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THE PRESENT CRISIS IN ETHICS*

“It is a fact worth weighing,” says one of the most learned

and judicial of our present day writers on Christian ethics,

—

“it is a fact worth weighing that for some two hundred years

or more after the Reformation and the rise of modem
philosophy no one ever questioned the supremacy of the

Christian ethic, though from every other quarter inroads

were being made upon the received traditions.”^

So recently, indeed, as 1873 Mr. John Stuart Mill, the

ablest as well as the fairest of modem unbelievers, wrote

as follows: “About the life and sayings of Jesus there is

a stamp of personal originality combined with profundity

of insight, which, if we abandon the idle expectation of

finding scientific precision where something very different

was aimed at, must place the Prophet of Nazareth, even in

the estimation of those who have no belief in his inspira-

tion, in the very first rank of the men of sublime genius of

whom our species can boast. When this preeminent genius

is combined with the qualities of probably the greatest moral

reformer, and martyr to that mission, who ever existed upon

earth, religion can not be said to have made a bad choice

in pitching on this man as the ideal representative and guide

of humanity.”^ Nor are such testimonies exceptional. Un-
believers in dogmatic Christianity from widely different

standpoints have united in exalting its ethics. When the

charge was brought by Christians that the bitter attacks on

Christian dogma must issue in the overthrow of Christian

morality, it was hotly resisted by scientists and by litera-

* An Address delivered in Miller Chapel on September 26, 1918, at

the Opening of the One Hundred and Seventh Session of the Seminary.
^ Thornton, Conduct and the Supernatural, p. 3.

2 Three Essays on Religion, p. 253.
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tain originality. As an illustration we may mention the import at-

tributed to Satan’s words in the second temptation (Luke’s sequence).

These are interpreted as an offer on Satan’s part to become Jesus’

Wazir in the administration of the world. This, on the ground that

at this point of the temptation Satan cannot, in Luke’s opinion, have

had any further doubt as to Jesus’ refusal to become Satan’s Wazir.

We do not see that his ingenious inversion of what the words naturally

suggest, to any extent solves the psychological problem of this stage

of the temptation. Could Luke have ascribed to Satan any doubt as

to the refusal of Jesus to accept him as his Wazir? A no less inter-

esting and more entertainable suggestion is that in the parable of the

Samaritan the priest and the levite turn aside from fear of defilement

through contact with what might possible turn out to be a dead body.

As worthy of note we further quote the observation that the lost penny

of the woman cannot have formed part of an amulet, or bridal neck-

lace because the text speaks of drachmae, which were stamped with

a heathen image rendering them to a Jewish woman unfit for such an

intimate purpose.

/In connection with the difficult problem of Luke’s account of the

Supper, the author for a moment indulges in a critical digression. He
favors the view that vss. 19, 20 were lacking in Luke’s original writ-

ing. Luke mentions the first passover-cup, passes over the second cup,

then introduces the breaking of the bread with the solemn words

“this is my body.’’ This seems to imply that the cup mentioned in vs.

17 was the ordinary passover-cup, not the cup of the new sacrament,

to which later in the account, after the excision of 19b, 20, no refer-

ence is made. The author suggests that Luke on purpose avoided

giving a clear, articulated description of the institution of the Supper,

because he did not want to convey to non-Christian readers the im-

pression that Christianity was a new religious cult with its own cult-

actions, the latter being the criterion of a new religion and a new
religion being forbidden.

Enough has been said to show that the exposition is suggestive.

If at certain points it proceeds to a point of compactness which puts

it in need of some exegesis of its own, this is hardly the fault of the

author, but due to the limitations of the scheme under which he was
working.

Princeton. Geerhardus Vos.

Het Eeuwige Leven by Paulus. Een Godsdienst-historisch Onderzoek.
Door Johan Theodoor Ubbink. By J. B. Woltefs’ U.M .—

<

Groningen, Den Haag, 1917. Pp. 174, Ixx f. 2.50.

This is a dissertation offered for the degree of Doctor of Theology
in the University of Groningen in The Netherlands. It is a disserta-

tion of more than average value and importance, both because of the

live subject it deals with and because of the wide reading and mature
judgment which it reveals on almost every page. Its purpose is to

compare Paul’s eschatological teaching with the corresponding beliefs
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of the Graeco-Roman pagan world of his time. Eschatology is taken

not with restriction to the collective historical developments at the

end but as including the individual destiny after death. It is true this

does not quite reproduce the Pauline point of view, since the Apostle’s

eschatological interest centers on the conclusion of the world-drama

and passes lightly over the problems of the intermediate state. Strictly

speaking the title “eternal life” applies in Paul’s language to the final

state only, so that it can hardly cover the discussion of what falls

before the parousia. Inasmuch, however, as to the pagan mind the

center of interest lay in the state after death, and a comparison is

aimed at, the slight deflection from the Pauline angle of vision in-

volved may be readily pardoned.

The subject is dealt with in three chapters. In the first, “the Pauline
' data” are set forth by means of an exegetical summary of the chief

eschatological contexts. In the second chapter the belief or disbelief

in immortability, and the views in regard to the future state prevail-

ing among the Apostle’s contemporaries are examined. The third

chapter, containing the backbone of the book, institutes a detailed

comparison between the facts brought to light in chapters one and

two.

Of these three divisions the first is the least satisfactory. The exe-

getical and biblico-theological discussion of the material ought to have

been more searching and comprehensive. The author does little more
than summarize what the commentaries offer. Unfortunately in re-

gard to the great eschatological passages such as i Thess. iv. and 2 Cor.

V no consensus has been reached among the exegetes and a perusal of

the commentaries is apt to leave the student more bewildered than

instructed. The author does not pause to help him out; yet we think

his help being that of a specialist on a concrete subject, might have

been valuable. We should like to learn e.g. what was the precise

cause of the perplexity of the Thessalonians when some from among
them had died. It had to do with the relation of these to the parousia,

but how? Was it ignorance or unbelief of the resurrection? Or was

it the chiliastic consideration that the dead, while sure to be raised,

might not be in time to share in the provisional Messianic kingdom?

There is a real difficulty here, but it is neither clearly stated, nor seri-

ously attacked. The Chiliastic exegesis as advocated by Schmiedel, is

passed by in silence. At a later point (p. 136) the “not-sorrowing

even as do the rest who have no hope” is explained of merely the

mode and excess in demonstrativeness of pagan mourning. This

seems to reject by implication the view as though the Thessalonians

could have mourned from the same motive as the pagans did i.e. be-

cause they had no hope. A possible exegesis, but not beyond need of

argument to establish it. It is not sufficient to appeal to the words

“who have no hope” as implying that the Thessalonians had hope.

The question precisely is whether this means in the mouth of Paul;

“I know, ye have reason to hope” or “you know you have hope”? But

granting that they were familiar with the idea of the resurrection and
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believed in the doctrine taught them by Paul, the problem becomes a

very pressing one, how in the presence of such faith can their ex-

cessive pagan-like grief be accounted for? The author himself ac-

knowledges that the Thessalonians were not troubled about the inter-

mediate state of their dead as such. The trouble related to their pres-

ence at the parousia. And he also observes, though he finds it strange,

that Paul does not comfort his readers with the uninterrupted com-

munion between Christ and their “sleeping ones,” but with the cer-

tainty of the resurrection. We confess that this seems to us to drive

straight into the arms of the chiliastic exegesis. That seems to offer

the only possibility of understanding the coexistence in the same

minds of belief in the resurrection and perplexity about the dead. Or

if that is impossible, as perhaps it is, and as certainly the author seems

to think, since it is neither mentioned nor considered, ought it not to

make us pause, before we reject the only other clearly conceivable

alternative, and assert that ignorance or unbelief of the resurrection

in people taught by Paul is a priori excluded?

Somewhat similar strictures might be made in regard to the exegeti-

cal resume given of the passage 2 Cor. v, i ff. The difference is that

here Dr. Ubbink succeeds in giving a fairly lucid version of the import

of the passage, which he himself characterizes as a crux interpretum.

As a matter of fact the explanation is too lucid to be readily accepted!

it gets rid of the crux too easily. It is obtained at the cost of identi-

fying the hfhvcraaOai of vs. 2 with the Itrevhvuavdai. of verses 2 and 4.

The main warrant for doing this would seem to be the comparison,

with I Cor. XV : 53, where the evSvaaaSai “putting on” is used as

equally applicable to the raised and to those found living at the

parousia. The observation is correct, but it does not prove that in the

situation of 2 Cor. v likewise the two terms can have been used inter-

changeably. In I Cor. XV the subject of the sentence is the body,

“this corruptible and this mortal.” When the investment with the

new body is described with the old body as the subject, the figure is

naturally that of a simple “putting on.” On the other hand, where it

is conceived, as in 2 Cor. v, with reference to the pneumatic person,

and the desire is expressed that no laying aside of the old body may
be necessary, the figure as naturally assumes the form of “putting on
over.” A difference between the two terms is clearly implied in the

contrast between iKSvaaaOat (correlate of kvSvaraa-^ai) and kirev

Svaaaffai in vs. 4 . which latter is illustrated by the further figure of
“the mortal being swallowed up by the life.” It is in this difference be-

tween the simple and the double compound verb that the crux of the

passage lies, and also the key to the main import of it. Paul’s in-

stinctive preference for survival till the parousia expressed in the

former half of the pericope rests on it. As an equivocal term equally

applicable to both parts of the alternative, the word IvhvaaaOai was
ill-suited to express this preference clearly. We do not know what
authority the author has for making the eVi in this verb “intensive.”

The comparison with yiyywcrKeiv ^nd cTriytyvtScrKetv is not convincing,
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because yiyvwa-Kciv denotes an action with which intensity is easily

associated, which is by no means the case with ivSvaaaSai,- One does

not intensively put on a garment.

These are, however, considered within the structure of the book as

a whole, minor matters. The second and third chapters are far more
essential and on the whole eminently satisfactory. The former gives

a careful survey of the pagan state of mind in regard to personal im-

mortality in the age of Paul. It is a most interesting picture the

author draws for us of the mentality of the ancient world in regard

to this greatest of all problems. First the sepulchral inscriptions, then

the literary documents and in the third place the mystery-cults are re-

viewed. The impression created by this survey, even before the com-
parison with the Pauline doctrine is formally drawn, is that of ex-

treme dissimilarity and oppositeness. Not only were the opinions

hopelessly divergent, they were also in their majority dismally pessim-

istic and to no small extent of a down-right sceptical tenor. In the

sepulchral inscriptions even the hopes of the Eleusinian and other

mysteries find but an infrequent and weak echo. Only in connection

with the Egyptian cult a more positive and assertive hopefulness ex-

presses itself in the desire that Osiris may give his confessors to

drink of “the cool water” of life. Chronologically considered the in-

scriptions of the earlier period reflect a more hopeful outlook than

the later ones. From the Third Century B.C. onwards doubt and

uncertainty rapidly increased, and especially during the time of the

empire the prevailing note became one of scepticism. Hence such

epitaphs as: “I was not, I came into being, I was, I am not, such is

life, if one shall say differently he lies,” the last clause introducing a

queer note of dogmatic emphasis into the otherwise sceptical utter-

ance. Another inscription to the same effect closes, more in keeping

with itself, with the words “I do not care.” The grave is viewed as

aeterna domus. Tears are not encouraged, for what could they profit?

Fate is inexorable. The only defense that the pagan mortal of

Paul’s day had to oppose to the hopelessness of death was the con-

sideration that fama nescit obire. So far as the individual is con-

cerned this was the poorest of all conceivable weapons, since death

itself prevents the possessor of fame from having either knowledge

or enjoyment of it.

The results are not very much different when gathered from the

philosophical religious and poetical literature. The same phenomena

recur : no unity of conviction, a tangle of ideas bristling not only with

contrasts but with contradictions, unanimity only where the point of

scepticism and negation is reached. From Homer’s “Do not comfort

me with death” to Catullus’ “Nox est Perpetua una dormienda,” there

is a continuity of this negative, at its best resigned, attitude. At the

other extreme, where belief in a better state existed, suicide was some-

times resorted to as a means of more quickly attaining unto it. But

suicide from a purely despondent motive was also systematically prac-

tised. The negative state of mind seems to have been stronger in
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Rome than in Greece and Asia Minor, a difference explained from

the deeper moral decadence of the West. The older Stoics at least

taught a temporary persistence of the soul until the next world-

conflagration, but even this was extended by part of the school to the

wise only. The Epicurean position is strikingly defined by the saying

of the Master: “Death has nothing to do with us; so long as man
is there death is not; when death is there man is not.” Only the mid-

dle and later Stoa and the neo-Pythagoraeans returned to the teach-

ing of Plato, although even here Panaetius managed to combine with

Platonism the denial of every kind of immortality. Seneca is in turn

a sceptic and a believer. Death is aut finis aut transitus. Epictetus

is most emphatic in his absolute negation. And, whatever view may
be taken of the destiny of the soul, all join together in the dualistic

depreciation of the body, which finds such characteristic expression

in the epigram aC>iMi = aijfia- The body has no future and no hope

of any kind. As to the state of the soul after death—where one is

contemplated—it is noteworthy that both Greeks and Romans appear

better acquainted with hell than with heaven. The descriptions of the

torments of the wicked are clearer and more detailed than those of the

conditions in Elysium. Fear was evidently a more active factor than

hope in shaping eschatological belief. The Orphic pictures of Tar-

tarus from the time of Paul are quite Dantesque in their elaborateness

and vividness. What there is of concrete delineation of the state of

blessedness is more or less sensually colored.

A distinct view of the future state was developed in connection with

the astrological belief which gained wider currency about the begin-

ning of our era, but had points of contact in earlier Hellenic belief

about the metamorphosis of heroes into brilliant constellations, the

so-called “Katasterism.” This was Oriental in its origin, based on

the view that earthly life is under the inexorable regime of planetary

fate, the Heimarmene. Here we meet with the idea of the celestial

journey. It occurs in two forms, the one conceiving of the journey

through space to the higher regions as unobstructed, the other repre-

senting the same as delayed through a sojourn in the intermediate

stations, each planet requiring back of the spirit what it had communi-
cated to it of its own substance in the original earthward descent of

the latter. The highest goal is deification. The goal, however, was
not open to all, but only to the intellectual, the cultivated, the elite of

mankind. The public at large were left to themselves. It was this

exclusivism that drove the non-aristocratic in such large numbers into

the mystery-cults, where no class-distinctions were recognized.

In discussing the mysteries the author confines himself for the pur-

pose of comparison to the Eleusinian, the Dionysian-Orphic and the

Osiris-Serapis cults. Heedful of the warnings of Cumont and others,

he hesitates to follow Reitzenstein and Bousset, and declares the

question how much of the Second Century belief and practice already

existed in Paul’s time unripe for and perhaps incapable of decision.

To Bousset’s contention that it is not a question of dependence on
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any single cult but of general atmosphere, he quite properly replies

that this general atmosphere is largely the hypothetical product of

carrying back the later data into the Pauline period on the principle

that they cannot suddenly have sprung into being, but must have an

older history. The question, however, persists, whether in this older

stage they were already able to impregnate the atmosphere in such

a pervasive sense that an influence on Paul becomes plausible. The
syncretistic form of these cults Paul certainly did not know and
could not have been affected by. To be sure, there was long before

Paul’s time a chronic mysticism in the Eastern provinces. But its

exact physiognomy is still undetermined and perhaps indeterminable.

^
The thesis that before Paul’s time already the vegetation-god of the

mythical cults had developed into a divine redeemer and saviour, who
dies and rises again for the benefit of his worshippers is incapable of

proof. All mythical inducements notwithstanding, the mentality of

the Greeks remained predominantly auto-soteric. It should be noted,

however, that, while not favoring the hypothesis of a material in-

fluence of the mystery-religions in Paul, the author does not deny

that certain technical terms might have been borrowed from this source

and filled by the Apostle with a new content. But even in that case

it remains possible that the borrowing was from the fund of the

common language and not direct from the mysteries.

In the third chapter the various aspects of Paul’s exchatological

teaching are compared with the pagan beliefs with a view to testing

the likelihood of dependence. The beginning consists of an excellent

discussion of the Pauline conception of God with its pronounced re-

demptive features. Against the Stoic humanitarian doctrine that all

men are children of God Paul places the soteric sonship of believers.

Paul had a profound conviction of sin, paganism had not. This makes

all the difference in the complexion of eschatological ideas. Those of

Paul are God-centered, profoundly religious, cultivated for the sake

of God and with a thirst after God; those of the Graeco-Roman
world lack this character entirely. The extreme individualism of the

one and the collectivism of the other has its root in the same differ-

ence. Paul sums up the future in “the Kingdom of God.’’ And, most

of all, the eschatology of Paul has a historical, dramatic, redemptive

background, an element which was utterly lacking in the Greek belief.

As to the anthropological structure of the eschatology Paul expected

a restoration in integrum of the entire man, soul and body; the Greek

mind attached value to the soul only. The section in which this is

set forth brings an interesting discussion of the contrast tpvxiKos

vs.Trvcv/xaTtKos- The author rejects Reitzenstein’s and Bousset’s deriva-

tion of the term \f/vxiKO<: from the idea that from the mystes through

the entrance of the pneuma the soul is expelled, so that actually the

man has ceased to exist as man and has become a god = Trvevfia- In

rejecting this, he offers a highly ingenious and, so far as we are aware,

original explanation of his own. It consists in this that Paul in the

two contexts where occurs as equivalent to crapKiKo^ and as
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opposed to Tn/ev/MTiKos (i Cor. iii and xv), uses with semi-

ironic reference to the unwarranted value placed upon the soul as such

by the Greek mind. The “psychic” man would then practically amount

to “that natural, sinful being to which as \j/v)^ you Greeks ascribe

such an exalted nature.” This explanation identifies aapKiKo^ in its

ethical connotation with tf/v^iKos- Notwithstanding its striking novelty

and its apparent suitability to the context of i Cor. iii, we hesitate

to adopt it. Into i Cor. xv it certainly will not fit, for here Paul

derives the “psychic” nature of the first man from creation which

gives the term the dignity of marking a great historic contrast de-

signed by God, so that ironical reflexion upon the Hellenic over-

estimate of the psyche is out of place. Paul, as we take it, here pur-

posely avoids the equation i^v^t/cds = aapKiKO'i and that because

o-oyBKtKos is too suggestive of sin, whilst the antithesis here is purely

that between creation and eschatology. The first man was ^oikos not

aapKiK6<: (as to his body). If in i Cor. iii and aapKiKo^ are

actually used interchangeably, this is due to the elasticity of aafKuc6<;

which can denote both the natural condition of man as such and his

sinful natural condition but with a stronger association of the latter.

Hence in a context where the emphasis rested on the incapability of

the natural man to receive the pneumatic things of God and on the

immaturity of the readers, which but little differentiated them from
natural men, there was no need of carefully distinguishing

and aapKiKo^, since the “natural” when asserting itself as such against

God and the “spiritual” actually passes over into the “fleshly.” The
new explanation might also give rise to the question whether the

mere av6p(o-n-oi, which takes the place of ijn>xiKoi and aapKiKoi in i

Cor. iii, perhaps likewise contains an ironical allusion to the Hellenic

pride in humanity as such. We dare say the author would not go so

far as this. In passing we may remark that the contrast “men” and
“pneumatic” is not nearly so strange in Scriptural idiom as it appears

to us. The opposition of part of a genus to the whole because the

part is possessed of a differentiating peculiarity, is found in such

passages as Ps. Ixxiii, 5 ,
“they are not in trouble as men”; Jer. xxxii:

20
, “both in Israel and among men.” These, as lying nearer home,

may be substituted for Zielinski’ illustration from the contrast be-

tween proletarius and assiduus in Roman legal terminology (the for-

mer denoting one who has nothing but children; the latter one who
has landed property, but may have children also).

The further sections of the third chapter deal in succession with the

relation between eternal life and the present life, communion with
Christ (the gift of the Spirit), the sacraments and eternal life, death,

the intermediate state, the day of the Lord, the final state. We can
only briefly touch upon a few points of interest. Dr. Ubbink rejects

the theory of Charles, Teichmann and others who trace a clearly

marked development in Paul’s eschatological teaching. The main
substance, he holds, must have been fixed at the conversion, so that,

whatever influence from his milieu existed, would have to be placed
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earlier than this. To the conversion itself he attaches great weight,

although not explicitly deriving from it the equation Christ = Pneuma,

as many seem inclined to do. We do not believe that such a psycho-

logical explanation really can accomplish what it is expected to do.

None of the accounts of Paul’s conversion so much as refers to the

pneuma. What appeared to Paul was the glorified Christ. But this

appearance as such would not carry with it the idea that the source

of the glory lay in the pneuma. To import this on the basis that light

= pneuma seems precarious. Of course, the case would become dif-

ferent, if we could assume that the close association between the

eschatological-messianic life and the pneuma was antecedently given,

but against this 2 Cor. v. 16 enters a protest. Paul distinctly char-

acterizes his pre-Christian Messianic conception as sarkic and not

pneumatic. That the author does not overkeenly feel the problem of

accounting for Paul’s peculiarly colored pneuma-concept both in its

Christological and eschatological application, is due to his somewhat
overeasy assimilation of the earliest Christian teaching on the pneuma
to the Pauline doctrine. Over against the gulf which such writers as

Gunkel and Bousset would fix between the two this is not difficult to

understand. Pre-Pauline Christianity certainly must have had com-

munion with the risen Christ and the Spirit must have played a role

in this. It cannot have been a religion about the Christ, as Bousset

would have it, but must have been one in fellowship with the Christ.

But to affirm without more evidence that this was identical (we mean,

of course, in concept not as to real exercise) with the Pauline “mysti-

cal union’’ through the Spirit, so that it expressed or could have ex-

pressed itself in the same terms is farther than we feel warranted to

go. We do not mean to deny the possibility of the pre-Pauline ex-

istence of such teaching; what we wish to say is that no proof to

that effect is forthcoming from the Book of Acts.

There are some other points over against which we have placed an

interrogation mark. On p. 145 the author queries whether from Paul’s

point of view it is still accurate to speak of dvdo-Tcuris because this

term can only relate to the body and the body is of a totally different

substance, with the suggestion added that Paul for this reason con-

sciously favored iyelpeiv and tyepOijvat- Or, on p. 146, the statement,

that Paul does not systematize, is no apocalypticus, but a preacher of

the Gospel. Again “the final judgment relates in the last analysis to

this, whether man has been willing to let himself be endowed with the

new life’’ (p. 150). Also the account (on p. 152) of the idea of a

present judgment as causing the last judgment with Paul to lose its

dramatic impressive character seems considerably overstated. The
author further thinks it probable that Paul conceives of the final state

of the wicked as a torment of the soul, implying that the punishment

comes not ab extra, but is internal (p. 155). Is it quite true that Paul

never works with the factor of “the terror of hell’’? (ibid).

In conclusion we may call attention to the two instructive excursuses

on S6$a and the ai^fw. TrvevfjxiTiKov towards the close of the book. As
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to the former it is contended that “splendor” is not the constant nor

characteristic element in Paul’s view of the So^a- Ad|a and rifir) are

not clearly separated. In 2 Cor. iii. 18. and iv. 16 86$a is associated with

and consists in yvwai^- The combination of light and Bo^a with the

future life needs no concrete accounting for, being the common prop-

erty of all nations aftid religions. As to the aSy/jxi irvevfiaTLKov, the

view that this idea represents a compromise between the Jewish resur-

rection-hope and the Hellenic immortality-belief is rejected. In

Judaism there are already traces of an approach towards spiritualiza-

tion of the resurrection-body and that even in Ap. Baruch usually

quoted in proof of the materialness of the resurrection body as the

ordinary Jewish view. Jesus also rejected the grosser Jewish ex-

pectation.

Enough has been said to convince the reader that in this by no

means ordinary dissertation he will find a wealth of instruction on

the complicated subject of the Pauline eschatology. Dr. Ubbink is a

well-informed and, on the whole, safe guide. The notes appended to

the text are copious and omit very little of importance in their ref-

erences to the literature.

Princeton. Geerhardus Vos.

The Acts of the Apostles. The Greek Text Edited with Introduction

and Notes for the Use of Schools. By W. F. Burnside, M.A.,

Headmaster of St. Edmund’s School, Canterbury, Author of Old

Testament History for Schools and St. Luke in Greek. Cam-
bridge: at the University Press, 1916.

In this serviceable brief commentary on the book of Acts, Mr.

Burnside maintains the Lucan authorship and general trustworthiness

of the book, though his estimate of certain portions of the narrative

is hesitating and unsatisfactory, notably in connection with the com-
ing of the Spirit on the day of Pentecost. The discussion of the

relation between the narrative in Acts and that in the Epistle to the

Galatians is scarcely adequate. Mr. Burnside is inclined to identify

the event of Gal. ii. i-io with the “famine visit” of Acts xi. 30, xii. 25.

A somewhat fuller discussion of the question would have been de-

sirable even in a book intended for the use of schools. The note on

wpo<nj\vToi (Acts ii. ii) is misleading to say the least. “Proselytes”,

says Mr. Burnside (p. 88), “were not Jews by birth, but were at-

tracted by the Jewish religion, and obeyed the Jewish law in certain

particulars, but they were not circumcised. The Jewish nation did

not admit of naturalization; it always has remained exclusive in its

peculiar nationality.” This note is erroneous at almost every point,

and erroneous in a manner particularly unfortunate for the under-
standing of the book of Acts. An inaccuracy in detail may be noticed

on p. xlvi, where it is said that the Codex Alexandrinus contains the

whole of the Old and New Testaments.

Such defects diminish, though they do not destroy, the usefulness




