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HEBREWS, THE EPISTLE OF THE DIATHEKE

So far we have considered the Epistle’s idea of revelation

only from the practical point of view.* It has, however, a

more theoretical side and this also shows the influence of

the covenant-conception. More than any other New Testa-

ment document Hebrews develops what might be called a

philosophy of the history of revelation. This is partly due

to the fact that the writer is theologically inclined in gen-

eral, and evidently attaches importance to the doctrinal pre-

sentation of the Christian faith. It would be a mistake to

explain this from speculative tendencies followed for their

own sake. Of a purely scholastic interest there is no trace

whatever. But the writer entertains a firm belief in the ef-

fectiveness of doctrinal enlightenment as a remedial method

where the soundness and balance of practical Christianity

are endangered. We certainly gain the impression that

from the outset he brings to the writing of the Epistle

a well-defined doctrinal conception of the structure of

the Christian religion. It can cause no wonder that,

when a mind of this cast is led to occupy itself with the

history of revelation, as is actually the case in our Epistle,

a more or less philosophical or theological construction of

the history of revelation results. We should, moreover, re-

member, that from the very earliest times the covenant-idea

stood not merely in the service of revealed religion in gen-

eral, but had also lent itself to the very particular use of

marking the historic progress of the movement of redemp-

tion and special revelation. The successive stages of God’s

redemptive and revealing work in the pre-Christian era

are measured by successive covenants, each introducing new
forces and principles and each imparting to the ensuing

* In this Review, 1915 (xiii), pp. 587-632.
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and xi, 2-19. One of the arguments which Focke appeals to in favor

of Palestinian origin of what he considers the older portion (chap,

i-v.) and of its connection with the struggles between Pharisees and
Sadducees, viz. that the enemies and persecutors of the pious are

charged with having rejected the law of God, and therefore must be
sought in Jewish circles, seems to lose its force through an observa-

tion of Dr. Oesterley’s. He calls attention to the belief emerging in

several places of the apocryphal literature, that the law was originally

offered by God to the pagan world, and only after being rejected of

them, domiciled in Israel. On the basis of such a view the writer of

Wisdom could charge the Alexandrian persecutors of the Jews with

rejection of the law.

It is an omission that among the literature given the book of Couard
Die religidsen und sittlichen Anschauungen der alttestamentlichen

Apokryphen und Pseudepigraphcn, 1907 is not named. On the whole

the bibliography, while not professing to be complete, is discriminating

and adequate.

Of errata we notice that on page 236 Prov. xxii. 24 ought to be xvii.

24 and on page 249 Job xxxviii. 12-28 xxviii. 12-28.

Princeton. Geerhardus Vos.

Paul’s Doctrine of Redemption. By Henry Beach Carre, B.D., Ph.D.,

Professor of Biblical Theology and English Exegesis, Vanderbilt

University. New York: The Macmillan Company. 1914. Pp. xi,

175 .

The main burden of this book is that to Paul redemption is a

“cosmical” process. “Cosmical” is meant as synonymous with “escha-

tological”, and “dynamic”. The first two terms are intended to relate

it to the world-ruling spirits, whose sway comes to an end in the

world-crisis that separates between this age and the age to come, which

crisis is inaugurated by the appearance and work of Christ. “Dy-

namic” is intended to distinguish the author’s interpretation of the

death of Christ from the sacrificial one, both in its objective form of

an atoning vicarious death, and in its subjective form as a source

of ethical influence. Undoubtedly there is to Paul’s doctrine of sal-

vation a side which ascribes to the superhuman spirits a certain role

in the process. It may also be admitted that this element in the

Apostle’s teaching has not in the current interpretation received suffi-

cient attention. But to make of it the ground-work of the whole

Pauline soteriology, as the author attempts to do, is, in our view,

unwarranted, and must lead to a thoroughly false perspective of the

Apostle’s thought. Already in the emphasis which is placed upon the

personal, spiritual existence of Sin and Death (as distinct from mere

rhetorical personification), the author goes too far. Whatever ap-

proach is made to a personal conception of these powers can be ac-

counted for by the close connection of sin and death as cosmical

factors with Satan and the evil spirits generally. In the author’s hands

this hypostasizing of sin and death leads to a relative exoneration of
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man from the responsibility for sin : “Since the fall men have been

handicapped by the fact that Sin secured an advantage over them for

which they are not entirely responsible” (p. 31). The un-Pauline char-

acter of this inference lies on the surface, and, since it seems a legiti-

mate inference from the general position taken, we may well hesitate

to ascribe the latter to Paul. In setting over against each other the

propitiatory, atoning and the dynamic views of Christ’s death, the

author operates with a false alternative. It is in Paul not a question

of one or the other, but a question of both. Thus that the resurrection

is made prominent by Paul as a saving factor can never be made to

prove that the atoning death had not the emphasis to Paul’s mind
traditionally ascribed to it. As a matter of fact the resurrection has

its dynamic not only side by side with the effect of the death, but

even in virtue of the latter. The whole exegetical discussion of the

relevant passages is very partial to the dynamic and barely neutral to

the forensic statements. The mere fact that Paul in every statement

does not explicitly add the forensic rationale of the death of Christ, but

contents himself with a general affirmation of its efficiency is unduly

taken advantage of in favor of the other view. And where the author

is compelled to face the forensic line of thought, he endeavors to be-

little its significance by charging it to the Jewish associations of the

Apostle’s earlier way of thinking or to the controversial exigencies of

his argument in individual instances. Dogmatic prepossessions are

also brought to bear as e.g. on p. 100: “This thought (viz. that the

nature of God is such . . . that he cannot forgive sins if punish-

ment is not inflicted on someone), . . . does violence to our notions

of God, and ascribes to him a moral standard far below what Jesus

required of men.” In Gal. iii. 13 the attempt is made to impugn

Paul’s logic in representing Christ as having become a curse for us, by

observing that the curse in his case is a particular curse, that of male-

factors hanged, and therefore not adapted to bring to an end the

operations of the entire law. As we understand Paul, he does not con-

sider the hanging upon the tree as the ratio essendi of Christ’s curse,

but only as the ratio cognoscendi. The equally pointed statement 2

Cor. v. 21 receives no separate consideration at all. Very implausible

further is the paraphrase given of the classical passage Rom. iii. 25 ff.

The sacrificial, vicarious element is eliminated here by giving to

SiKaioavvrf deov the benevolent sense after the manner of Ritschl, and

it is actually proposed to understand IXaaT^piov as something serving

the propitiation of man instead of God. The benevolent interpreta-

tion of Stxatoo'vioy breaks down on the fact that its opposite in verse 25

is avo\y, which postulates for the former a strictly punitive meaning.

We cannot help feeling in this case and with reference to the argu-

ment throughout that with less prepossession for the one side and
with a little more exegetical good will towards the other side, the

author would have succeeded in giving a far better balanced repro-

duction of the Pauline doctrine.
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