laat twenty years. The aress to be
considered are: authorship, religious background, date,
area to which the epistle was sent, literary genre, 1lit-
erary structure, use of the 0T, individual themes and
passages, ‘

Authorahig

"without father, without mother, without geneslogy®
(Hebe7.3)e In these words Overbeck summad up the state
of knowledge about the suthorship of the Epistle to the
Hebrews in his day. Scholars since then have not been
able to add much to that knouwladge. Certainly by the
early sixties meny nemes had been suggested as possible
authors: these included Paul /1/, Barnabas, Apollos,
Judas, S5iles, tuke, Clement of Rome, Paster, Philip,
Timothy, Aristion, Mark -and Priacilla but no agreement
had emerged and most scholars had given up trying to
find some new name or discover new support for a name
already suggasted, In recent years, however, one or
two scholars have again tried to champion one or other
of the names suggested eerlier,

Martigno Roncaglia, for example, in his important

book, Histoire de 1'Eglise copte /2/ tried to revive
the thesia which had been championed by Luther, and-

which more recently hes been argued by Montefiore /3/
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Spicqg /4/ , T.We Manson /5/ , and several others /6/,
that Apollos was the author. He listed msny reasons
for accepting Apollos /7/, but seemed to be offering
no decisive new argument which would compel scholars

to reconsider their position. /8/ 1In 1969,_R. Hoppin
/9/ revived Harnack's old theory that the authors were
Aguila and Priscilla, but that prejudice against women
teachers in the church led to the suppression of the
names., /10/. It is doubtful, however, if she pro-
duced enough evidence to win scholarly acceptance.

JeM. Robinson /11/ has revived the claims of Barnabas
as the author, but again without enough decisive neuw
evidence to gain universal support.

While, however, little progress has been made since
Overbeck's day as regards positive identification of
the author, one question concerning the authorship at
least has been settled, namely that concerning Pauline
authorship. There seems to be general agreement that
no matter who did write the epistle, Paul did not.

This has been the opinion of Protestant scholars for
.gome time, but since the Decree of the Papal Biblical
Commission (Divino Afflante Spiritu) in 1943 and a sub-
sequent letter of P. Vosté to Cardinal Suberd, /12/
more and more Catholic scholars have considered that
the epistle was written by a Pauline pupil rather,than
Paul gimaelf. /13/ As qupena /14/ says: 'L'Eﬁitre
aux Hebreux n'est plus guere retenue dans le dossier
paulinien, ¢

while, therefore, modern scholars perhaps would not
go as far as Dibelius in 1926 /15/ when he described
the question of suthorship as "uninteresting®, never=-
thelees they would agree with Moffatt when he says “the
identity of the author and of his readers must be left
in the mist where they slready lay at the beginning of
the second century®, /16/...e.s8n obvious reference to
Origen's oft quoted remark that God only knows who
wrote Hebrews. /17/ There the matter must rest.

Relilioua Bal:iggound

The guestion of the religious background of the
epistle has been an important one in the past decade of



143

NT scholarship because it has raised several issues
which are pertinent ts the much wider debatd concerring
the religious thought world of the first and second
centuries AD, in particular the relationshipbetween the
literature found at Qumran, the Coptic gnostic library
found near Nag Heewmadi, Jewish writings from Alexandria
and early Jewish mystical writings and the NT, Ue will
consider the present state of research on the religious
background of Hebrews under four sections: Hebrews and
Philo, Hebrews and Qumran; Hebrews and Gnosticism;
Hebrews and Merkaba mysticism,

Hebrews and Philo

According to C. Spicq it was Grotius who first drew
attention in 1644 to the influence aof Philao upon Hebrews.
/18/ This view received some support in the 18th
century /19/ , was accepted almost without guestion at
the end of the 19th century, but became less end leas
popular during the 20th century. It was, however, in
the 20th century that this theory of Philonic influence
upon the epistle to the Hebrewa received its most .
vehement and well documented support, through the wark
of Spicq. In chapter 1ii of the first volume of his
commentary he offered a maasive amount of evidence for
the dependence of the author of the epistle upon Philo.
This evidence was based on a thorough examination of
the author's vocabulary, litersry style, theological
arguments, exegetical methods, schemes of thought,
psycholegy and on & diacussion of Hebrews 11, Hias
concluaion was that while the author of Hebrews is no
plagiarist, nevertheless
His affinities with the philosepher of
Alexandria which have their origin neither
in an identity of readers nor in a similarity
of the subjects which are discussed, compels
one to conclude that at a minimum he studied
Philo's work and probably even that he knew
him personally and was tsught by him. /20/
In spite of the massive erudition with which Spicg
supported his clsim that ths suther of Hebraws was
*un philonien cenverti au chriatianisme® /21/ , most
scholars have been reluctant to accept that conclusion,



1

but rather have tended to ascribe the affinities
perceived between the works of Philo asnd the epistle
to the Hebrews to a common Alexandrian background.

F. Schr8ger, for example, in a relatively recent book
on the epistle gives as his judgment that

It is only with the greatest reserve that one
can draw conclusions about a direct use of
Philo by the redactor of the epistle to the
Hebrews, because in the vast majority of cases,
the "influence® is to be explained better
through the same spirituasl background and
general Alexandrian culture rather than
direct literary dependence. /22/

In a slightly earlier book S.G. Sowers had argued on
the basis of the affinities between the works of Philo
and Hebrews, that the asuthor of Hebrews came "from the
same achool of Alexandrian Judaism as Philo, and that
Philo's writinge =still offer us the best single body aof
religionsgeschichtlich material we have for the NT
document®, /23/ But he did not postulate a direct
relationship, rather a geographical proximity.

In 1970, however, Spicg's views were directly
challenged by Professor Williamson, in a book entitled
Philo and the Epistle to the Hebrews. /24/ He examined
the affinities between the epistle and the works of
Philo under three heads: Linguistic evidence, themes and
ideas, use of Scripture. /25/ His conclusion after
almoat 600 pages of well documented argument is:

We can only inaist that in the realm of
vocabulary there. is no proof that the choice
of words displayed in the Epistle to the
Hebrews has been influenced by Philo's
lexicographical thesaurus. In the use of the
0T made by the two writers, striking and
fundamental differences of outlook and
exegetical method appear... But it is in the
realm of ideas, of the thought which words and
OT texts were used to express and support that
the most significant diffarences between Philo
and the writer of Hebrews emerge. /26/
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Wwilliemson's book succeeded, in my view, in its
narrow objective of proving that the author of the
Hebrews was not a converted follower of Philo end has
been a salutary warning against trying to define the
religious background of thae epistle within too narrow
limits, It did not, however, attempt to solve the
wider problem of determining the milieu against which
the epistle was written and left open the possibility
that in trying to gain an accurate picture of this
milieu, scholars might find the writings of Philo to
be very fruitful in indicating the type of thought world
in which the epistle arose.

Hebrews and Qumran

The discovery and gradual publication of the Dead
Sea Scrolls beginning in 1949 gave a new impetus to
studies seeking to find the religious background
against which Hebrews was written, The first comment=-
ary to mention the Dead Sea Scrolls in connection with
Hebrews was that of Michel in the tenth edition of the
Kritisch Exegetischer Kommentar in 1957, /27/ where
he added an appendix underlining the important parallela
between Hebrews and Qumran, It was Yadin, however, in
a lecture given in 1957 /28/ but published in 1958
/25/ who was the first to draw fsr reaching conclusions
about the relstionship between Hebrewe and Qumran. He
argued that

¥ At the outset it should be emphasized that
the main part of Hebrews is concerned with
proving the superiority of Jesus over several
persons and heavenly creatures of Messienic
or eschatological character who, according to
the beliefs of the readers, are either superior
to Jesus as a lay Messiah, or were appointed to
perform some function at the End of Days which,
sccording to the writer, are reserved for Jesus
the Mesaiah.,* /30/

According to Yadin, the peopls who held auch be-
liefs were sectaries of Qumran and hence he sssumed
that the epistle was written to a group who held many
of the Qumran sect's beliefs, /31/ Koamala took thia
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view one step further by arguing that the addressees

of the epistle were in fact an Essene congregation and
that the purpose of the epistle was to urge them to
become Christians., /32/ By the early sixties, however,
scholars were becoming more cautious about claiming too.
much concerning the relationships between-Hebrews and
Qumran, and two important articles helped to point
scholarship in a more fruitful direction. /33/ Both
articles argued that the differences between the ideas
found in the Scrolls and those found in Hebrews were
more significant than the similarities and that the
similarities could be explained easily by reference to
the sharing of a common cultural milieu. On the one
hand, therefore, they came to the negative conclusion
that to cell the recipients of Hebrews "Essenes® or
Yconverted Essenes® or "spiritual brethren of the men
of {Qumran* would be "outstripping the evidence®, /34/
On the other hand they took up the argument already
proposed by Michel /35/ and Flusser /36/ that the
recipients of Hebrews and the sectaries shared a common
cultural milieu, without postulating direct historical
connections. In the early sixties, therefore, work on
the relationship between Hebrews and Qumran became a
matter of palnstaking comparisons and studies of the
affinities between the two groups within the context of
their religio-cultural background. /37/

However, in 1965 the publication /38/ of a group
of 13 small fragments discovered in Cave II at Qumran
brought a new dimension to the discussion. In these
fragments Melchisedek is & kind of celestial figure,
a 'god' (Fitzmyer's translation) or 'celestial being’,
(Ven der Woude's tranalation) perhaps even the leading
celestial being who is assoclated with divine judgment
againat Belial and his host at the end time., In
connection with thst judgment is mentioned an act of
atonsment in the Year of Jubilee and alsn the redemption
promieed in several OT paasages /39/ which involves the
liberation of God's people. The Sons of Light, ss the
inheritance of Melchisedek, are hie companions in this
judgment.
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Yadin immediately suggested a direct connection
between the Melchisedek mentioned in II Q Melch. and the
epistle to the Hebrews, postulating that the suthor of
Hebrews who was addressing converted Essenes, deliber=
ately chose the figure of Melchisedek because he was
already known in the Qumran sect “in order to convey
more intimately and decisively his perception of Jesus!?
unigue position.," /40/ Other scholars were more
cautious, however, Van der Woude, for example, in his
article in which he introduced the fragments to the public
suggested that the reference to Melchisedek in II O Melch,
helps us to understand the tradition which the author of
Hebrews was using in Heb,7.2«3, but he did not postulate
any direct connection between Hebrews and II  Melch,
This is made even more explicit in his later article
written in co-operationwith De Jonge where they state:
"Neither the points of connexion between Hebrews and the
Qumran literature already noticed nor the new material
in II Q Melch., enable us, however, to state with certainty
that Hebrews is directed against adherents of the Qumran
sect; we should say with more caution that II Q Melch,
helps us to understand certain ways of thinking in the
Judaism of the first century AD which form the background
against which the argumentation in Heb. 1-2 can be under-
stood." /uL2/ This view is also shared by Fitzmyer who
believes that the presentation of Melchisedek in Qumran
with its exaltation of him as a heavenly redemptive
figure "makes it understandable how the author of the
Epistle to the Hebrews could argue for the superiority of
Christ the high priest over the Levitical priesthood by
appeal to such a figure". /43/

Even this view, however, has been challenged in
recent years as some scholars have suggested that the
occurrence of Melchisedek in the Epistle to the Hebrews
can be understood without reference to Qumran. Horton,
for example, suggested that the author chose Melchisedek
because as the firat priest to be mentioned in the 0T,
he has & role similar to that of Jesus who is the first
priest of the New Covenant. /44/ 1 have argued that
the author chose Melchisedek because he figured in Ps,
110, one of the baslic OT passages of the Epistle and
the NT. /u45/ Buchanan saw parallels between the
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Hasmonaean's use of the Melchisedek figure and that
found in Hebrews and argued that "the author of Hebraus,
like the supporters of the Hssmonaeans, justified on

the basis of Scripture, a position for Jesus that he
could not have merited on the bssis of family lineags.
Both used Ps, 110 to support their view", /46/ In any
case, in my view, it is not absolutely necessary to
postulate any influence from Qumran to explain why the
author of Hebrews appeasled to the figure of Melchisedek.
He may, of course, have known many traditions about
Melchisedek /47/, but his arguments do not demand
knowledge of any traditions apart from those found in the
OT.

The enthusiasm and "parallelomania® /48/ which
greeted the initial discovery and publication of the Dead
Sea Scrolls and the subsequent publication of II  Melch,
has now given way to a much more sober asaessment of the
affinities between Hebrews and Qumran. The general
consenaus of opinion seems to be that it is impoesible
to prove direct historical cennection between the
recipients of Hebrews and Qumran, Nevertheless it is
also agrsed that the writings of Qumran, along with
other contemporary literature, throw valuable light on
the general religiocus and cultural ciimate in which
Hebrews was written.

Gnoaticism

Several scholars have argued that the epistle to the
Hebrews is written to combat some kind of gnostie heresy,
Re Perdelwitz /49/ , for example, suggested that Jewish
Christian gnosticism was the key to understanding the
tendency which the author of the epistle wes attacking.
Later in 1942 G, Bornkamm /50/ argued that the danger
which the author of Hebrews was combatting was that of
lapsing into the kind of syncretistic gnostic Judaism
which is also opposed in the Pastorals and Coloasians,

In 1949 T,.ii, Manson /51/ took up the same theme arg-
uing that the epistle was written by Apollos to the
churches of the Lycus valley to correct a tendency

which some years later developed into the "Colossian
hereay®, He thought that Chs 1«10 present " a complete
refutation of the Colossian heresy as that heresy ia
described by Lightfoot.” /52/
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While theese views, that the spistle is directed
ageinat Gnosticiem, have not gained much support, another
view has been widely disacussed, It is that Gnosticism
has supplied some of the thought patterna of the epiastle,
This view was argued forcefully by Klsemann in 1938 in
his monograph entitled "Das wandernde Gottesvolk®, /53/
He said that the main theme of the ‘epistle was that of
the "Wandering people of God" snd that this theme end the
christology of the epistle could not have been developed
except in soll already prepared by Gnoaticism, He
believed that the christology of Hebrews was based upon a
gnostic anthropoa myth which had independent existence in
late Judaism, One of the obvious weaknesses of
KBsemann's argument when it was presented was that there
was no evidence at that time for gnostic speculation
which could be shown to he pre=Christian or independent
of early Christianity., Since the writing of the book,
however, a great deal of research has been undertaken,
partly due to the important Nag Hammadl finds and, as a
result, more and more scholars have been prepared to
poastulate an early form of Gnosticism which was
independent of Christianity., /54/

The Nag Hammadi finds, however, have had other effects
on scholarly inguiry . They have led scholars to try to
trace the influence of gnostic ideas, or ideas teken up
later in gnostic syatems of thought, in a much wider
range of literature than had previously been done, Some
scholars, for example, have postulated that the Qumran
sect belonged to the general milieu from which Gnosticism
arose, /55/ Cullmann argued that there existed on the
periphery of official Judaism a form of Jewish Gnosticism
and that Qumran has furnished us with evidence about that
form of Judaism. /56/ Other scholars have tried to trace
gnostic influences on Fhilo., /57/ Obviously, therefore,

there i8 a tendency to define Gnosticism in terms much
wider than had been done previously, when Gnosticiam was
used to describe second century Christian heresies against
which the early church fathers had done battle. /58/
Rather it is seen as a general movement of thought, as
Robinson and Koester describe it, " a continucus probing
of alternatives within heterodox Judaism on the hasis of
the OT all the way from .Qumran to Nag Hammadi®. /59/
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The guestion, therefore, which is being asked now concern=-
ing the relationship of the epistle of the Hebrews to
Grosticiem is: what particular place does the epistle
occupy in this complicated and still very obscure world

of "heterodox Judaism®", which existed alongside

"orthodox Judaism¥,. Obviously a definitive answer to
thie nuestion can only be given when much more is known
about Gnosticism and the religious world in which the
author lived. /60/

Merkabah Mysticism

One of the most interesting recent attacks on
kBsemann's position was that made by U, Hofius in his
Habilitationsschrift published in 1572. /61/ While his
thesis was 1limited to a discussion of the concept of the
"Ciirtain before God's throne", his insights have
relevance for an understanding of all of the epistle., He
suggested four possible religious backgrounds for the
concept of the "Curtain® in Hebrews: Merkabah mysticism
of Jewish Apccalyptic; Rabbinic thought; Jewish-
Hellenistic thought as found in Philo and Josephus;
Gnosticism, After a discussion of all four possibilities
he argued that the first is the most likely and that the
Pargot speculation of the Merkabah mysticism of Jewish
Apocalyptic is the background against which the author of
the epistle formed his cancept of the *Curtain', This
suggestion of a Merkabah mysticism background for some
ideas in the epistle is not limited to Hofius, however,
H.M. Schenke, writing in the Festschrift for Herbert Braun
published in 1973 /62/ after considering in some detail
the teaching about angels and about Melchisedek in Hebrews
came to the conclusion that "the essential background of
HebrewSe.eseeis a quite specific early form of Jewish
Merkabah-mysticism out of which the author comes and which
gtill determines his thought forms as a Christian®. /63/

Re Williamson /64/ has given Schenke's views a
positive but cautious reception:

On the whole, then, while the evidence is not
strong enough to prove beyond all shadow of
reasonable doubt that a form of first century

Merkabah mysticism is the personal background
against which the thought and language of
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Hebrews can best be interpreted, it does seem
that enough exists to make such a hypothesis
probable®, /65/

Clearly then much work has still to be dune, both in
learning more of this aspect of early

Judaism /66/ and then in a sober assessment of the
relationship of the epistle to it. This assessment must
be made with the realisation that Merkabsh mysticism is
only one element in the "Kaleidoscopic Judaism of the
first century Hellenistic world* /67/ , and that while
"an esrly form of Merkabah mysticism explains some of the
peculier features of the thought and language of Hebrews;
the search must still go on for the explanation of
others', /68/

Conclusion

The tendency in recent studies on the religious
background of the epistle to the Hebrews, has been,
therefore, to abandon the attempt to see the epistle's
background in terms of only one scheme of thought, be it
that found at Qumran, or in Philo and other forms of
Judaism, eor in Gnosticiem, Rather scholars have concen~
trated on trying to gain clearer knowledge of the
religious pluralism and diversity within heterodox
Judaism and then teo place the epistle to the Hebrews in
that context, Obviously this is a much greater task
than merely drawing parallels (in terms of vocabulary,
theology etc.) between the epistle and other contemp-
orary writings and then concluding that the epistle
either does or does not show affinity with those writings
esesbut it is a task which is infinitely more worthwhile
and promises to yield more lasting results,

Date and Area to which Hebrews was sent

Clearly with no general congensus of opinion as to
the authprship or the religious background of the epistle,
there can be no agreement on either the date of compos-
ition or the area to which the epistle was sent, Mast
main towns between Rome and Jerusslem have been mentioned
as possible places where the recipients could have lived,
but as yet no consensus of opinlon hae emerged among
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scholars,. ks regards date, the terminus ad guem is
falrly clearly fixed at AD 95, since the epistle is
cuated in 1 Slement 36.2-5, but scholars are divided as
to whether AC 70, the year of the Fall of Jerusalem, is
relevant for dating the epistle or not., /69/ Two aof the
most recent writers on the epistle have argued that it
must have heen written hefore AD 70 since otherwise the
fall of the Jerusalem cult would certainly have been
mentioned, /79/ It remains to be seen whether this very
early datino for the epistle will gain support in
scholarshin on Hebreuws,

Literary Genre

The epistle to the Hebrews ends like an enistle, Its
Cenediction, personal words of exhortation and mention of
Timothy all suogest that a letter is being completed.

Tne long balanced period however which begins the enistle
does not fit in any way into this picture of a letter.

It sugogests rather an essay or » formal sermon, Hence
the ouestion, is the epistle a letter, a writing or a
sermon’? Some scholars have tried to answer the guestion
by postulating that either the beninning or the end of tns
epistle is not original /71/; or that the omission of
preetings at the beginning was typical of the Near-
Eastern letter form. /72/ £ more recent sugoestion has
neen that Hebrews is a pseudepigraphical letter whose
peginning can be found in fraomentary fashion in Romans
16,25ff, /73/ The most cenerally held opinion, however,
has been that the epistle is a sermon which the authaor
sent to a communitv, ~On= of the most cogent defences of
this position was given by H. Thyen, /74/ who argued
that Hebrews was written in the style of the Jewish
Hellenistic homily, a stvle also found in Philo's
allegorical commentaryv on Genesis, % Clement, 4 faccabees,
James, parts of 1 and 3 Maccabees, Stephen's speech in
iActs 7, bDidacrte 1-6 and 16, Barnabas, Shepherd of Hermas,
oarts of Tohit, Testaments of the 12 Patrisrchs and the
Wisdom of Solomon. lithile doubts have been exoressed
ahout whether Thyen has proved his assertion that the
stule of the epistle is ttrat of the Jcwish-Hellenistic
homily as opposed to that of the Jewlsh- “aiestinign
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one /75/ there seems to be general agreement with his
basic asaumption that except for the few verses which
come at the end of the epistle, Hebrews is a carefully
constructed homily of the type preached in synagogues
of the first century. /76/

Literary Structure

In recent years there has been an upsurge af interest
among NT scholars in what has been termed "rhetorical
criticism® /77/ or "structural analysis* and applicat-
ion of this method to certain aspects of NT criticism
has proved extremely fruitful, /78/ It is, therefore,
not surprising, in view of the obvious care with which
the author of the epistle hae presented his themes, that
close attention has been paid to the problem of discern-
ing the literary structure of Hebrews,

In 1940 L. Vaganay gubliahed an/;mportant article
entitled "Le Plan de 1'Epitre aux Hebreux", /79/ 1in
which he suggested that the epistle should be divided
into five sections: ’

A, Jesus superior to the angels (1,5-2.18)
B. Jesus falthful high priest
compassionate high priest (3.1=5.10)
C. Jesus, priest according to the order of
Melchisedek
made perfect
author of eternal salvation -
(5411=10.39)
D. Faith
and perseverance (11,1=12,13)
E. The Duty of Holiness (12.14=13,21)

As the outline shows, by the year 1940 Vsgenay was
already drawing attention to a definite symmetrical
structure in the epistle with sections A and E each
having one line, sections B and D two lines each and
section C, the middle sectiaon, three lines with the
middle line summarizing the central theme of the epiatle.
Thus he pointed out that the epistle was constructed
symmetrically, following the principle of inversion, a
principle which has been found to determine the structure
of other NT and 0T passages. /80/
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It was A, Vanhoye, however, who aystematically examined
the epistle from the point of view of its structure.
/81/ He suggested not only that the Epistle had a
symmetrical structure but that-the author had used
literary devices to meke knouwn his atructure, He

- liated six such devicea:

1, Announcement of the subject. This is a brief
sentence or phrase before each major part which prasents
the theme to be discussed and its principal divisions.

2. Inclusion, Thia involves the use of the aame
word at the beginning and the end of a part or section.

3. Hook worda, These are worde at the beginning
of a paragraph repeated from the end of the preceding
paragraph and designed to "hook"®™ the two paragraphs
together.

4, Characteristic terms. These are terms which
are repeated within a section to give it a distinct
physiognomy.

5. Alternation of the use of literary structure.
This involves the change from one type of discourse to
another, especially the change from doctrinal
exposition to paraenesis,

6. Symmetrical arrangement, Thia phrase is used
to describe the many patterns formed from correspond-
ences in many details within sections.

Following thase principles he elaborated on the
outline already suggested by Vaganay and suggested the
following outline on his own:

1.1=4 Exordium

1,5-2.,18 A ‘name so different from the name of the
angels

Jo1=b 1 Jesus falthful

4,15=5,10 Jesus compaasionate high priest

5¢11=6,20 Preliminary exhortation

7¢1=28 Jesus high priest according to Melchisedek

8.,1-9.28 Come to fulfilment

10.1=-18 Cause of eternal salvation
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10, 19=39 Final exhortation

11.1,40 The feith of the men of old
12.1=13 The endurancerrequired

12,14-13,18 The peaceful fruit of justice
13,20-21 Peroration

He also analysed very thoroughly the literary
structure of individusl sections of the epistle.

Most scholars welcomed the book enthusiastically,
but many, while agreeing with the main principles behind
the work, expressed caution sbout accepting the findings
in toto /82/ and offered alternative outlines of their
own. /83/ J. Swetnam, for example, in two important
articles in B8iblica /84/ suggested an outline which
took into greater account the role of content than in
Vanhoye's scheme, His primary, literary criteria for
indicating structure were "announcements”, genres of
exposition and paraenesis and length of sections, as
well as content, but he assigned a subsidiary role to
"hook worde"”, Ycharacterietic words" and "inclusions®,
His outline is as follows:

8. 1e1=4 Exordium
A, 1.5-2,18 Exposition: Christ as divine and human
1.5-2,4 Christ as superior to angels(i.e.
divine)
2.5-18 Christ as brother to men(i.e.human)

Be 3.1=6,20 Exhortation: to faith and hope
3.1=4,13 To faith (based on divinity of Christ)
4,14~6,20 To hope (based on humsnity of Christ)

Ce 7.1-10.18 Exposition: who Jeeus was and what he
did
7.1=28 Who Jesus waa (high priest sccording to
the order of Melchisedek, human and
divine)
8.1=-10,18 what Jesus did (enter the Holy of
Holies and sit at right hand of God)

De 10.19=39 Exhortation: response to what Christ did:
Love and good works,

Ee 11.1-13.21 Exposition-Exhortation: faith, hope snd
charity in salvation hiatory
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11e1=12,2 Falth as an objective reality pointing
to the unseen ,
12.3-39 Endurance(hope) based on example of Jesus
for obtaining an unshakeable kingdom
13.1=-21 Response to God's act in Christ: Christ-
ian 1ife as an act of thanksgiving.

Clearly the discussions sbout the correct outline
and literary structure for the epistle will continue for
some time to come, Ae a result of discussions already
held, however, some things have become clear.

Firstly, attention must be paid to literary tech=
niques, such ae thoee listed by Vanhoye /85/ and
Swetnam /B86/ used by the author to indicate structural
divisions; hence all insights gained from "rhetorical
criticiem¥, must be applied. But secondly, in my vieuw,
it is above all the content of the epistle which must be
the final decisive factor in determining what cutline
the suthor followed. Je Swetnam's words must be heeded
by every scholar who would undertake rhetorical
criticiem of the epistle:

The successes or failure of the attempt (to
outline the structure of the epistle) is to be
Judged by the convergence of formal literary
principles, content, and structure inte a plausible
literary whole which is consonant with Christian
tradition: for the suppositions on which the
present article ia based are 1) that Hebrews is a
finely worked piece of literary art and 2) that
Hebrews wss written and transmitted in the milieu
of the primitive and early Christian church, The
"proof* = = - or non-proof = - -« in other words, is
the illumination - ~ or lack thereof - which the
present paper gives the reader. Does the present .
article aid the reader to make more sense out of
the first six chapters of Hebrewe than previous
attempts at structuring? That is the question.

/87/

When this caveat is heeded, then hopefully one day
we will have a structured outline for the epistle on
which most scholars can agree and which will throw
light on our underetanding of the content of the
epistle.
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