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PREFACE

I have little to add to the Preface that I wrote for Volume 1 of this
commentary. What I wrote then, especially by way of thanks fo a
number of people who in various ways have helped me, is still true.
Some things are perhaps better arranged in this volume than in the
first: one learns from one’s mistakes. This volume contains a more or
less conventional ‘Introduction’. It will, I think, be clear why I could
not write it until I had cleared my mind on a number of questions that
arise in Acts 15-28.

Since Volume I was completed, the 27th edition of Nestle-Aland’s
Novum Testamentum Graece has appeared. After some thought I
have decided in favour of consistency, and have retained the text and
apparatus of NA%. Some day, perhaps, the commentary may be
revised and the sigla of the later edition used throughout.

C. K. BARREIT
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(6) The apostles and elders gathered together to look into this matter. (7)
When much discussion had taken place, Peter stood up and said to them
“Brothers, you know that in days of old God made his choice among you that
through my voice the Gentiles should hear the word of the Gospel and
believe; (8) and God, who knows the human heart, bore testimony to them
when he gave them the Holy Spirit, as he had done to us, (9) and he made no
distinction between us and them when he cleansed their hearts by faith. (10)
So now why do you put God to the test by laying on the neck of these
disciples a yoke which neither our fathers nor we were able to bear? (11) On
the contrary, we believe that it is through the grace of the Lord Jesus that! we
shall be saved, in the same way as they.” (12) The whole company fell silent,
and they listened to Barnabas and Paul as they narrated the signs and portents
that God had done among the Gentiles through them. (13) When they had
ceased speaking, James joined in,? saying, ‘Brothers, listen to me. (14)
Symeon has reported how® God at the first took action so as to take out of
the Gentiles a people for his name; (15) and with this the words of the
prophets agree—as it is written: (16) ‘‘Afterwards I will return, and T will
build up again the tent of David that has fallen down, and I will build up
again its ruins, and T will raise it up, (17) in order that the rest of mankind
may seek the Lord, even all the Gentiles* upon whom my name has been
named.” So says the Lord,® making these things (18) known from of old.
(19) Therefore for my part I give my judgement that we should not make
trouble for those who from the Gentiles turn to God, (20).but write to them
that they should abstain from the defilements caused by idols, from
fornication,® from that which has been strangled, and from blood. (21) For
Moses from generations of old has in every city those who proclaim him,
since he is read out every Sabbath in the synagogues.’ ) :
(22) Then the apostles and the elders, along with the whole church,
decided to choose men from among themselves to send to Antioch with Paul
and Bammabas; [they chose] Judas called Barsabbas and Silas, leading men
among the brothers, (23) and wrote for them to deliver [as follows:] “The
apostles and the elders, your brothers, to the brothers in Antioch, Syria, and
Cilicia, who come from among the Gentiles: Greeting. (24) Since we had
heard that some of us had disturbed you by what they said, unsettling your

'NEB, We are saved, and so are they; NJB, We are saved in the same way as they
are.

2NEB, summed up.

NEB, it first happened that God took notice of the Gentiles. NJB, God first arranged
to enlist a people for his name out of the Gentiles.

“NEB, whom I have claimed for my own.

‘NEB, whose work it is, made known long ago.

"NIB, illicit marriages.
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souls,—men to whom we had given no such instructions—(25) we,” when
we met together; decided to choose and send men to you along with our
beloved Barnabas and Paul, (26) men* who have devoted their Tives to the
name’ of our Lord Jesus Christ. (27) So we have sent Judas and Silas, who
will report the same things to you by word of mouth. (28) For the Holy Spirit
and ourselves have reached the decision that we should lay upon you no
other burden except these necessary things: (29) that you should abstain from
things sacrificed to idols, from blood, from things that have been strangled,
and from fornication.'® If you keep yourselves from these things you will be
doing right. Farewell.’ i

Bibliography
E. Bammel, as in (38).
C. K. Barrett, F'S Osborn, 50-59.
C. K. Barrett, FS Hofius, 323-39.
J. B. Bauer, BZ 32 (1988), 114—-17.
P. Benoit, 3.285-99 (= Bib 40 (1959), 778-92).
C. Blomberg, JSNT 22 (1984), 53—80.
M. E. Boismard, EThL 64 (1988), 433-40.
T. Boman, NovT 7 (1964-5), 26-36.

P. Borgen, FS Kee, 125-41 [= Early Christianity and Hellenistic Judaism
(1996), 233-51]. :

U. Borse, FS Zimmermann, 195-212.

F. F. Bruce, FS Greeven, 115-24.

R. Bultmann, FS T. W. Manson, 68—80 (= Exegetica 412-23).
A. Campbell, JTS 44 (1993), 511-28.

D. R. Catchpole, NTS 23 (1976-7), 428-44,

L. Cerfaux, Rec. 2.105-23.

O. Cullmann, Petrus.

N. A. Dahl, NTS 4 (1958), 319-27.

F. W. Danker, Cassidy and Sharpes, Political Issues, 49—58.
W. Dieterich, Petrusbild.

J. Dupont, NTS 3 (1957), 47-50 (= Etudes 361-5).

J. Dupont, NTS 31 (1985), 321-35.

J. Eckert, in J. Ernst (ed.), Schriftauslegung (1972), 281-311.
J. Fitzmyer, Essays 271-303 (= FS Schubert, 233-57).

P. Gaechter, ZKTh 85 (1963), 339-54.

B. Gerhardsson, Memory and Manuscript (1961), 249-61.
M. D. Goulder, Two Missions.

"NEB, We have resolved unanimously; NJB, We have decided unanimously.
¥RSV, men who have risked. :
NEB, cause.

1°NJB, illicit marriages.




708 COMMENTARY ON ACTS

R. M. Grant, HThR 73 (1980), 299-310.

E. Haenchen, FS Jeremias, 153-64.

T. Holtz, as in (38).

P. W. van der Horst, NovT 16 (1974), 309.

J. Jensen, NovT 20 (1978), 161-84.

G. D. Kilpatrick, Kremer, Actes 84-6.

A. F. J. Klijn, NovT 10 (1968), 305-12.

M. Klinghardt, Gesetz und Volk Gottes, 158-224.

W. G. Kiimmel, Heilsgeschehen und Geschichte (1965), 278—-88.

H. Lietzmann, FS Harris, 203-11.

J.1. H. McDonald, TU 126 (= StEv VII) 327-32.
1. Manek, Comm. Viatorum 15 (1972), 151-60.
P. H. Menoud, SNTS Bulletin 2 (1951), 22-8.
E. Molland, StTh 9 (1955), 1-39.

3. Murphy-O’Connor, RB 99 (1982), 71-91.

J. Nolland, NTS 27 (1981), 105-15.

1. L. North, NTS 29 (1983), 264—6.

C. Perrot, RechScR 69 (1981), 195-208.

R. Pesch, FS Zimmermann, 105-22.

W. Pratscher, Jakobus (1987).

B. Reicke, as in (38).

B. Reicke, in Stendahl, Scrolls 146.

E. Richard, as in (38).

R. Richard, NovT 24 (1982), 37-53.

H. Sahlin, NovT 24 (1982), 187.

H. van de Sandt, JSNT 46 (1992), 73-97.

A. Schmidt, ZNW 81 (1990), 122-31.

D. R. Schwartz, Bib 67 (1985), 276-81.

M. Simon, BJRL 52 (1969-70), 437-60.

E. R. Smothers, HTAR 46 (1953), 203-15.

A. Strobel, FS Zimmermann, 81-104.

C. H. Talbert, NovT 9 (1967), 26—40.

J. Taylor, RB 99 (1992), 373-8.

Y. Tissot, RB 77 (1970), 321-46.

C. H. Turner, Theology 20 (1930), 4-14.

A. J. M. Wedderburn, NovT 35 (1993), 362—89.
A. Weiser, BZ 28 (1984), 145-67.

P. Winter, EvTh 17 (1957), 399-406.

S Tk i

39. COUNCIL IN JERUSALEM. 15.6-29. 709

E. Zuckschwerdt, ZNW 68 (1977), 122-31.
G. Zuntz, Opuscula Selecta (1972), 216-51.

Commentary

The meeting planned in the preceding paragraph takes place. It does
not take the form of a trial (so that the Western reading in 15.2 does
not correspond to Luke’s intention) but rather of a general discussion
of a question of practice. B. Gerhardsson (Memory and Manuscript
(1961), 249-61) compares it to a rabbinic discussion of a piece of
halakah, and thinks it to be an example of the dirovia To Aoyou to
which the apostles propose to devote themselves in 6.4. It is the
apostles and elders who gather for discussion and evidently assume
the authority to make a decision; they write the letter in which the
decision is promulgated, though the whole church concurs (v. 22). At
the outset there is much debate, which Luke does not report. After
this he assigns speeches to Peter, to Barnabas and Paul, who are not
separated as speakers, and to James. Peter is firmly in favour of a
liberal attitude; the Law, he says, is an intolerable burden even to
Jews, and God has clearly shown that he does not require observance
from Gentiles. Barnabas and Paul report the miracles they have
witnessed among the Gentiles, a demonstration of God’s favour to
the Gentiles and of his approval of the way in which the evangelists
have conducted their mission. James’s attitude is less clear, though
he agrees with Peter and finds support for his position in the OT;
some requirements, however, must be made. The whole company
agrees with his conclusion, and a letter is written, disavowing those
who have caused confusion in the Antiochene church and stating the
decree proposed by James; if this is observed all will be well in the
Gentile churches.

This paragraph is rightly described as the centre of Acts. It is the
best example of a pattern that occurs several times in Acts and
represents the way in which Luke conceived the progress of Christi-
anity, In this pattern a difficulty is encountered; steps are taken 1o
deal with it; not only is the problem solved but a notable advance
takes place as a result. Thus for example at 6.1 the problem of the
Hellenist widows (which could have ended in schism) arises; steps
are taken to deal with it (6.2—6); the result (6.7) is a great increase in
the number of disciples. Similarly in 19.9 there is such vehement
opposition to Paul’s work in Ephesus that he is obliged to leave the
synagogue for another building; but the result (19.10) is that all the
Jews and Greeks in the province of Asia hear the Lord’s word. In ch.
I5 the extension of the Gospel to the Gentiles (which is Luke’s
primary concern) is threatened by those who would compel all
Gentile converts to become Jewish proselytes; steps are taken to deal
with this problem; the result is not simply an answer to the problem
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arther expansion of the church. This appears immediately 1n
m_%mﬂnmﬂi isin H%Q the theme of the rest of the book. q_.:nw >ﬂ”mm Mw
supplies the key to the arrangement and movement .ow the ,ooqn 82
whole. ‘Luc place le ammﬂ._ﬁm~H£:~ il _m_w qﬁnosﬁon.m. au cen
'activi issionai e Paul’ (Taylor 5.222). N
H meMﬂmr_.M%”wﬁﬂ“nﬁ maonosa om EM Council as a Lucan no.Svme‘:o?
It was not indeed pure mnno_w _.ﬁwm._ Eﬁwn,:n as».m._m ww%__”mmm ﬁmﬂ M”M”M._umm
ich are not further defined. Wi is vie ! sagl
w%,_mwnmww 415f. = FS T. W. Manson 71f.); Luke made use of i:mﬂ.d%
sources. The sharpest point of disagreement was the Decree, Smném.m.._
with the letter of which it mcqﬂmm. part. Bultmann agrees N
Dibelius that the address to ﬁ:ﬁonw;. MMMM_J MMM_QW_W_M__.M W MM Slear
indication of a written source. Luke belle :
wﬁw@pﬁ all Gentile Christian nwcwmrmmm he éoc__.u nme_.ﬁwmﬂm ﬂm_.mm
up so limited a statement of its destination. Omzmsaﬂ ( _m u Em. 'S
view) Luke edited the written source, or sources, && nav%mmw, :
in particular he introduced the Hm?_umﬂ._nnm to .wm_._._wfm an mﬁo.m:._oa
Subsequent writers have taken different views E,, the nm:%n o
of the paragraph. According to Hanson (155) Hrm .ﬁuom R
Council’ is an imaginative reconstruction .3 Luke’; but :mom“_. :_mﬂ
Hanson excepts the letter and the Decree. Liidemann S,o fl E.g,nn %
ch. 15 rests on tradition, but is :sa@m&m@ whether this was E.: i
oral. He sees the marks of qm&.:o_d in F..:n no:oaﬂn:mm_”. H_,h EE.
parrative and in its agreements with Galatians w Many w _._._ o
Luke has combined two traditions, gm._ma ,..mmﬁnncé._m on Ecwmans
and Antioch. Sometimes the combination is set out in _:mwm.:.w o
Thus Pesch (2.72) believes that Luke ,_mm_mrno“.rncﬁwwﬂ mw ﬁm%wowq m,. ‘e
ic Council with an account of the Apostol cree; ®
Wﬁnm””m“w (2.74). he distinguishes Antiochene :.m&ﬁ.,c: :;.W:n mc,mu_.n__a
ing of the church, 11.19-26, and of En.a.m_mmmso: to nEm_moo_n
11.27-30; 12.25; 15.1-4, 12b) and the origin of the Decree ( e
11.18: 15.5-12a, 13-33). Weiser (376) finds the story of a umEmw m,ﬁ
meeting in 15.1, 2,4, 5,6,12, 7,13,10, 11, 19, and an accotmt of 0
Antiochene problem and its solution in 15.5, (1), 23, mo‘q.,‘ m.a.ﬂmam_h
22 27. 30, 31, 32. ‘Lukas hat die m_.nEmEm beider Traditi e
me._:mzanw verbunden und so die E:an_ﬁ.ﬂ_o:n Qmmwaﬂmmmg
“* Apostelkonzil”” gestaltet.” It may be questioned .&:mﬁmmﬂ m?mn
precise delineation of sources is possible: Luke mmzn ?Bmm J_w -
a hand, and believed that the Decree, ?_.BEE& as the MQM_ o
Council in Jerusalem, originated as the solution of Em a: nﬂ o
problem. That Luke ﬂmnw m_b ﬁMo ,mowmﬁ%mmwm :Mo%_% mw::mﬂmé %m el
itten or oral, was argued already m 1.47-20, HC £ e, Of U
MMM.MM ﬂunnnrn: Emmv writes, ‘Lukas hat also En:m ... diese MMM
Forderungen einem alten Dokument entnommen, das NH :mw._m_umu
gefunden hat, sondern er hat eine lebendige Tradition n..mnr _n mE:m
die man wahrscheinlich schon damals auf die Apostel zuriickg
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hat.” That Luke found the Decree in use, observed by churches, is
true; but were his contemporaries so illiterate that they never wrote
down basic rules of their community? The paragraph reproduces
written material; folk memory, and Luke’s own story-telling.

The story invites:comparison with Galatians 2. There .are such
close parallels between the two passages that it is hard to doubt that
somewhere behind both lies a single event. In both Paul accompanied
by Barnabas goes up to Jerusalem. In Acts ‘certain others’ go with
them; in Galatians Titus goes, and it is not said that he is the only
additional traveller. In Galatians James, Cephas, and John take part;
in Acts James and Peter take part and there is nothing to suggest that
John was not there as one of the unnamed apostles. In Galatians Paul
and Barnabas :are accepted by the Jerusalem apostles as colleagues;
in Acts they take part in the discussion and are described in the letter
as ‘our beloved Barnabas and Paul’. In Acts the theme discussed in
the Council is the proposition that all converts to Christianity must be
circumcised; if the Galatians Council did not deal with this theme it
was irrelevant to the Galatian situation to which Paul applies it. This
is a weighty list of parallels. On the other hand, the ‘Acts Council
ends with the issue of a Decree, binding on Christians; in Galatians
there is no sign of this Decree, nor is there any sign of it anywhere
else in Paul’s letters. In Galatians there is some sort of division of
apostolic labour (Gal. 2.9); there is no trace of this in Acts. It would
be difficult to maintain (though not a few have done so) that Acts and
Paul are describing different events; equally difficult to think that
Luke had read Galatians. :

We may add, and take as a pointer to the unravelling of the
historical problem, that both Acts and Galatians speak of the arrival
in Antioch of representatives from Jerusalem. In Acts they take a
hard line on circumcision and the Law: all must be circumcised and

- observe the Law. This demand is represented as the immediate

occasion of the Council. In Galatians (assuming, as without indica-

“tion to the contrary one should, that Paul -sets out events in

chronological order) the visit is of envoys from James, and it follows
the Council. As a result of it the church in Antioch is divided: Peter,

- followed by Barnabas and all the Jewish Christians, withdrew into

isolation, refusing to eat with uncircumcised Gentile Christians. Paul

- maintained his position and stood by the Gentiles, rebuking Peter to

his face. Assuming Paul to have been neither stupid nor dishonest,

i .m_._ocmw doubtless like all men fallible in memory, his account, which
~is first-hand, must be accepted where it differs from Luke’s; and the
likeliest explanation of the course of events is as follows. _

A mission based on Jerusalem was circulating among the Pauline
churches (cf. M. D. Goulder, A Tale of Two Missions, London,
1994). Circumcision of all was demanded. This, if unchecked, could

- have ruined Paul’s work, and he went up to Jerusalem that he might




712 COMMENTARY ON ACTS

not run in vain (Gal. 2.2). Apart from an encounter with false
brothers (who are distinguished from the apostles) the meeting was
not inharmonious. There was agreement that Paul should go to the
Gentiles (to evangelize them), the Jerusalem apostles to the Jews.
This sounded well but was inadequately thought out and the terms
remained undefined. It probably was related to the question whether
an attempt should first be made to win the Jews for the Gospel,
leaving the Gentile mission as a second-stage operation. It did not
take into account what might be done in churches with mixed Jewish
and Gentile membership. In Antioch it was at first assumed that since
all were Christians all might have table fellowship together. The
messengers from James (Gal. 2.12) must have said something like,
We agreed that Gentiles might be accepted as Christians without
circumeision; we did not say that Jews might so far cease to be Jews
as to have unrestricted dealings with Gentiles. The two leaders,
James and Paul, dug in their heels, and it was the Hellenistic J ewish
Christians who found a way out by proposing the Decree—which
Paul did not accept.

The theme of Luke’s narrative does not change (see p. 745); the
point of contention between Paul and Jerusalem changed. It was
accepted that Gentile Christians did not have to be circumcised; it
was not accepted by Jerusalem that there might be table fellowship
between Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians. It is clear that the
mission that required the circumeision, that is, the full proselytiza-
tion, of Gentiles continued; it was certainly active in Galatia, but it
no longer had the full support (though it may have had the implicit
encouragement) of Jerusalem.

For the dating of the Council see Introduction, pp. lvi-Ixi. Taylor
(5.208) holds that the Council took place towards the end of the reign
of Agrippa I, since it is clear from both Acts and Galatians that Peter
(cf. 12.17) was still in Jerusalem. The argument is fallacious; 12.17
does not necessarily mean that Peter moved out of Jerusalem, and if
he did he might easily have returned, especially after the death of

Agrippa.

6. The &xxlnoio of 15.4 now disappears (to reappear in v. 22 and
possibly, as 10 mwhfjflog, in v. 12); the serious business of the Council
is to be done by apostles and elders. 614 pe sy" add oy 1@ wA10eL; it
may be that the Western text did not lay quite so much stress on the
importance of the apostles as is sometimes supposed. Of the apostles
mentioned in ch. 1 only Peter speaks; Barnabas and Paul, apostles
only at 14.4, 14, report on their work; James, who seems to be
merged with the apostolic group, proposes a solution which is
accepted. It is very probable that Luke is here constructing a scene
out of a small quantity of material. Elders (presbyters) probably
represent the church officers with whom he was himself familiar. At

it

"
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13.1 the church at Antioch has prophets and teachers; at that point
Luke was probably using an Antiochene source. Here he assumes the
o.rﬁo: order that he knows, adding in the apostles as, while they
lived, the highest authority. It may be said that Luke, though he
quotes only Peter, regarded them as the real decision makers (cf.
_‘._nmmﬁj.— ames, N.En_ John in Galatians 2); the elders listen and agree.
idelv megl is an unusual expression, though it must mean some-
thing like Eo» into. 1. L. North (NTS 29 (1983), 264—6) points out
that the Latin videre de suggests a legal, judicial sense. Is it intended
to suggest (cf. 15.2 and especially the Western text) that Paul and
Barnabas are on trial? More probably we should think of something
like a rabbinic, or Qumran, court settling a matter of halakah. Cf. B.
Gerhardsson (above, p. 709). It is doubtful whether Luke knew. much
about such courts, and it must be borne in mind that groups of
people, assembled to discuss courses of action, are all likely to
behave in similar ways, whatever their backgrounds.
G_.J.NOH Aoyov, E 614 pc gig sy" have Intruatog, by assimilation to

7. molhils de Tnmjoewg yevopevne. There was much discussion.
For Tfitoig see 15.2; it means search (Cnreiv) for truth through
public inquiry and debate, and it will shortly appear that the leading
figures are agreed. Such dispute as is implied must (in Luke’s 59&
come from those mentioned in 15.5.

At this point p**¥ makes substantially the same addition to the
dext as is made by D in 15.2. Of 15.2, P* contains only Tnmipatog
ToUTOU, so that it is impossible to tell whether it contained the words
there also. They are better restored in the apparatus of NA? than in
F. G. Kenyon’s editio princeps (1933).

Peter rose up to speak, avaotdg; cf. £Eavéotnoey in 15.5: biblical
mJ;n rather than a linguistic Semitism. D* (614 sy™#) have
aveotnoev v@ IMveduas TIétpog »al: Peter is inspired; his pro-
nouncement comes from God. Black (AA 69) notes the introduction
of parataxis ?S_mqunjame. #al elmev). Peter appeals to common
knowledge: tpeig émiotaoBe—you know for yourselves, without
my telling you. This applies to the reader, who will recall the
contents of ch. 10, but there is no reason why some of Peter’s
activities should not have been generally known.

: vnﬂ_a_._m first sentence contains several obscurities. ép’ fjpep@v
ﬂw.m_.xa_.sa_ should introduce the assertion that something has been
going on continuously since an early time; one would expect an

: m._sumn.mom.._uz_ we :md.m. in fact the aorist £EeAhéEato, which calls for
the definition of a point of time. We must understand the preposi-

tional phrase to mean not Sfrom but in ancient days, in days of old.
Hebrew 1 can occasionally be taken in this way (Gen. 6.4; Josh.

24.2; Ps. 77.6), but this is of little help. Preuschen (94) takes the
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expression to be a stronger equivalent to mpotegov. But what are the
days of old? Cf. v. 14 (modrov); also 11.15 (&v aoxf) and V. 21,
though there &x yevemv doyaimv introduces a continuous state (€eL).
The meaning seems to be that from the start (of the Christian
movement—in v. 15 the intention will be traced back to the
prophets) God’s plan included Gentiles. Whether those who were
involved in the movement at the beginning were at the time aware of
this is doubtful. There can hardly, in view of the dispute that arose,
have been a specific instruction on the matter from Jesus, and in the
absence of such an instruction those who questioned the step can
hardly be blamed for doing so. Peter claims that he was the first to
understand what should be done.

fv Dpiv EehéEato 6 0e6g (P* R AB C33368194511751739 al
bo Ir't) gave the copyists problems. D° E W )t (lat) sy" have (with
some variations in order) 6 Oeog év uiv EEehéEaro; D* 614 pe have
Aiiv 6 Bedc EEehéEato; 189 pe sy sa have O Beog EEehéEaro. The
text of ¥ B is almost certainly correct, but it is difficult in that
#EehéEato has no direct object and that if the reference is to the
Cornelius story (as it must be) Peter might have been expected to say
that God made his choice (not among you but) among us (as m E.m
reading of DF), since he himself was the one chosen. The m_.*,_mnc‘:% is
not to be dealt with by the observation that the Greek £EeheEato
could render the Hebrew =na, whose direct object is often m,_._:.oacnmn_
by the preposition 3, sometimes translated in the LXX by év (Bengel
ad loc. compares 1 Chron. 28.4, 5). If this were accepted we should
have to translate God chose you, that is, God chose the early J ewish
Christian body (in the event represented by Peter) as his means of
reaching the Gentiles. Wilcox (92f.) takes the Greek in this way and
remarks on the Semitism (probably Hebrew, possibly Aramaic).
There is however no reason to think that Luke is here translating with
verbal literalness a Hebrew source; see below on vv. 16—18 where
James quotes the LXX in a passage where it differs from the Hebrew.
Peter is speaking of the divine choice that gave him a special task,
and it is better to take the object of &éEehéEato to be the accusative
and infinitive clause dxotool T E0vy ... nal motedoo; &v DUV
will mean that God chose among you (Christians, or perhaps
apostles), that is, to the exclusion of the rest of you, that the Gentiles
should hear and believe the Gospel through my mouth. Johnson
(261) takes ¢t £0v) to be the direct object of £éEehéEaro: God chose
the Gentiles to hear the message ... This is not impossible, and gives
an interesting oxymoron: God chose the un-chosen people ... But the
order of words makes this seem improbable.

In this sentence the first phrase (in Greek) is emphatic. Peter has a
special right to be heard in the debate because, as all are aware, it was
through him that the word of the Gospel (for this expression there is
no parallel in Acts, or elsewhere in the NT, but cf. Col. 1.5; in Acts
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ebayyéhov occurs only here and at 20.24) was first communicated to
the Gentiles. The reference is evidently to the story of Cornelius,
which is regarded as preceding not only the preaching to the
‘EAMqviotai in 11.20 but also Philip’s preaching to the Samaritans
and to the Ethiopian in ch. 8. It is hard to know whether this claim
rests upon Luke’s own understanding of the history or is based upon
a memory or tradition of what Peter was believed to have said,
whether at the Council or on some other occasion. For the editorial
processes that underlie Luke’s narrative see pp. 710-12.

What had been required of the Gentiles was that they should hear
and believe the Gospel, not that they should be circumcised or
commit themselves to observance of the Law.

The verse affirms the absolute priority if not the primacy of Peter
in the Gentile mission. One might be inclined to suspect an anti-
Pauline interest here, were it not that Luke goes on to fill the rest of
his book with material that depicts Paul as the leader in this work,
whereas Peter, after this assertion of God’s choice of him, dis-
appears. It may be that the motive is ‘not only but also’; Paul may
have been the greatest but Peter was the first. The two must not be set
over against each other. This would accord with the eirenic interest
of Luke (displayed not least in this chapter), as also perhaps would
his silence regarding the rest of Peter’s career, of which some
aspects; from a Pauline point of view, were scarcely creditable (Gal.
2.11-18). Luke, through Peter, makes clear that the law-free Gentile
mission originated within the apostolic tradition (Schmithals 137).

Peter speaks first; it is not so clear as some (e.g. Roloff 230) think
that James was now head of the Jerusalem church.

8. For nagdloyvaotns see on 1.24; there the term is applied
(probably) to Christ, here to God. Luke would find no difficulty in
the double use of the term. God knew what was in the hearts of
Cornelius and his friends and bore witness to them. pogTueeiv is
used, especially in the passive, as a word describing a person’s
reputation; cf. e.g. 16.2, Timothy had a good reputation with the
brothers. This, in view of the context and the participial clause that
follows, though on the right lines will hardly suffice here. If however
we ask in respect of what God bore witness to Cornelius the answer
is not clear. It might be to the fact that he feared God and practised
righteousness, and was thus acceptable to God (10.35); it might be to
the fact that he was, though a Gentile, one of the elect; it might be
(looking at the matter from the other side) to the fact that he was
about to exercise, was already beginning to exercise, faith. The last is
probably nearest to Luke’s thought. God bore witness to the fact that
Cornelius had fulfilled all the conditions (hearing and believing the
Word) necessary for being a Christian, and was thus qualified to
receive the Holy Spirit.
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The participle dovg (C E (W) M 1 Ir'™" add adrois, D adds
émadronc) is adverbial; God bore witness to them in that he gave . ..
The gift was the visible sign of his approval, or rather the audible
sign (10.46): Luke regards inspired speech as the sure sign of the
work of the Spirit. It was a sign that placed Cornelius and his
company on the same level as Peter and his apostolic colleagues. Tt
was the gift of the Spirit that constituted the apostolic body at the
beginning (2.4), and it was manifested in speaking with tongues. The
Holy Spirit was given to the Gentiles in Caesarea (10.44) and was
described as T tonv dwoedv (11.17). God thus treated them exactly
as he had treated Peter and the Eleven (rafdg %ol fpiv).

Speaking with tongues is not the best sign of the Spirit’s presence;
so Calvin (2.33): ‘Tt seems that the evidence of election, that the Holy
Spirit fell on them, is not altogether convincing (minus firmum).’

9. God gave them the same gift that he gave us (v. 8); that is,
onBEv diExowvey HETUED TGV Te %ol attdv, he made no distinction
between us and them, treating both groups, circumcised Jews and
uncircumcised Gentiles, alike. Since evidently God did not see fit to
require circumcision before bestowing his gifts it was not for men to
demand it.

For duaxolvew see 11.12 (for dwaxpiveobar, 10.20). With God as
the subject and the verb in the active there can be no doubt about the
meaning. P™, diexoivapev, would have something to commend it
were it not that the finite verb is followed by a singular participle,
xafaoioag, which makes the plural impossible.

For ot0#v (over against ovdév) see Thackeray (58-62) and M.
2.111f. (also BDR § 33.2, n. 2 and LS 1269, s.v. ov0eig). “First ?E._n_
in an inscription of 378 BC, it [000eic] is practically the only form in
use throughout the Greek-speaking world during iii/B.C. and the first
half of ii/B.C. In 132 B.C. the & forms begin again to reassert
themselves, and the period from that date to about 100 B.C. appears
to have been one of transition, when the & and 0 forms are found side
by side in the same documents. For i/B.C, we are in the dark, but in
i/A.D. we find that oddeic has completely regained its ascendancy’
(Thackeray 58). In the NT forms with 6 oceur at Lk 22.35; 23.14;
Acts 15.9; 19.27; 26.26; 27.33 (unBév); 1 Cor. 13.2; thus almost
always in Luke-Acts, and never without textual variation. According
to Moulton (loc. cit.), ‘There has been a re-formation 008’ eig, with &
+ h producing 0. There is an inconclusive note in ND 4.16f. There
seems to be no specific reason why Luke should have chosen to use
this form of the word at this place, though it may mean that he drew
Peter’s words from a source. It is however impossible to regard all
the passages cited above as derived from a single source; they are not
connected with one another.

God's decision to make no distinction between Jew and Gentile
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was expressed in the act (xuBaoloag, aorist) of cleansing their
hearts. There is no parallel to this in Acts. The adjective ®uBa0dg
occurs at 18.6; 20.26, each time with reference to Paul’s innocence in
his relations with others—Jews in Corinth, Christians in Ephesus.
®aBapilewy occurs in the Comnelius story (10.15) and its repetition
(11.9), in the injunction with which Peter’s vision closes: What God
has cleansed (&xafcploev), do not you count common. Here, though
the reference is to the Cornelius story, the meaning appears to be
different. In the story (as Luke tells it—for the question whether the
vision and the visit to Comnelius originally belonged together see
1.493f., 496f.) the cleansing is presumably anterior to Peter’s entry
into Cornelius’s house: ‘You must not consider Cornelius and his
house unclean; God has cleansed them.” Here in ch. 15 the cleansing
takes place in view of the faith generated in Cornelius as he hears the
word: tf} mioter (though Knowling (319) takes it to refer to the
(Christian) faith) in v. 9 must be interpreted in terms of mioteboou in
v. 7. Tt is by faith (not by circumcision or other legal works) that
God’s gift of the Spirit and of cleansing is received. The distinction is
real but it is doubtful whether it would occur to Luke. Cornelius had
been admitted to the cleansed people of God, and without legal
requirement; that was all that mattered.

In the story, the mark of Cornelius’s acceptance was baptism
(10.47f.; cf. 11.17). Baptism was a bath and could therefore be
associated with cleansing; cf. 22.16. This is not however an image
that Luke regularly uses (for him baptism is primarily a rite of
initiation), and the cleansing of the heart probably means for him the
forgiveness of sins (cf. 13.38f.) and inward renewal with a view to
future obedience. Baptism is not viewed as the Christian replacement
of circumcision.

The notion of inward cleansing is known in antiquity, also in
circles that are not notably religious; thus Lucretius 6.23, Veridicis
igitur purgavit pectora dictis; Xenophon, Symposium 1.4,
avdpdowy Exrenadagpévolg Tog YPuydc.

10. viv oDV begins to bring the brief speech to its conclusion with
a rhetorical question that leads to a reductio ad absurdum. Why do
you ...? means You ought not to . .. It is absurd to expect Gentiles to
put up with what we Jews cannot endure.
1l mewpdlete Tov Bedv; The thought appears to be that God has
already, by his action, made clear that it is his intention to incorpo-
rate the Gentiles as they are—without circumcision or any other
legal observance—in his people, and that to hinder their reception by
legal stipulation is wantonly to provoke him. For this use of
mewpatew cf. e.g. Exod. 17.2, ti AowdopeioB¢ pot, xoi i meipdCete
#®0QLov; Men are seeing: ‘how far they can go’ with God, insisting on
that which is plainly contrary to his will. In this case their action
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would be ‘eine Herausforderung Gottes, der durch die in Jerusalem
bekannte Offenbarung im Hause des Cornelius die Gesetzesfreiheit
der Heidenchristen als seinem Willen entsprechend erwiesen hatte’
(H. Seesemann in TWNT 6.33). This use of newpdlewy is almost
exclusively biblical, but BA (1291), who understand it in a slightly
different way, quote Herodotus 6.86.3 (6.86.4.2 in OCT), 1) 5¢ TTvbin
ggm to megnBTven Tob Beod nal o motfow toov dvvaobau. CF.
Chrysostom (Homily 32.1): T mewpdCete TOV BEOV (g OV loyvovia
odaou i) Tlotey doa dmotiag EoT 10 TOV VOOV EIOQEQELY.

The construction continues with the infinitive, gmiOelval, which
Bruce (1.293) describes as epexegetic, and Zerwick (§ 392) explains
as equivalent to a gerundive: ‘Quid tentatis Deum émfeivan Cuyov =
imponendo jugum super cervices . . . M. 3.136 follows this; cf. BDR
§ 391.4, n. 8. The Vulgate, translating literally, has imponere. TV
here retains something of its demonstrative force; these (Gentile)
disciples.

Rabbinic literature uses the word yoke, Lyw, but not as it is used
here. See e.g. Aboth 3.5, He that takes upon himself the yoke of the
Law (70 ow), from him shall be taken away the yoke of the
kingdom (n1a'n 919) (that is, oppression by worldly authority). Thus
the yoke of the Law, the obligation to obey it, is a blessing and a
privilege. Peter takes it otherwise. In other passages of the NT Cuyog
has a bad sense. At 1 Tim. 6.1 slaves are described as being 17O
Luyov, and the image is used theologically at Gal. 5.1 (un) MY
Tuy@ dovhkelag Eveyxeobe),; of. Barnabas 2.6: the new law (0 HOIVOG
vopog) of Christ is dvev Cuyod avdyxng; but cf. also 1 Clement
16.17- We have come Dm0 1OV Quyov Thg x¢QITog antod, which
recalls Mt. 11.29f,

Peter claims that to require circumcision and legal observance
from Gentile converts would be to.lay upon their necks a yoke Ov
otite of maréoec My obte fHuels loydoeuey paotdoal, to demand
of them something that Jews themselves could neither endure nor
achieve. Cf. ML 23.4. This does not agree with the attitude to the
yoke of Torah quoted above—it was a privilege and joy: and Paul

claims to have fulfilled the Law completely (Phil. 3.6). He was.also
well aware of Jewish Christians who continued to feel and to respond
to its aftraction. Conzelmann (83), noting these facts, argues that
Luke was writing about something that he did not himself know at
first hand. The controversy, when he wrote, lay in the past, and he did
not fully understand the point at issue. Only a minimum of legal
requirement now remained for any Christian, and Luke was unable to
believe that there ever were Christians who loved the Law, and some
who wished to impose it on Gentiles. If Peter really felt like this
about the Law—that it was an intolerable burden—why did not he
and his fellow Jewish Christians themselves give it up? Indeed, if
Jews in general (ol matéoeg fpdy, not only the Christians but carlier
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generations) found the Law insupportable how did it survive, and
why was it painstakingly developed and interpreted in halakah and
:mmmmn_mru Haenchen (429) similarly thinks that Peter is made to give
the views not of his own but of Luke’s time and environment; so also
e.g. in_m.m_. (381). This conclusion may be correct, but it is certainly
an 322335310:. Paul, who had observed the Law, was a
mve._.moo (Phil. 3.5; cf. Acts 23.6; also 22.3), as were those who have
given us the rabbinic literature. We have no reason to think that Peter
was a Pharisee; he may well have been an ‘am ha-’ares, and was a
Galilean into the bargain. Perhaps he was one of those Jews who
made no serious attempt to keep the Law. His opinion may reflect
&.mo. the views of liberal Hellenistic Jews, who, though they are to be
distinguished from Paul, contributed to the Gentile mission. Accord-
ing to Schille (320), Peter represents ‘die Anschauung der hellen-
istischen Kirche’. This again does not say all that is to be said.
According to 10.14 and 11.8 Peter claimed that he had never touched
unclean food (with the probability that one who was scrupulous in
this respect would not be negligent in others). It is in agreement with
Emw_ or at least not in disagreement, that according to Gal. 2.12 he
withdrew himself from table-fellowship with Gentiles. It is impos-
sible to save the historicity of this speech (or at any rate this part of
it) m:_a. Peter’s reaction to the animal vision in ch. 10, even if some
variability in Peter’s character (attested by Gal, 2.12—15 as well as in
the gospels) is taken into account. He is described here as something
of a Paulinist, though the Paulinism is not accurately portrayed. That
Luke should describe him in this way must cast some doubt on the
view that towards the end of the century there was an influential
minority of Jewish Christians.

This is the only place in Luke-Acts where paotalewv has the
meaning endure, put up with (see J. L. Nolland in NTS 27 (1980-1),

105-115), but ioyvewv is a Lucan word: Lk, 8 times; A
ey 8 times; Acts 6, rest of

11. &\\& implies, ‘No, indeed, we could not do this, but on the
contrary ...".

The language of the verse is superficially Pauline (see on v. 10) but
lacks Paul’s precision. ‘Paulinische Begriffe werden von Lukas
_._vmn._oaﬂm:_ aber nicht die paulinische Theologie, welche sich
dieser Begriffe bedient’ (Haenchen 429). The grace of the Lord Jesus
(C D W 33 36 453 945 1175 1739 pe it sy® bo™ Ir'™ add Xouotod)
recalls 2 Cor. 8.9, but receives no definition. The: mm:n_‘mf_ sense
however is clear. Whatever precisely Luke may have understood by
naoLg it did not mean works of the Law. And 8ut tij¢ oo stands
emphatically at the beginning of the sentence, though it is probably
to be connected with ocw6ijvar rather than with motevopey (the third
time a word of this root appears in this short speech); the latter
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connection however is not impossible. CF, 13.48; faith itself is of the
Lord’s gracious appointment.

It is to be observed (see the note on 15.1 and p. 696) that in this
verse the theme of the Council is still (not rules for table fellowship
but) salvation and the conditions on which salvation may be
received. ‘De Salute agebatur’ (Bengel 449). The tense of cwOfjvaL
does not determine the time at which salvation is thought to take
place. Past, present, and future are all possible: We believe that we
have been saved, that we shall be saved, or even as a general
proposition, We believe that we are saved. Tt is however probable
that Luke here uses a construction whereby ‘Verbs and expressions
signifying fo hope, to expect, to prontise, and the like, after which the
Infinitive in indirect discourse would naturally be in the Future ... as
representing a Future Indicative of the direct discourse, sometimes
take the Aorist (as well as the Present) Infinitive’ (Goodwin, Moods
and Tenses § 23.2). This how:zver, though probable, is not certain,
because the construction normally applies only in cases where the
main verb itself points clearly to the future, and motetev does not
necessarily do this. See Nolland, as on v. 10.

In %@ OV TOOTOV KAXETVOL, EELVOL 15 mOSt naturally taken to
refer to those (the Gentile believers) to whom the Holy Spirit has
already been said to have been given woBe %al fuiv. The parallel-
ism between them and us would then be expressed in two ways: the
Holy Spirit was given to them as to us; salvation comes to us as to
them, by grace through faith. This is probably what Luke intends, but
the grammatically nearest antecedent to ExeivoL is Ol TUTEQES TRV,
if this is regarded as determinative, the point would be that the saints
of the OT, prophets and the like, were saved by faith, and we are, or
shall be, saved in the same way, apart from legal works, This was the
view of Augustine (Contra duas Epistolas Pelagianorum 1.21(39),
... ut eadem gratia Jesu Christi salvi facti credantur antiqui), Calvin
(2.42), and Bengel (449). On either view the parallel is to be found
neither in believed nor in saved alone but in the combination of the
two.

According to Pesch 2.78 this passage shows the fundamental
agreement between Peter and Paul (cf. Gal. 2.15f.). It does so only if
the opinions expressed here are correctly ascribed to Peter; it is
certainly true that Luke makes Peter speak—more or less—like
Paul. Bruce (1.295) quotes the opinion of Ramsay (Paul the Travel-
ler 164) who looks at the matter from a different angle and uses it to
prove that Gal. 2.11f. cannot have happened after the Council
because it would make Peter guilty of a ‘meaningless tergiversation’.
This is quite unconvincing, for (a) tergiversation is precisely the
accusation Paul levels against Peter, and (b) whatever the relation
between Gal. 2.11f. and the Council the event in Antioch must have
happened after the Cornelius episode.
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Peter (as represented by Luke) concludes his argum i

actions God himself has made clear that ng_mm i%% ﬂwﬁwﬂw\ MH_M
acceptable to him, and that he is prepared to bestow his gifts upon
them without any condition in addition to their faith. If this is'so, who
are even apostles to impose conditions when God requires none?
This is as far as Peter goes; he, and Luke, do not see that it is Eﬁmam
(Roloff 231) Emﬁ Jewish Christians also have given up the Law as a
means of salvation. It is fair to add, with Marshall (250), ‘What Peter
disputed was thus the need to obey the law in order ,8 be saved,
whether Jews kept it for other reasons was a secondary matter.’ ,

12. "Eoiynoev 8¢ ndv 106 mhijPog. Luke presumably mea
Peter’s speech silenced the Tninoiwg of v. 7. %rm av%_moum is EMWMWWW
the mass of the people (cf. the use of éuxinoia in 15.4, 22) as distinct
from the apostles and elders, rather than the whole company of
m@om:m.m. and elders. The distinction is made clear in the wumam:m of D
:M sy L,*..adﬁw.:._“;,n@mtma_sa~ &t 1dv mpeofutépmy Tolg Vmo 1O
Igtpov elgnpevols eolynoev may 10 mAijfog. Luke could mean
simply that the company were silenced, but probably intends to
wzmmoww_ that they were convinced and agreed. See the long quotation
AMMMMV, wwmem Rufus given by P. W. van der Horst in NovT 16

‘With fixevov Luke forgets that he has used the singular &ot ‘
with a noun of multitude, AfiBoc; or rather, anlsw the MMMW@MVW\
thinks of a general silence, and of listening individuals, each intent
on the story that Barnabas and Paul had to tell. .

.ﬁ,w:: gEnyovpevav cf. exduyoluevol in 15.3. There is no sig-
anu.:w difference in meaning. €Eyy. is more frequently used in Acts
m. 8; 15:12, 14; 21. G, always in the sense of narrating events) than
exduy. (13.41, quoting Hab. 1.5;-15.3), and, it seems, in- Greek
literature generally. In 15.3 Paul and Barnabas recount the conver-
sion of the Gentiles, in the present verse the signs and portents that
God had:done among the Gentiles. Luke is probably thinking of
essentially the same account (cf. 14.27), but the occurrence of signs
and portents gives it greater probative value since it shows God’s
approval. No details are given; Luke expects the natrative of chs. 13
and 14 to be in his readers’ minds, though these chapters do not
nanmm._n many signs. and portents. onpelo #al Tépate is one of
r:r_.u 8 .ﬂmﬁ.n_m.a mammmm (2.19, 22, 43, 4.30; 5.12; 6.8; 7.36; 14.3)
and it slips in; he is responsible for the verse in its present form. The
Wo:: here is that the signs and portents were done év toic £6veaiy

aenchen (121) makes the point that since Luke lacks Paul’s
ﬁ__oo_om_nm_._cmcnnm:o: of the Gentile mission he is obliged to m&,_
,am.o_m on miracles. In fact, Luke has several ways of justifying the
mission—Peter’s argument that God has treated Jews and Gentiles
alike,’ and James’s argument (see below) from Scripture; it is
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paradoxical that Paul should be left with miracles. Cf. however Rom.
15.19: 2 Cor. 12.12; Gal. 3.5. Stihlin (203) thinks that the miracles
were ‘eine wichtige Form der Verkiindigung'; Luke might have
agreed, but it is doubtful whether Paul would have done so. The most
that can be said is ‘dass Gott zu dem Missionswerke des Paulus sein
Ja gesprochen hat’ (Bauernfeind 191).

Bultmann (Exegetica 417 = FST. W. Manson 72f. + n. 6) thinks
that v. 12, like all the other references to Paul in 15.1-35, was
inserted into a source that did not originally contain it; Paul and
Barnabas were not present at the Jerusalem meeting that issued the
Decree of 15.29. On this question see p. 710 and below; there is no
difficulty in conjecturing a source that read gotynoev 8¢ mav T
mffog, %ot dmexolOn Ténwpos. ‘Die Siitze, in denen von Paulus
und Barnabas die Rede ist, lassen sich leicht herausheben: V. 2 (es
wiirde geniigen: Etugav dvafaivery Tvag €8 avTiyv TEOg ®TA.),
3_5. 12: das ovv ©d Hadhe ol Baovapd in V. 22; V. 25f.—Vgl
W. Bousset, ZNW 14 (1913), 5. 156-162’ (Bultmann). On the other
hand Pesch (2.79) thinks that the order Barnabas and Paul does not
suggest the hand of an interpolator. If Luke did insert the references
to Paul and Barnabas this could have been on one or both of two
grounds. (a) He knew a tradition which (correctly) recorded that the
two had taken part in a conference at Jerusalem (cf. Gal 2.1-10), and
(b) he needed in his record of the Council representatives of those
whom he describes as Hellenists (6.1; see the note). He seems 10
have regarded Paul and Barnabas as representatives of the movement
that began with, or was notably represented by, Stephen.

13. et OE TO oyfoa uwote may be part of an addition made by
Luke. For this possibility—it is no more—see on v. 12. totynoev
had been used in the introduction of Barnabas and Paul; James had
now to be introduced, and the verb ouydv was in Luke’s mind and
reused.

The introduction of James is slightly more formal in D sy™
dvaorig (ef. v 7) Tanwpog einev. Luke does not tell us who is
intended by the name James. Presumably he is the James of
12.17—evidently a person of such consequence that he needs no
description; Luke's readers are sure to know who is meant. It is no
doubt he who appears again at 21 .18, again as a leading figure among
the Jerusalem Christians. A James is mentioned among the brothers
of Jesus (Mk 6.3), and as a witness of the resurrection (1 Cor 15.7). 1t
is very probably the same James who plays an active role in
Galatians: he was the only notable figure, in addition to Peter, seen
by Paul on his first visit to Jerusalem (Gal 1.19); he was one of those
who bore the title otdhol (2.9—with Cephas and John) but made no
contribution to Paul’s Gospel or his authority (2.6), rather recogniz-
ing his commission (2.7, 8). It was persons who came from James
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who induced Peter to change his attitude in Antioch (2.12). The only
other material worth taking seriously is provided by the accounts of
the death of the Lord’s brother in Josephus, Ant. 20.200, and in
Hegesippus, quoted by Eusebius, HE 2.23.4-18. The latter especially
suggests that the martyr had a great reputation for Jewish EoG.
Whether, and to what extent, we can also use the Epistle of James is a
disputed question. On all this material see W. Pratscher, Der
Emw&;?.:ﬁ&. Jakobus und die Jakobustradition (Gottingen, mmmd.
also Benoit .B.mmo. cf. 254). James seems at this point to be 5
wm_.,_wmﬂnwﬁ ,M_m:avﬂn_.. ?E_m_ and Barnabas. Whether the evidence of

.18 and o atians confirms or ¢ icts this i i
e e Gr el or contradicts this is m mummccn that

dvdoec Gdekgpol. For this mode of address cf. 1.16. Sometimes it
means Fellow Christians, sometimes Fellow Jews; here it could mean
either—=or both. :

G10VGATE PHOU. According to Roloff (231) this address is a mark
of authority; cf. Stéhlin 203. This is not :mnnwm.&zw so; cf. 2.22; qmwww
B._m“ 22.1. M‘rnno&_zm to W. Dieterich (Das Petrusbild der luka-
nischen ,ww.....;%m: (Stuttgart, 1972), 317), James’s is an Erwider-
ungsrede: it was not Peter who initiated the mission but God himself.

This seems however to be what Peter himself 2Ee) 6 H
Qebe, v. 7). elf says (£EehéEaro O

14. Zupemv. ,.Fno_ucm.. Hebraeorum apostolus, Hebraico nomine
Petrum appellat’ (Bengel 449). Cf. 2 Pet. 1.1; this form, which recalls
the Hebrew 1wnw, was probably intended to give the passage a
Semitic air, regarded as suitable for James. Simon Peter, who had
just spoken, is intended; notwithstanding Fitzmyer (Essays 108), it is
mistaken to see here a reference to Symeon Niger’ :m.:., GE
Cullmann (Petrus 18). James refers to Peter, not to Barnabas and
Paul; this does nat prove but is at least consistent with the suggestion
m._mm En.cnm_nmﬁ source did not contain v. 12; see on that verse.

ggnymoaro. Cf. gxdupyovuevor (15.3), Enyoupévay (v. 12). The
repetition is striking. The word must surely have the same meaning
Hﬁa as in v. 12 and will therefore mean that Peter recorded an event;
gneonepato will therefore refer to the conversion of Cornelius
Hén_n% m.mwm_. clearly has in mind in vv. 7-9).

#atfchg has here the very unusual (but see Ep. Aristeas 263;
sense, how: Symeon has narrated how God . m )

With ooy cf. dgp’ Nuepdv doyaimy (v. 7); the event in mind
belongs to the beginnings of the Christian story, and was the first of
its kind. It is not easy to find a good rendering of émsonérparo. Page
(177) says EE its meaning is not visit but showed regard or
consideration in taking. Begs. 4.175 says that the meaning is fo make
provision for. There is in fact much to be said for the meaning
not uncommon in the LXX and Lk. (see 1.68, 78; 7.16), visit,
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unfortunately it is not easy in English to combine this with the
following infinitive. One may suggest the English take action; cf.
Exod. 3.16, where God takes decisive, liberating, action on behalf of
the persons concerned. In this case he so acted in order to take
(understanding AcPeiv as an infinitive of purpose) out of the Gentiles
a people for his name. In £E £0vmv Laov the two nouns stand in sharp
contrast with each other. Out of those who are by definition not Jews,
who are not the people of God, God takes men (in the first instance,
Cornelius and his friends—but on this see below) to be a hoiog, to be
his own people, even though they lack what has hitherto been the
necessary qualification for this: they do not belong to the right race
and have not been circumcised as proselytes. J. Dupont (NTS 3 (1957),
47-50 = Etudes 361-5, here with an additional note referring to the
article by N. A. Dahl, mentioned below) draws attention to the fact
that James’s words recall the language of the LXX, especially of Deut.
142 (ot éEeMéEaro xlglog 6 Beog cou yevésOou oe avt® Aoov
REQLOVOLOV QIO TAVIMY TMV g0vary: cf. Deut. 7.6; Exod. 19.5;
23.22). Tn a different context, James could simply be referring to the
distant past when God chose Israel to be his special people; as we
have seen, he is taking up Peter’s reference to the Cornelius story,
which his language interprets as parallel to the original call made on
an ethnic basis. A further point is that the LXX distinguishes the two
nouns haoc and E0yn whereas in the Hebrew there is no distinction
(o Son o oy MraY). Thus the dependence on the LXX that
will be noted in vv. 16—18 occurs already in v. 14; James speaks
throughout as a Hellenistic Jew dependent on the LXX.

The article by Dupont was taken up by N. A. Dahl (NTS 4 (1958),
319-27), who pointed out that AaOg T@ OVORETL avton does not
oceur in the LXX, but that ‘the phrase *‘people for His (My, the
Lord’s) name’’ is a standard idiom in the old Palestinian Targum,
where it is regularly used to render the Hebrew (Y, mmy) ovy’
(321). He considers that the most interesting parallel to Acts 15.14 is
Zech. 2.15(11), ‘where it is stated that even Gentiles shall become a
mmﬂﬁ.ﬂo of the Lord’ (323). Tt would be unwise to build much on T
dvopart adtod; it recalls the baptismal phrase gic 10 dvopa adtod
(see 8.16), and like it probably means ‘to his account’, ‘so as to
become his property’. Conzelmann (83) may well be right to
question the specific biblical allusions; the words may be due
to ‘lukanischer Bibelstil’. See also Wilson (Gentiles 224).

15. This verse shows that though, as Dupont correctly pointed out,
the language of v. 14 echoes that of the LXX, it would be mistaken to
lay much stress on the OT background of the verse. Verse 14 states a
historical fact, in words that hint at a much earlier historical fact: God
acted so as to take to himself a people from among the Gentiles; he
did this in the conversion and acceptance of Cornelius. Verse 15
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makes the further point that what God then did fulfilled what he had
through the prophets promised to do. With this (TovTw will refer to
the whole action described in the preceding verse) the words of the
prophets are in agreement. For ovppovelv cf. 5.9. James refers to
the words of the prophets but quotes only Amos 9.11f. (the slight
verbal echoes of Jer. 12.15; Isa. 45.21 can hardly count as prophetic
sayings that agree or disagree with anything). Prophets (plural) may
be a reference to the book of the Twelve (minor) Prophets, but this
will hardly account for Adyol unless Loyog is taken as word in the
most literal sense. It is.better to suppose that xaddg yéypoamron (cf.
7.42 and very frequently in the rest of the NT) is intended to
introduce a specimen quotation. G. D. Kilpatrick (Kremer, Actes
84-6) punctuates thus: ... TV TOOENTMV, %etOhC YEYORTTTUL HET
TadTO: AVOOTQEY® KTA.

16. The greater part of James’s n,mommmo: is undoubtedly taken
from Amos 9.11f,, and it will be well to begin by setting out the LXX
text of Amos 9.11, which is reproduced in this verse.

&v T fufoq Exelvy dvaomion TV oxnviyy Acuid Ty
TERTORV LAV ROl AVOLKODOUTIOW Tt TETTOROTA avTilG Mol T
ROTEOHAPLEVTL adTig dvaotiom ol dvouxodopnom avThv
xab0g ai Huggon ToY aldvoc. ,
It appears at once that Luke (James) ( 1) has changed that dayto petd.
tabTo (contrast the quotation from Joel in 2.17), (2) may in doing so
@.,Em recalled, possibly subconsciously, Jer. 12.15 (noi Eoton petdt TO
mxmnwm v pe avtoug gmotoém; in Acts D has émotoépw for
avaotpéym), (3) has simplified and abbreviated Amos’s cumber-
some sentence, (4) has introduced the verb dvopBwom (which may
reflect w Kdms 7.13, 16, 26; 1 Chron. 17.12, 14, 24; 22.10), and (5)
has omitted Amos’s reference to the days of old ( 87 "a"2)—Acts is
concerned with: something new, not a renewal of the past though it
was foretold in the past:

In Amos, the fallen tent of David is presumably the Davidic royal
house, which-came to an end with the fall of Jerusalem in 587/6 BC.
The last paragraph of the book (whether written by Amos himself or
a subsequent editor) promises its restoration. This however would
involve also En restoration of the kingdom, that is, of the tribe of
Judah (and Benjamin). Luke (James) may have taken this to refer to
the Messiah, whether to his appearance in history or specifically to

“his having been raised up from death (cf. the ambiguity of 13.33); it

is also however possible that he understood the prophecy to mean the
restoration in the sense of the conversion of Israel. This divergence
of interpretation will have an‘important bearing on our understanding
of the passage as a whole: Is James made to say, Now that Christ has
been raised from the dead the way is open for the Gentiles to enter at
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once into the people of God? Or, The conversion of the Gentiles must
wait upon the conversion of the Jews; that is, in practical terms,
There must be no such wholesale, indiscriminate, and unregulated
admission of the Gentiles as would prejudice or hinder the mission to
the Jews? See the brief but clear discussion in Wilson (Gentiles
224f.). That the latter view was held is supported by Paul’s argument
to the contrary in Romans 9-11 (see Romans 196-210) as well as by
other controversial material in the NT (e.g. Mt. 10.5f.). It is however
unlikely that Luke, who is clearly an enthusiastic supporter of the
Gentile mission, and understood the Council as furthering the
mission, took James's quotation to bear this meaning. It is not
unlikely that the OT passage was in early years understood in one
way but was used by Luke and his contemporaries in another. It is
also possible that at first only Amos 9.11 was used, in support of the
view that the conversion of the Jews must come first; there is no
question here of a difference between the Hebrew and Greek texts (as
in v. 17). Each predicts a restitution of Israel under a Davidic king,
who could be understood to be the Messiah.

There is some support for this in the fact that Amos 9.11 is quoted
in the Qumran MSS (see especially Fitzmyer Essays 25, 50f., 88). In
CD 7.13, 16 (in the course of an interpretation of Amos 5.26; cf. Acts
7.42f.) the words ‘T will raise up the fallen tent of David’ are quoted,
and it is explained that the books of the Law (7=t *0p) are
the king’s tent; the king is the community (7.17: 2apn). In 4QFlor.
1.11=13 the fallen tent, which will be raised up, is ™7 nnx, the shoot
of David, who will stand up to save Israel (587" NR gy TN,
that is, the Messiah. Fitzmyer (51) says, ‘There is, however, no
similarity in the use of the text in the three places [two in the Qumran
MSS, one in Acts],’ and adds that ‘without any reference to a scion
of David he [James] asserts the fulfilment of the verse in the
conversion of the Gentiles to the Gospel.’ It seems better to see the
conversion of the Gentiles in the next verse (not quoted at Qumran;
see below); one interpretation (see above) of Amos 9.11 as
quoted here does see a reference 10 the Davidic Messiah. There
remains however a marked difference between Acts and the Qumran
Florilegium; in the latter it is said that the Shoot of David will be
amnA wATT oY T, the one who stands with the interpreter of the
Law. Acts knows no such second figure beside the Messiah.

This verse is discussed in the light of the Qumran passages by
Wilcox (49); it is hard to see why the avaomow of Acts should
be particularly associated with the Massoretic apy, the LXX's
avorodopnjom with snupm of CD 7.16. The Messianic inter-
pretation of Amos 9.11 reappears in Sanhedrin 96b—97a, where R.
Nahman explains to R. Yitzhaq that Bar Naphli is a name of the
Messiah, and bases this interpretation (there are others) on Amos
9.11 (where ‘that has fallen’ is noun, han-nopheleth).
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For naveoxappéva (P A C D M), ® (B)y W 33.326 pc have
nareoteaptéva, and E has dveOHOUPUEVO. HATECTQOUUE s
also in some MSS of the LXX. :,F c ° ::Qn i

17, 18. Here we may begin with the LXX text of Amos 9.12.

Omwg mxﬁz.ﬂ_aﬁa_a ol xaxdhowmol tiv. avOpdromv [A adds, TOv

wbeiov], nal mdvra Ta EBva, g’ olig Emuxéxhntas 0 Gvopd
I3 LA £ i e -~ ~ :

pov & abtols, AEYEL ®¥1Ewog 0 Beog 6 moldv Tubrd, |

James (Luke) adds dv after 6mwg; this is common in Attic prose
and verse ‘but was dropping out of use in the Hellenistic period
(though not uncommon in the papyri). It is used also at 3.20; the MS
A has it at Amos 9.12, but this is probably a reading back from
the NT, as also was tov #iplov which provides an object for
extnmowoty. James omits 6 Oedg, probably because he understands
#QLOG 1O refer to Christ. .

&m adtovg, taking up the relative £¢° obg, crudely represents the
construction of the indeclinable Hebrew relative: upon whom my
name has been named, that is, with a view to marking them out as my
property. The masculine otic, aitovs, follows the neuter mavto T
€6vn ad sensum; ‘the Gentiles’ signifies a multiplicity of individual
human beings. mavra T EBvr) is explanatory of ol xavdhourtol TV
avBpomwy, ‘the rest of men’, those who are not Jews. What is not
clear is whether the relative clause is a limiting or an exclusive
definition, that is, whether it means, All the Gentiles upon whom my
name has been named, to the exclusion of those over whom it has not
been named, or All the Gentiles, upon all of whom my name has
been named. It is probable that Luke was prepared to let questions of
this kind answer themselves. Cf. 13.48; it became clear who were
appointed to eternal life when some believed and others did not. In
the same' way it would become clear which Gentiles bore God’s
name and which did not. :

- Luke’s (James’s) use of his text is thus clear; but his text is based
‘on the H\Nv.n_ not on the MT, which differs in several respects. It is
.:mz.q._m”na in RSV: That they may possess (Ww9™) the remnant of
‘Edom (a178 n™rw ni) and all the nations who are called by my name

~ (Hterally, upon whom my name has been called, Doy " 81p3 WK),

says the Lord who does this. In this Hebrew sentence Amos predicts
tthe dominion of Israel over all other nations, including what is left of
Edom, whom God is claiming as his possession. This is not what
James and the LXX say. In place of wa™, they shall possess, they
__.nm.n_ WA, they shall seek. Instead of nX (the sign of the direct
object), they read mie,-the Lord. Instead of @18 n"™Rw, the remnant
of Edom, they read, DX n"Rw, the remnant.of men, .of humanity. In
this way the meaning of the verse is almost reversed.

It is clear that neither James nor Luke invented this convenient
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form of the text; it already existed in the LXX. But is it likely that
James, meeting in Jerusalem with fellow Jews (who happened also to
be Christians) would use a form of the text that differed from the
Hebrew? The Targum, incidentally, makes it even clearer that the
house of Israel (78w» 2 is inserted in the text) will possess (nom%;
v.l, ) the remnant of Edom and all the nations, Gerhardsson
(Memory and Manuscript 260) holds that James might have taken up,
as the rabbis did, any known textual variant that would serve his
purpose, but this would need a good deal more discussion and
justification than is provided. One would expect at least a trace of the
xnpn ox form of argument, e.g. Read not R but o1, and so on.

It must be concluded, not with certainty but with high probability,
that the quotation, and probably therefore the whole speech, cannot
be attributed to James. This does not mean that Luke did not find the
quotation among OT passages traditionally used in arguments about
the Gentile mission, but it was probably used by Christian Jews who
habitually used the OT in Greek. This observation has an important
bearing on the historicity of the Acts council as a whole; sce
Introduction, pp. xxxvi—xli. The different ways (see above pp- 725f.)
in which the Amos quotation may have been applied to the legit-
imacy of the Gentile mission are particularly important.

The LXX of Amos 9.12 ends, Aéyel whotog 6 Bedg & ToLdY TaAdTa,
which is a reasonable representation of the Hebrew nrt iwig M DR
Acts 15.17 reproduces this with the omission of 6 8gog and of &
(though X¢ A C D* E I sy" Cyril have 5). In NA® v. 18 continues
with the words yvmotd @ aldvoc. In this reading the editors follow
N B CW 3381323 (1175) 1739 2495 al w. The words have been
held to be based on Isa. 45.21, ... iva yvow e tig drovora
gmoinoev TodTo QT AOYTS, though the resemblance is far from
close. James’s version makes what appears to be the point more
strongly than the LXX (of Tsaiah); by the prophetic oracle God made
these truths about the inclusion of the Gentiles not only heard but
known; and e alvog says more forcefully than ¢t cloyfg that they
were part of his eternal plan. But YVOOTO BT aldVOog 18 probably a
simple gloss rather than an additional quotation.

There are variants for yVoOTd G ¢idVOC. P* ADE M lat (sy) Ir
have Totta (+ mavia B M) yvwoTov (yvoot E M) én’ aldvoe
Eomiv (om. P™ A) 1@ ®voig (0ed E M) 10 Foyov (sudvra T Eoya B
M) eirot. 945 pe have TudTe TAVIC & BoTWY YVOOTA aT) AT
cuvoc. 2127 has mdvra T EQya antot, All these variants except
the last make the same point: God has not suddenly thought of the
inclusion of the Gentiles; it has always been his intention, and he has
Jong made his intention known. They are wordier variations on the
short text, and this should be preferred.

H. Sahlin (NovT 24 (1982), 187) conjectures Mg T G almvog,
G. D. Kilpatrick (Kremer, Actes 84—6) punctuales: . .. AyeL whoLog 6
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ToLV TAU OV QT i : q ip 10 &
ol adta. yvootov &’ aidvog goTy T@ MuQlw TO EQYOV
~ 19. 516 presumably looks back to both the historical fact adduced
in v. 14 and to the prophetic word of vv. 16, 17. €y is pointless if
not emphatic: This is what / say. And not merely say. ®OLV( may
express no more than a private judgement: This is my opinion. But it
may very naturally be taken as the judgement of a judge, who has the
right to declare a final verdict: I give judgement that. .. ; for example
cf. Homer, Odyssey 12.440, nolvov veirea moAAG,; %_Eowaamm
1.87.1, noivovor yao Pofi ®ai o Yrjpm. Weiser (383) thinks the
word no stronger than erachten, and at Thucydides 4.60.1 the
scholiast paraphrases (g &y@ %olvw as g £y vopllw. But there is
no further discussion after James’s speech, and though ‘1 amnqnn,_
(Begs. 4.177) is too strong and perhaps does not caich the context
correctly James is at least acting as a chairman and expressing in his
own words the sense of the meeting, If Luke is right in the picture at
which he hints James occupies in the assembly a position if not of
nh_m-nBEonoo at least of great prominence. Gerhardsson (op. cit. 252)
.T M”ﬂm, .”_m__ Bacher Aﬂmu‘zxzﬂcmhm 1.20f.) for the anﬁﬂ uxwﬁmaon
. The impression of James’s prominence gains some suppor
the absence of an accusative subject with Em infinitive ﬁnnww“wwuﬂm%
It is not wrong to supply the first person plural, but James does not
express it, and without a pronoun the singular could well be
understood: I am deciding not to trouble ... (with the implied
”mmw:qﬁ:os that the speaker has it in his power to trouble or to
.mumE:,moa troubling). There is little difference between oyheiv
BJ_OHUS tv, and mapevoyreiv, though the effect of composition is
usually to reinforce the sense of the simple verb, which means to
cause trouble or annoyance. This may be material (e.g. Plutarch
Timoleon 3.1 (237)) or mental, spiritual (e.g. Epictetus 1.9.23, of Em
annoyance caused by Socrates in his persistent n_cmmzan.:_._mv In
Hellenistic Greek the verb usually takes not, as here, the dative but
.mﬁ accusative (MM 493); the accusative may be avoided here
because it could be taken to be the subject of the infinitive. Further
._ameEmm of mogevoyheiv from early inscriptions are given in ND
P._mmT.E them the verb takes the accusative. Begs. 4.177 takes the
present _,:mﬁ_:u,n mﬁzr 1) to mean Stop annoying.
TOLG AmO TV EBVAOV EmLotoépovoly £l tov Beov could be said
by a Jew of Gentile converts to Judaism; to a Jewish Christian the

_‘Mrﬁnmrm: conversion of Gentiles must have had to a considerable
iextent the same appearance. Gentiles were turning from whatever

heathen gods they had previously worshipped to the God of the OT,

- the God of the Jews. It was this fact that gave strength to the

requirement that they should behave like converts to Judaism, that is,
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should be circumcised and thereafter keep the Law. EMIOTOEPELY
(though without &l tov Beov) could be used to describe what was
required of Jews (3.19).

The Gentile converts must not be pestered; the context makes clear
that this means that demands of full legal observance must not be
Bmao. i

20. This verse, substantially repeated as adopted by the Council in
v. 29 (cf. 21.25), calls for particularly careful examination;, it
contains noteworthy problems both in text (see, in addition to the
note below, Metzger 429-34, with bibliography) and interpretation.
James proposes not to cause trouble for the converted Gentiles but
#moteihay adtoic . . . The precise force of gmotéALELy is not easy to
assess. It may mean no more than fo send a written message; so Heb.
13.22, where it appears that the content of the message is
napdwinog. Cf. Thucydides 8.50.2 (oV@po. Emoteihag, having sent
a secret message); also 8.38.3; 8.99.1. More frequently however the
word conveys the further meaning of send written instructions; not
simply a message or exhortation is conveyed but orders (usually in
writing). ‘From the usage of the word in official documents the
meaning readily passed over into ““instruct’’, “‘enjoin’’ > (MM 245},
and passages show that the instructions were normally communi-
cated in writing. That in the present passage gmiotélhewy points to a
required course of action is made clear by the infinitive (tod
Gméyeafou) that follows. What cannot be certainly inferred is where
the injunction stands on the scale between We write with the
suggestion that you might consider abstaining . .. and These are our
written instructions: You shall abstain ... This question must be
considered again when we reach (vv. 23-29) the letter that Luke
ascribes to the Council. The impression however at this stage is that
James (as represented by Luke) wishes to proceed suaviter in modo,
fortiter in re. He wishes to make things as easy as possible for the

Gentiles, but there are limits ... “‘Not to make trouble for them but
write to them that they should...." retains the ambiguous feeling in
English. :

The content of the request, suggestion, or command is expressed
by Tod with the infinitive. The 1o is pleonastic, but characteristic of
Luke: cf. 3.12; (5.31); 10.25; 13.47; 21.12: 23.15, 20; 27.1. The
middle dméyeoBou is used with the meaning to abstain from a thing
or from a course of action at all stages in Greek literature; there is a
good example in a second century AD inscription given in ND 1.21
(mpoatdooovar d¢ Aopati) TH VEOHOO(M TOVTMY TOV UoTNoimY
améyeoBad). In this inscription and in older Greek generally the verb
is used without a preposition (as here, in P* X B D 81 1175 pce p*;
&6 is supplied by P™* A C E'W I laf). ) !

Four abstentions, described by nouns in the genitive case, aré
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given in the text of NA?, These will be considered first before
variant texts are discussed. A riumber of important Jewish parallels
will co_ found in full in StrB 2.729-39. ‘ :
(1) dnoympdrov Tov elddlov. &hloynpa is hapax legomenon in
the Bible and very rare elsewhere. It is derived from dhoyeiv, to
pollute, m&ﬂm. This verb occurs four times in the LXX. In Dan. 1.8 it
is used in describing Daniel’s determination not to allow himself to
be defiled by the food and drink served at the table of the king of
Babylon. This was food which for a variety of reasons a Jew would
be unwilling to touch; it would not have been prepared in the ways
required by the Law, it might well consist of the flesh of unclean
animals, it was certain that tithe would not have been paid on it. It is
not noted in the context that it might have been offered in sacrifice to
a pagan god, or idol (and thus an giowhoButov, cf. v. 29). In Mal. 1.7
the verb.is used twice (three times in the MSS B ®* A) of the priests
who r.&.& Eommsna (qpavhiCerv; mw ma (1.6)) God's name; they have
done this by offering on the altar dotovg naynuévous. The loaves
are defiled because the priests defile the altar (todmeta xvotov
£Eoudevopévn otiv; X aray M ) and the offering. At Mal.
1.12 the word is used of the altar itself. There is no suggestion that
offerings have been made to other gods. Sirach 40.29 is difficult: A
man who _ccr.m (with envy) on another man'’s table, his life is not to
be reckoned life; he will defile his soul (Ghoynoer Yuynv avtod)
with another Em.b.m dainties. Again, the context is concerned with
food, but not with idolatry; defilement arises because food is the
cause of envy and is obtained only by begging (40.28: *Son, do not
live a life of begging; it is better to die than to beg’). That the eating
of food sacrificed to idols was a source of defilement was of course a
ﬂm,mms belief, which no doubt manyJewish Christians continued to
mm.m.&yaé E:mmdm a subjective genitive; the idols cause defilement,
but in the word dhoynipota there is nothing that would restrict this
defilement to that caused by the eating of food that had been
sacrificed to the idols, This however is what dhoypata becomes in
V. N.o and 21.25; it is a possible but not a necessary meaning of the
word. Thus at The Rest of the Words aof Baruch 7.32(37) Jeremiah
Eperve d1daoxmv avTovs 100 améyxeoBon £x TV GMOYNILATOV ThV
mmﬁs.a..ﬂ:m Bofukawvoc. It seems possible that there was an original
prohibition Om. idolatry which (under the influence of such tensions as
are apparent in 1 Corinthians 8 and '10) developed into a specific
prohibition of eidmroButa. Idolatry is forbidden in the OT (e.g.
Exod. 20.4, ol momoeig oeavtd eidwhov), and at Lev. 17.7 it is

~ forbidden to offer sacrifice to idols (oh Bvoovow &t Tig Buoiag
Cantdv tolc patalow; in view of what follows in Acts it is

e - g . 2 v ’ 1
Mgmm”m”w_zm that the verse continues, 01g ¢0ToL EXTOOVEVOVOWY ONOW.
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(2) Tijg mopvelag (omitted by P*; see below). The commeon
meaning of the word is prostitution, fornication, uncleanness; this is
borne out by the use of related and compound words, such as moEVY,
TOOVOE, TOQVOPOOoHETY, nopvorodmog and the like (see LS 1450). A
prohibition of mogveic in this sense is intelligible and appropriate. It
is however to be noted that in 1 Cor. 5.1 Paul uses the word mopvei
to describe the act of one who has taken (Exew) his father's wife.
This Paul describes as an exceptionally gross case of sexual irregu-
larity. It is expressly forbidden in Lev. 18.8 (GLoMPOTUVNY YUVALROG
oG ooV ovx amoxahipelg), which occurs in a passage that deals
with forbidden degrees of marriage (Lev. 18.6—18). This passage
does not use the word mopvela but it (together with some other
regulations for sexual behaviour) is made to apply not only to the
native Israelite but also to O TOOOYEVOUEVOS TTOOCTIMITOG &V DUV
(Lev. 18.26, 29303 a1 ). It is sometimes supposed (e.g. Schneider
2.183: Weiser 383) that we have here the proposed extension to
Gentile Christians of the marriage laws that were (according to
Leviticus) to be observed by aliens resident in Palestine. There is
however no convincing reason for thinking that JTOQVEILL Was ever
understood to refer simply to marriage within the forbidden degrees.
In 1 Cor. 5.1 (see above) the word signifies a relation that was not
adultery (assuming that the father was not alive) and not in the
physical sense incest, if the woman was, as is usually supposed, the
fornicator’s stepmother.

(3) Tot vixtod (so P¥ R CE M lat sy; the omission of To®, by P*

A B W 33 81 pc, is not important; for the omission of the whole by D
gig Ir'" see below), derived from the verb mviyew, fo choke, strangle,
suffocate, is, literally rendered, that which is strangled. H. J. Schoeps
(Paulus 60) turns this into a more definite picture with *Tieren, die auf
der Jagd mit Schlingen gefangen und getdtet worden sind.” Tt is
however extremely difficult to find evidence in Jewish sources for the
specific classification by this or any related word of food that must be
rejected. The natural Hebrew and Aram aic equivalent is the root pim;
this does not however seem to be much used of animals, though there
is an important passage in Philo, Spec. Leg. 4,122, where Philo attacks
men of the type of Sardanapolus who desire novel kinds of pleasure
and prepare meat unfit for the altar (¢.Oute) by strangling and throt-
tling (cryyovies ®al comviyovreg) the animals. The use of the com-
pound verb may perhaps be taken as an indication that the simple
nviyew was sometimes used in the same way, but we lack direct
evidence of this. Moreover, as the context in De Specialibus Legibus
shows. and as would in any case be deduced from the picture of
snared and strangled animal, the objection to the use of such an animal
as food lay in the fact that its blood had not been drained away. That is
to say, if this is what vixtov means, along with alpa (as aipa is
often understood; see below) it is superfiuous.
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According to StrB 2.730, nvixrdv includes both, ‘sowohl was das
AT _.__u"_u als auch was es 199v nennt’. These two Hebrew words are
conveniently defined in terms of Josephus, Ant. 3.260 (rptwg Tob
tebvuotog avtopdrtwg Chov v Podow diexmivoey) and of
mxon.. 22.30 (\oRn ®> npAL ATwa wa). This interpretation of
mvixtov has been widely accepted together with the ‘further points
involved in the claim (StrB 2.730—4) that in rabbinic use %21 came
to mean any beast that had not been subjected to the ritually correct
m_mcmvﬂm._.,:_m process (v nw), and no9v a beast which, dead or alive
had a disqualifying blemish. The Greek word mvixtov may have
been regularly used and understood in this way, but evidence to
prove this is lacking. : ,

4) o0 th.o:".o@ In the form of the text that we are at present
considering this is usually understood in relation to the OT prohibi-
tion ,Om the consumption of blood. This appears in the wmao.,\m;
commandment given to Noah (Gen. 9.4) and is repeated in later
codes (Lev. 7.26, 27, 17.10—14; Deut. 12.16, 23). But, since loss of
blood means loss of life, aipa came also to be used of bloodshed, in
particular, of Sm__.a_ﬁ,. This appears in general narrative and in
idioms, such as &q” aipati @evyew, ‘to avoid trial for murder by
going into exile’ (LS 38; Demosthenes 21.105; Dittenberger, Syll.
1.58.2). See also mw_u:onrwm. Oedipus Tyrannus 101; m:mﬁmmmm‘
Orestes 285. Since aipw can thus mean bloodshed it is equivalent to
the rabbinic o7 m>ov. It must therefore not be too readily assumed
that avoidance of blood means avoidance of blood in food, especially
since avoidance of mvixtov (if this means meat improperly slaugh-
ﬁamm& would include avoidance of blood, making the specific Tob
E_‘wﬂdﬁ (in this sense) redundant.

+ The textual variations, which have the effect of producin
somewhat .ncwamﬂ.ni ‘draft Decree’, will be considered m%on:ww it N__m
be convenient first to consider several suggestions that have been
made regarding the background and origin of James’s proposals (and
of the Decree as formulated in v. 29). These suggestions are not
mutually exclusive. g

(a) It may be that the terms of the Decree were thought of as
practical considerations bearing on the situation as it could be seen to

_be arising out of the Christian mission to the Gentile world. The

- fundamental requirement of the Gentile convert was that he should

abandon the religion that he had previousl ised; i
: y practised; that is, he must
abandon the gods he had worshipped, turning his back on idolatry.

- He must abstain from the spiritual defilement that comes from

idolatry. Verse 20 states this in absolute terms; v. 29 and 21.25 make

the assumption that to eat eidwAéButa is to commit idolatry and is

probably for most Gentile Christians the way in which they would be
most likely to commit it. Jews had long known that the temptation to

4 idolatry came most often through the butcher’s shop and the brothel.
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Hence what is in effect the command to use only Jewish butchers,
where one could be confident that no eidwhobuTa, VT, OF Lt
would be sold, and the prohibition of mogveic. It should be noted that
such commands, especially the prohibition of idolatry, would be
necessary for salvation, and not merely in order to facilitate fellow-
ship between Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians.

(b) The requirements may have been based upon the so-called
Noachian precepts, precepts which it was believed were incumbent
not only upon Jews but upon all, of whatever race. In their earliest
form (Jubilees 7.20) these are ‘to observe righteousness, and to cover
the shame of their flesh, and to bless their Creator, and honour father
and mother, and love their neighbour, and guard their souls from
fornication and uncleanness and all iniquity’. These were subse-
quently developed (evidence is given in full in StrB 3.37f.) into the
prohibition of idolatry, blasphemy, murder, incest, stealing, pervert-
ing justice, and eating flesh containing blood. Of these the first, third,
fourth, and seventh appear (more or less) in James's decree. The
parallel is not close, and there is nothing in the text of Acts to call
Noah to mind.

(c) A better, and today widely accepted, parallel is to be found in
the regulations given in Leviticus 17 and 18 for Gentiles living
among Jews. These are directed to "Any man of the house of Israel,
or of the strangers that sojourn among them (303 T WK i 1,
Lev. 17.8)". They require that sacrifices must be brought to the
door of the tent of meeting (17.8f.); that blood must not be eaten
(17.10—14); that what dies of itself or what is torn by beasts
(noAw n'?21) must not be eaten (17.15f.); the forbidden degrees of
marriage must be observed (18.6-30). These commands may be said
to cover, in Acts, the prohibition of mooveia (if that is understood to
mean not fornication in the ordinary sense but forbidden family
relationships), wvixtov (if this is interpreted to mean a1 and NBIW),
and aipa (if this means blood as a food and not bloodshed). It cannot
be said that the connection is close; see however Stihlin (205)
Schmithals (139); also Wilson (Law 85-102).

(d) A still better background, which fits readily with (a) above, is
provided by a group of passages (p. Shebiith 35a. 49f.; p. Sanhedrin
21b. 10f.; b. Pesahim 25ab; b.Sanhedrin 74a) in which it is urged
that, though in persecution a Jew was not expected to give his life
on any minor issue, there were three matters on which compromise
was impossible. These were 177 1739, idolatry; o7 m2'ew, the
shedding of blood; and m™» wom, incest. Here are what Luke calls
the defilements of idols, blood, and mogveie (which includes incest).
There is nothing to correspond with the prohibition of mwvinToY; it is
hard to supply any motivation for the inclusion of this except the
desire to make it easy for Jewish and Gentile Christians to eat
together; such food, with eidwhoButa (readily understood—though
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not by Paul—as included in .the &Moynuora), wo jec-
tionable to Jews and no doubt also to Eﬁﬂ@ Ho,wmm: %w__mmww:mfmooon

further ‘ﬁEmoz (Law 68—102). Johnson (273): combines (c) and (d).

The important textual variants in the verse must now be noted.
(a) »ail Tiic mopveiag is omitted by P** (not extant at 15.29;21.25);
also (though not noted in the apparatus of NA™) by some m:._onm

MSS, and (we may infer) by Origen in c. Celsum 8:29, though here
Origenis referring to the letter sent by the Council, that s, to v: 29. He
speaks of the decision ‘to write a letter to the Gentile believers
aome.&:m Emm they mroc_a, abstain only from what they called “the
essentials” (uova (g ovopaocov) émdavayxes). These are things
sacrificed to idols,-or things strangled; or blood’ (Chadwick 472).
Little nmﬁvcn built on this passage, for Origen is dealing with food (and
might therefore omit mogQveia as irrelevant), and is writing with less
than his usual care, for, he says that the Council was held at Antioch. It
is probably correct to regard the reading of P* not as one important
witness to an otherwise unknown (Caesarean) text of Acts but as a
simple error. See however G. Zuntz; Opuscula Selecta (1972),227-9
It is unwise to use the omission as an-argument for an oam:,&_ two-
clause amﬁom (P. H. Menoud, SNTS Bulletin 2 (1951), 22-8).

+ (b) xai Tob mvinto® is omitted by D gig Ir'™. The same orission is

found in v. 29 and 21.25; there can be no doubt that it represents
another hodd of the text of the Decree. The omission of an element
that is purely ritual, with no ethical bearing whatever, undoubtedly
alters the .vm_msoo of the Decree and has often been held to affect the
interpretation that must be given to the reference to blood. With
TVINTOD, blood suggests a ritual food law;.without it, it may more
readily be understood as a.reference to bloodshed, murder. This is
however a:double-edged argument. Knowling (325) thought that
TVIXTOV Was o_.a.ﬁna because it was thought to be covered by n._m_lﬁ
QmH.w Gmov that it was added ‘to make it clear that aipatog referred
to diet as in rnwimo:m xvii.14, not to homicide’.
O] Eﬁﬂ. aiparog the Western text makes a substantial addition:
ral Goa Gy p) omwm.sas._ (6oa pi) Behovary, D) avtolc (Eavtoic U..w
ﬁﬂmam&_‘ ETEQOLS 1] molelv (moielte, D), D 323 945 1739 1891 ~.u_,n sa
Ir'. This addition of the negative form of the Golden Rule strongly
reinforces the ethical effect of the omission (also by the éo&mﬂ:
text) of mvirtod.

It has often been maintained that when the Old Uncial text and the
Western text are compared we find on the one hand a set of
essentially ritual requirements: abstinence from sacrificial food, from
fornication (which could be understood to mean forbidden Em_.._.mmmmn..
or sacral prostitution), from non-kosher food, and from food no:E:._,.
ing blood; and on the other hand an ethical code, requiring the

-~ rejection of idolatry (which, put positively, means adherence to the

exclusive worship. of the one true-God), avoidance of all unchaste




736 COMMENTARY ON ACTS

behaviour, avoidance of murder, and obedience to the fundamental
moral law, expressed in the Golden Rule. With very few exceptions,
textual critics have maintained that the ritual form must be primitive,
and have been transformed (by the omission of mvixtod and the
addition of the Golden Rule) into an ethical code, perhaps in the
second century, certainly at a time when the older code was no longer
understood. There is enough force in this argument 1o make one
prefer the Old Uncial text as Luke’s work. As often expressed,
however, it is an over-simplification. It can be shown (see FS
Osborn, 50-59; Taylor 210) not only that the Decree continued for
centuries to be observed (and often to be found to require explana-
tion—or explaining away), but that it was interpreted in different
ways in different circumstances. Just as the circumstances that
evoked it had both ritual and ethical elements, so the Old Uncial
Decree had both ritual and ethical elements, especially in the form in
which James proposes it, which shows that the real concern in the
prohibition of dhoyipata OV edmrov (eldwhoButa) was the
avoidance of idolatry itself (and hence the cultivation of true
worship). mogvela. may have certain specific associations, but it
means fornication, and the Decree forbids the sin of fornication.
nvintov does refer to non-kosher food, and this is a non-ethical
element in the Decree, but since the consumption of blood is already
forbidden in the prohibition of stvixtoy it is by no means impossible
that blood means murder, violence. It is not surprising that those who
accepted the authority of this mixed Decree emphasized sometimes
one. sometimes the other aspect of it. The Western editor(s) came
down strongly on the ethical side.

The Golden Rule, in its positive form, appears in Mt. 7.12; Lk
6.31. In the Matthean form there is the appended note, For this is the
law and the prophets. It was already established in Judaism (though
mostly used in the negative form) as a summary of man’s moral
obligation; see e.g. Tobit 4.15 (8 woeig, pndevi momong): b.
Shabbath 31a (Hillel: What is hateful (1) to yourself, do not to your
neighbour); Philo, Hypothetica 7.6 (in Eusebius, Praeparatio Evan-
gelica 8.7.5, & ng mabelv exbaiges, i woieiv adTov). See further
Bousset, RJ 138; SuB 1.459f.

For the further history of the Decree see H. J. Schoeps, Theologie
und Geschichte des Judenchristentums (1949), 303; Aus friihchris-
tlicher Zeit (1950), 78. See further on v. 29 and 21.25; also above.

21. Moses (as not only the author of the Pentateuch but the founder
of the Jewish religion) has (ExgL, described by Moule (/B 8) as a
‘present of past action still in progress’ and translated by him as
has had) from generations of old (this—cf. @mwR?Y MR, SuB
2. 739f—goes further back than &g’ peo®dv Goyaiov in v. 7)in
every city (distributive use of wonde, cf. 2.46, and other passages)
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r those who proclaim him, toug xnetcoovtog adtov. Jame S ;
a verb frequently used of the proclamation mo._.. the Chri mmwsﬁ H._MMMMMQ
the proclamation of Christ (cf. 8.5; 9.20). That there were those who
. proclaimed Moses as a cult figure is certainly true; see 7.22 and the
i notes there and on 1.338f. James however-explains what he means in
) 8 the participial clause that follows: Moses is proclaimed in that he is
- 3 read (aloud) in the synagogues every Sabbath. For the synagogue
service see on 13.15. Throughout the Empire, and beyond, wherever
there were Jews the words of Moses were heard every week, Cf.
Josephus, Apion 2.175, &xdomc EBdopddog v drhwv Egywv
GPEUEVOG ETTL THY GO0V EXEAEVOE TOD VOUOU oulhéyeaBal %ol
Tobtov anguag expavidvewy; cf. 282. See Bousset (RJ 72, 172);
Horonwoén.@.%rumwv. ‘Jewish communities of greater: o~., lesser
extent and significance had settled in almost every part of the then
n_s_wmha éoza..%m 3.3; for details, 3—86). It may be that the use of
xnovooery implies (as it does with Christian preaching) some kind of
mE_._onw.Zommm is not merely read but asserted as an authority, so
that what E._,m.mm (including for example Leviticus 17 and 18) Eamw be
obeyed. This inference seems very doubtful. .

The sentence begins with for (ydo), and therefore presumably
gives the .mqu.a for an earlier statement, but it is not clear which
statement it supports, (1) It may look back to v. 19: It is not for us to
trouble the Gentiles since Moses already has enough preachers to
take his part. Gentiles, moreover, who want the Law can go to the
synagogue for it (Williams 184). (2) It may look back to v. 20. It is
necessary to lay some obligations on the Gentiles, since Moses has
namwws&na so many followers—so many observant Jews. (3) It may
look back to vv. 15-18: We can see that Amos’s prophecy is already
‘being fulfilled in the large number of those who preach the Law
Dibelius (92) suggests that v. 21 may be a marginal gloss on the final
words of the quotation. There is no serious basis for this suggestion
and as it stands v. 21 is too remote from the quotation for a reference
M it to be likely. The general tone of James's speech is favourable to

A %E__mm and we may therefore accept (1), but the whole passage is so
obscure that it may be that Luke intended both (1) and (2): It is not
. hecessary to trouble the Gentiles seriously (by demanding circumci-
._..m::: cs..H it is necessary to trouble them a little (by the Decree).
Alternatively, Luke may be placing traditional material in a new
seting and thereby giving it a new meaning. He is no doubt
responsible for James's speech as it now lies before us, but it is
._Emﬂ_umzn that he simply invented it—the Decree itself is certainly
2 ..r._.w itional, though it was not (see p. 712) James’s work. If the Decree
~ Is omitted the speech would impose no conditions upon Gentiles and
._nﬁnuna:ou (1) would then be virtually the only possibility, thou ghit
‘Mﬁm:ﬂ be combined with Filson's observation, ‘It seems clear from
~ Acts 15.21 that [James] expected synagogue worship to go on in
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every city and that he also expected Jewish Christians to keep the
Mosaic Law’ (Decades 82). Perhaps somewhat less than clear; see
the good discussion by Wilson (Law 83L.).

Calvin’s comment (2.51f.) is worth quoting: ‘He warns that it is
not possible for the ceremonies to be abolished so quickly, as if at
one fell swoop, because the Jews had already been accustomed to the
teaching of the Law for many generations, and Moses had his
preachers; that agreement therefore must be gained for a short time
until the freedom, procured by Christ, should gradually be more
clearly understood; in other words, as the common saying goes, that
the ceremonies had to be buried with some decency.’” In the early
church there were those, notably Paul, who were quick to sec the
theological principle involved in every arrangement, but no doubt
there were many more, who may or may not have included James but
certainly included Luke, who were happy to proceed on (what
seemed to be) common-sense lines.

22. The apostles and elders were those who had met to consider
the question raised at Antioch (v. 6), Here they meet auv Ok T
Euwnoiq, the whole body of Christians, that is, of the Jerusalem
church: the church of Antioch had sent only a small delegation
(15.2), and no other church seems to have been represented. The rank
and file Christians have disappeared in the next verse (but see the
note there on &:degpot) and are given no chare in the writing of the
Council’s letter. It goes too far fo say, ‘Clearly only the presence of
the congregation gave legal validity to the resolution, although the
members of the congregation did not take part in the discussion and
did not vote in the decision’ (B. Reicke, in Stendahl, Scrolls 146).
The report of the discussion is extremely scanty and no vote is
recorded. Luke is in any case not thinking in terms of legal validity;
what was important was the claim (v. 28) that the Holy Spirit had
directed the proceedings. For comparison of this ‘democratic’ ele-
ment with the structure of the Qumran community see Braun 2.328f.
The _.m_u_.mmm_:mmos of monarchical, oligarchical, and democratic
elements in the NT church needs, as Braun shows, qualification;
categorization in such ready-made terms is dangerous.

The assembled company decided (¥doke; the impersonal use of
this verb, very common in ‘official’ Greek, appears in the NT at Lk.
1.3: Acts 15:22, 25, 28, 34; 25.27; Heb. 12.10—a Lucan character-
istic) to write to the church at Antioch, sending the message by men
whom they chose to accompany Paul and Barnabas. dvdoag is made
precise by the appositional "Lovday tov nalovpevov (cf. e.g. 1.23)
Bagoappdv (the reading of D, Bagappay, 1s no more than an

unfortunate slip of the pen) %o Sihév. The name Judas occurs

several times in Acts, Judas Barsabbas (for this surname, used also of
Joseph, see on 1.23) only in the present context, at vv. 22, 27, 32, and
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34 (si v.l.). Nothing else is known of him. Silas becomes an
important companion for Paul, in succession to Barnabas: see on vv.
22,27,32, 34, (siv.1.), 40; 16.19, 25, 29; 17.4, 10, 14, 15; 18.5. He is
sometimes identified with the Silvanus (perhaps a latinized form of
the Semitic X7'Ry) of the Pauline epistles (2 Cor. 1.19; 1 Thess. 1.1; 2
Thess. 1.1), also with the Silvanus of 1 Pet. 5.12, though he can
hardly be invoked as responsible for the good Greek of that epistle;
he was (according to the present verse) a leading member of the
Jerusalem church, and there is no more ground for supposing him
nmwm“c_m of stylish Greek than Peter himself. The identification with
Paul’s Silvanus is probable. For the opposite view, a distinction
between two men both bearing the name Silas, the identification of
M”N.._ of Hw._nnp with HmEm. EN identification of Titus with-Luke, and
some other curiosities, see t i i i i
O e e article on Silas by P. W. Schmiedel, in
_ For ”wmymwntmédm. (P™) 33 323 614 945 1739 pc (sy?) have
memm.E_.me.cFm. .ér_.os agrees with the case of tolg Hwnoqd@.woﬁ nal
T0lg moeofutégolc. In such a sentence Greek usage is tolerant of
Q&nﬂ case; mana Zerwick § 394; BDR § 410 n. 2.

Tiyovpevog (present participle of nyeloBal) was on the
becoming a noun; cf. 7.10; 14.12; ENM see Fm 763, s.v. 11 Mmﬁw%
many papyrus references: also MM 277. One may guess that Judas
and Silas were among the moeofiTeQoL.

23. yodapavieg is another false concord (cf. EnheEapé i
22), _um_..:mmm better described as m:mno_oﬁ:owu 50 WUW % Le%mdm ﬂ. M
who point out that Luke continues as if he had written ol &, %ol ot
noeof. EBovietionvro ... méppo . . . yodpavres, and draw attention
to, a close and interesting parallel in Thucydides 3.36.2 (EdoEev
ovTolg . ... dmontelva . . . EmnahovIes .. .).

There is considerable textual confusion in the opening words of
the verse. duct ¥e10g adtdv may be (Begs. 4.179) a Semitism (27°3)
but it is common in Acts and there is no special reason why the short
and simple text of pisvid Pt R* A B pe bo (yodnpavtes dut yEWQOg
abtdv) should haye caused offence to copyists. But &° E (33) 2 sy®

._Mm__ua .Emm as an object for yodpavreg. (C) D gig w (sy?) (sa) have yo.
Ematohv dudt x. av. meoxovoay Tade. 614 pe sy'™ have yo. Sty

4 b, tmotohMv xol méppovies meguéyovoav Tade. W has yo.

gmoToAy Suit . . & OV T i i
70) . ob. Exovoav TOV TUTOV TOUTOV. It is easy to
understand the addition of a simple object for yodavteg, not _anm to

._==aﬁmﬁaa the m_mwcammon.mbm variety. There seems to be no better
_ _.nwEusm.:os than that copyists and editors recognized and wished to
i emphasize the central importance that the letter of vv. 23-29 has in

Acts.
On the use and construction of meguéxew see in addition to the

- lexica BDR § 308 n. 5.
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The text of the letter follows. The whole éxxdnoia of v. 22 now

disappears and the letter is written in the name of the apostles and
elders, though they (or at least the elders) are characterized as
brothers. The brothers do appear as a tiers état in 8 EW I sy bo™,
which have %l of ddehgol. At the other extreme &dehgol is omitted
by pc vg™ sa Or™; but P™ P™ ®* AB C D 33 81 pc lat Ir™ are to be
followed with the simple adehgol (after moeofiteQol): the elders if
not the apostles are at the same time members of, brothers within, the
local church, and it is as such that they address the members. of the
other churches—including Gentiles. Bruce (1.302) quotes Torrey to
the effect that the opening words are faultless Aramaic idiom
(xom Xwwpy ®omrbw), and that brothers applies to both apostles and
elders; if we may suppose that there was an Aramaic original thisis a
valid observation. Bultmann (Exegetica 416; so earlier Preuschen 96)
thinks that the letter referred to its senders only as dehepoi, (oi) (L.
wol oeoP. being a redactional addition by the author. He thinks
further that the specific address, to Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia, points
to the use of a written source. It is perhaps more probable (see pp.
710f., 741) that Luke wrote the whole paragraph apart from the
Decree itself, notwithstanding ‘some old features which suggest that
it may be pre-Lukan’ (Wilson, Gentiles 187). The place names
indeed are a feature that may be original. Luke himself believed that
the letter (or at least the Decree) was of wider relevance and
circulation. Paul and Silas (16.4) delivered it more widely, and v. 19
suggests that it would apply to all areas where Jews lived in the
Dispersion. Syria and Cilicia suggest more than the hinterland of
Antioch, but the omission of Pisidia is inexplicable if it was intended
to suggest the mission area of chs. 13 and 14. For Antioch see 11.19;
13.1; 14.28; for Cilicia see on 6.9. Syria, at this time a Roman
province, was the large tract of land in northern Palestine. Till AD 72
castern Cilicia was administered by Syria; Vespasian made all Cilicia
a separate province (CAH 11.603). This however does not prove
(Hemer 179) that Acts was written in the period of the double
province. The two names are mentioned as if they referred to two
distinct administrative areas. The use of one article ( worTeL TV A xal
. »ai K.) groups them together but does not make a unit of them, or
exclude reference to other areas.

For the recipients, the letter takes up the use of ddehpot noted as
Luke’s in 15.1. They are £€ éBvdyv, but they are nevertheless brothers
because they are Christians. .

Xaioety, an infinitive standing as a kind of imperative (BDR § 389
n. 2), is 2 common (and not specifically Christian—Paul does not use
it) greeting. As BDR show, this epistolary idiom is elliptic: (We wish
you) to rejoice.

24. According to BDR § 464 n. 4, vv. 24-26 form the only. true
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period in Acts. Does this mean that Luke found this pi [ f
writing in his source and copied it out? or did he _.mﬁ_wrwﬁmw%hmm_mm
of the Decree so highly that he thought it worth while to _uas_&mn it
with an ornate frame? The language of these verses suggests the
latter alternative, but not strongly. £me1d) occurs twice in Lk. (also
m:ﬂ&:uﬁmou_ 3 times in Acts, 5 times in Paul. doxelv is used
_Swm__.moam:w once in Lk., 4(5) times in Acts, not elsewhere in the
NT. mxwmﬂmaonr oceurs 11 times in Lk-Acts, 15 times in the rest of
the NT. opofupadov occurs 10 times in Acts, once in Romans
nowhere else in the NT. Umég tol dvopatog is used 4 times in Acts,
3 times in the rest of the NT. Luke certainly regarded the Decree as a
most 1important part of the tradition that he received; it is not
unreasonable to suppose that he created a fitting setting an_ca.Em it
may well be, not only the letter but the whole account of the Oon:mm:
for it. Dm the o.:._ﬁ. hand, one must ask in what sort of context the
Uo%..wmm itself might be handed down.
¢ present verse looks back to 15.1; the trouble-makers ar
emphatically disowned. They had no official Umnﬁnmﬂ_mrﬁmm w_,m
dieotethapebo. Cf. Mk 7.36; 8.15; the verb means to give instruc-
tions. This is one of the points at which other NT evidence, and
evidence within Acts itself, lead the reader to ask questions that Luke
a.oow not answer. If the circumcisers of 15.1, 5 had had no backing
would they have caused so much trouble and precipitated a Emmr.
level conference? If they had no backing at the time, had they later
in Qam:.m and Corinth? Who provided the commendatory letters of 2
Cor. 3.17 These are questions that must be kept in mind in mnm
attempt to write the history of the first decades of Christianity. We
must not forget the possibility that men genuinely commissioned
may have gone beyond their brief. This is particularly suggested in 2
%mmmw_m_wﬁmmna 2 ﬁ,awﬁ...‘_:.a:,q 31f.). And in dieoteihapebo we must
distinguish between, *We gav *har ! W ,
a:ﬂnm,w to insist on nwancﬁ%aoﬂ.w_o GHBISE B &l TR M e Tip
or éxdoagav cf. Gal. 1.7; 5.10. dvaoxevdCewv has a vari
meanings; see LS 120. A logician’s QanEnmﬁm# of his owwwmw_%“”
Position is as good a parallel as any; the Antiochenes did not know
_.ismno they were or what to believe. It is the opposite of
x.adnaxmcm,mm? .,.Emnm Aristotle, Rhetoric 2 24,4 (1401b), 10 dewvdios:
HKATOOREVAGEW ) avaorevalewy; Quintilian 2.4.18, o_u_wm Qmm:.cn:&.
.nom,ﬂnﬂmdu_n_:n quod GvoorevT) et xaTeoxev) vocatur.
mmmmwam, disturbers of >R_00:ono peace went out from us, €€ v
3 ovreg. It was the fact that they went from us that gave them, in
__._n eyes of the Antiochenes, a disturbing authority. mmmymoﬁmm is
: owever omitted by X B 1175 pe; it is read by PP P* ACD E W IR
_. h: sy (sa) bo It™, There is a strong case for omission, because
: cc.wr Em K.mm that omit are few they are old, and the short text is
ectio difficilior, for it makes the disowned envoys ‘some of =m._
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(rather than ‘some sent from us’). There is much to 'be said for
omitting #2e)00ovtes. See Metzger (436). - :

25. The report of trouble in Antioch led to a decision in Jerusalem:
Edogevuiv. The impersonal use of £60Eev occurs twice in this letter
(also v. 28). It is possible (see above) that Luke found the whole letter
extant in this form and borrowed the expression for narrative use inv.
22; perhaps more likely that he himself elected to use it in all these
sentences: it was frequently used to introduce decrees. ‘Frequently of
a public resolution . .. especially in decrees and the like” (LS 242, s.v.
I1 4b, with many illustrations, including Thucydides 4.1 18.7, €60Ee
@ onuy (see the whole paragraph); Aristophanes, Thesmophor-
iazusae 372 (379), £doke tjj PovAf)). Cf. also Josephus, Ant. 16.163.
Luke knows and uses the right word for his purpose, which is rather to
utter a decree than to express an opinion.

Opofupadoy is a Lucan word, often used by Luke (see on 1.14)
with more than its usual meaning of unanimity, denoting also
physical assembly; here it probably has both meanings. The apostles
and elders met and reached a common mind.. This means that,
according to Luke, even the extremists agreed (Wilson, Law 107).

éxheEapévolc. Inasimilar sentence in v. 22 the accusative was used,
though in each case there is textual variation. Here the dative is
read by P4 AB LW 3381614 945 1175 1739 pm, the accusative by
N C D EH P 36 323 1241 2495 pm. See Metzger (437), who finds the
textual question ‘difficult to decide’; it looks as if he, against the
majority of his committee, preferred the accusative. Barnabas and
Paul (the order may be significant—Barnabas was an early Jerusa-
lem disciple; cf. v. 12) are Toig dyosnroig B wad IL. ... Itis stressed
that there is no division between the Jerusalem apostles and the
Antiochene missionaries. The reading of D (bpdv, for Mudy) might
suggest a different attitude (‘Dear to you, not necessarily so to us’),
but is probably a simple error. The two pronouns were identical in
pronunciation and were often confused. On the relation between Paul

and the Jerusalem church see Introduction, pp. xxxix—xli, et al.

26. Further description of Barnabas and Paul follows. They are
avBo®mols TaQaAdEdMUOL TS YUY US adtiv. At first glance this
might be taken to mean, Men who have given their lives, but thisis
obviously not the sense intended. Accordingly the suggestion has
been made that the meaning is, Men who have hazarded their lives;
so LS 1308, but with no other example of this meaning, which is

rightly judged by Begs. 4.180 to be ‘indefensible’. The phrase must

mean, They have devoted their lives (so apparently BA 1242,
‘Menschen, die ihr Leben fiir den Namen des Herrn hingegeben

haben’); and this, though followed in Greek by tméo, must in English.
be followed by, to the name of our Lord Jesus Christ. Barnabas and.
Paul are Christians of unreserved devotion. Tég Ppuydg adTdv is used
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§ asa reflexive. Cf. Thucydides 5.16.3, Ty attov mapadidwot, trust
¥ w:.omoﬁ to »o.ncsn. StrB (2.740) seem to take the expression to mean
p give one’s life for’, since they equate it with 5¥ wo11n3, but Mekhilta
£ Exod. 20.6 (75b) which they guote seems rather to mean ‘devote’:
| nien by owsl oaun. ,,

At the end of the verse D E 614 pc 1 sy’ add eig mavta
§  mewoopov. This probably reflects the view that the text as it stood
. _E_u:nm, %ro%%%ﬁ Mm:mmn oﬁum their lives to death, which needed
i 8 correction to, They have handed over their lives t i ’
| 3 trial. Cf.:Sirach N.w. : ;M A ° il

27. obv connects with v. 25: Since it was decided to send men with
Barnabas and Paul we have therefore now sent ... The perfect
3 ameordhxapev implies that Judas and Silas (see v. 22) are now on
b their way, presumably bearing the letter. They are however not
merely bearers but will confirm its contents (tc. ovtd, the same
things that the letter contains, especially the disavowing of the
/ trouble-makers). Haenchen (436) comments: ‘Der Leser weiss ja
A mmros, was a.% Dekret enthalten:wird, die Briefempfinger aber noch
. nicht. Man sieht, dass die Briefkomposition auf Lukas zuriickgeht.’

The conclusion is probably correct (see above) but it is difficult to
. follow the logic by which Haenchen reaches it. The hearers will take
_.“_‘, in the letter as a whole and find that the hearers say the same things.
m - The construction of the second part of the sentence is obscure. S
B Loyov, standing in contrast with an'implied 80" &motohf, is clear

. enough; A6yog, though it means much more, can on occasion refer to

- sspeech uttered aloud. But »ai adtols . .. dwayyéhhovrag is strange
@ Greek, even when taken from the same standpoint as the perfect
- aneordhxapev. BDR § 339.2a, n. 8 note that the present participle is
@ sometimes used instead of the final future participle, and: cite in
._.Maa_:o_ﬂ. to this verse not only 21.16 (ouvijhBov . .. dyovieg) but also
A ,;:Gd_mmm 7.25.7, Emewpay ... motofel oL Zvoaxoolol ...
. _maﬁ.mw.woﬁnm ..., they sent ambassadors to report .. See also
Euripides, Suppliants 154, 7ot exdimalov nABov. This use of the
. present participle is rare, and the sense of purpose seems usually to
. be more: or less qualified, but it may be taken to cover Luke’s

M dnayyélovrag, More difficult is xal avtovg. This is reminiscent of

E __._oE_:m in Greek so much as of the Hebrew circumstantial clause,
3 which can be introduced in this way, the clause being completed
. often by a participle; see e.g. Gen. 18.8; 24.62. BDR § 442.4b, n. 12
. (noting the Vg qui) rightly say that zai may be taken in the sense ofa
relative, but this does not amount to an explanation. We have seen
reason to think that the letter Luke gives here is, apart from the
Decree, his own composition; otherwise it would be attractive to
think that he had retained a trace of the Hebrew in which such a letter
would originally have been composed. If not this, we may think that

|
|
|
i
i
|
]
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Luke heard of the letter in a partly Hebrew-speaking environment. If
original at all it must have come from such an environment.

28. £dotev: cf. vv. 22, 25. The apostles and elders are now joined in
their decision by the Holy Spirit. In view of the importance of the
decision this must be regarded as the outstanding example of Luke’s
insistence that all developments in the church’s life were directed by
the Spirit. For participation in a decision by a divine being cf. Dio
Chrysostom 80(30).8, £b0Ee 1) Oe@; Appian, Syria 58.303; £d0xet
Toic feoic. Itis not suggested that a decision made by the church must
be a decision of the Holy Spirit; the unanimity of the church bore
witness to a decision already reached by the Holy Spirit. Luke does not
claim that any of the participants in the discussion was, when he spoke,
moved, or filled, by the Holy Spirit. Whether the claim that the Holy
Spirit on this occasion spoke through the church is affected by the fact
that Paul (it seems) did not accept the decisionisa question that should
be borne in mind with regard to such ecclesiastical assertions.

It was not decided that no requirements should be laid upon Gentile
Christians, only that such requirements should be limited. Certain
demands were to be made, but nothing more, pndev mheov, “Aftt.
mhéov nur Lk. 3.13; In 21.15; Act 15.28 gegeniiber 18mal mheiov,
aber immer mhetwv, mhelovog’ (BDR § 30.2,n. 3). The word Pdgog (a
natural one to use; cf. Polybius 1.315, T fdoog TdV EmTaypaTmy,
but note tvydg in v. 10) occurs in a similar clause at Rev. 2.24, ob
Barhm (cf. emtifeoBon) £ tpdc dlho Paoog. The same letter (to
Thyatira) condemns the false prophetess Jezebel, who teaches the
Christians ooveDoa %o, gorye Ly eldwAoBuTAL similarly 2.14. Noth-
ing is said about blood and non-kosher food, but it seems likely that
the Decree, or something like it, circulated in these churches and was
approved by them, or at least by leading members in them, This is a
matter on which commentators on Revelation do not agree. R. H.
Charles (1.74) thinks that the prohibition of non-kosher food and
blood was deliberately omitted. ‘The use of the word dkho in itself
points to the exclusion of the two latter. Thus our author had clearly
the Apostolic decree in his mind." On the other hand, Lohmeyer
(HNT, Apokalypse 29) writes, ‘Die formale Uebereinstimmung mit
Act 15.29 ... beweist nicht, dass hier auch inhaltlich an das Apos-
teldekret zu denken sei.’ It is interesting to note F. J. A, Hort (31), on
Béipog: A curious coincidence with Acts 15.28, but probably acci-
dental’; and H. B. Swete (45), ‘A scarcely doubtful reference to the
Apostolic decree in Acts 15.28 . .. the rest of the prohibitions imposed
in the years 49-50 . . . are not reimposed’. This allusion to the Decree,
if such it be, is probably the earliest, antedating the post-biblical
references given in FS Osborn 55-9.

mhny is used as an improper preposition, taking the genitive; cf.
8.1; 27.22, except.

e
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~ The exception is denoted by otV TV Endvayxes. The mean-
ing is clear; the words mean these necessary (requirements) and refer
to the four abstinences called for in the next verse. But the expression
is unusual: the demonstrative pronoun and article, followed by the
adverb (the neuter singular of the adjective gravayunc forming the
corresponding adverb). According to Haenchen (436), this is ‘ganz
ﬁumoﬁuaw.aﬂor.w similarly Begs. 4.180: the reading “can hardly be
right. émdvayxeg is used in Attic Greek as an adverb . .. but not with
the article’. These statements call for some qualification. It is quite
possible in Greek to use an article with an adverb, but this
construction seems to be mainly if not exclusively confined to
adverbs of time and place; e.g. ot TOTE, those who lived at that time;
ol #Ew, those who are outside; 0. watw, TO Avw, things below, things
above. The possibility of extending this use of article and adverb
must always have existed even if it was seldom taken up. Its
unnaturalness in the case of &mavoyxec is attested not only by
modern attempts at explanation and conjecture but also by ancient
variants in the text. It is uncertain whether e avayrnas (RAC)isa
genuine variant; ai is a not uncommon itacistic equivalent to e. Ifitis
intended as &wi with the dative plural of dvdyxn it will mean these
matters which arise out of necessities. Tv émavayreg TouTwy (P
e M) scarcely differs from the text cited above (though Metzger
(437) describes it as ‘the easier sequence’). If TOUTOV EITAVUYKES
(omitting t@v) is read the way is open to repunctuation, with a colon
or full stop after TovTwv: ‘... no other burden than these things: it is
necessary to abstain from ...". There is support for this (see Begs.
A._moc in Qo:um:ﬁ of Alexandria, Stromateis 4.15, where indirect
speech is used: gufivuoav yop Emdvoryxes améyxeoBal detv eidwho—
Butwv, x@. ‘Moreover the Didascalia seems here to have felt that
moﬂ@roé it ought to read mhfv ToVTWV" TO Emdvayxeg Améxeobon
:..". The reading tav gEmdvayxeg (P™) A 36 453 1241 pc) Metzger
mmmﬂ_.umm Scmwmawam_ omission of Toutwv.
is probably best to accept the reading of 82 B C W 81 614 94

1175 1739 2495 al (tovtwv TOV £m.) m:m the unusual oo%ﬁ.:oaow
that it involves. But however the text is taken and construed it

_.En_aamm the notion of necessity, compulsion (see LS 607; cf. e.g.
Josephus, Ant. 16.365; Epictetus 2.20.1; and see Wilson, Law 82). It

is not said, You Gentiles are completely free of legal requirements,
but as a matter of courtesy to your Jewish brothers you might be so

kind as to abstain from ... This is important for the understanding of
the Decree; Luke at any rate understood it as a matter not of courtesy

.~ but of compulsion, and therefore presumably as a condition of

E salvation (cf. 15.1, 5).

Bauernfeind (198) thinks that abstention from mvixtdv and afua

. will have been a real burden to Gentiles, yet one that Luke will have
regarded as compatible with the law-free Gospel.
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9. This verse repeats what is given in V. 20 as ..—maﬂm.m opinion
with the following variations: (1) instead of aloynuaTa Ty
ciSmhhwy we have gidwAobuTe; (2) the order is Eo_.mc.m. ann.__ things
strangled, fornication, instead of Eo_@qq. wo_._..:nm:o:. what is m:ﬁ:..
gled, blood; (3) the plural TVXTOV 18 used instead of the singular
mvixtol; (4) there is a concluding exhortation. There are textual
variants similar to those noted in v. 20; see once more Metzger
(429-34), This time fornication is omitted only by some Vulgate
MSS. c ;

40. PAUL AND BARNABAS RETURN TO ANTIOCH 15.30-35

(30)So they, when they had been dismissed, went down to Antioch, and
when they had gathered the company together they delivered the letter. (31)
When they had read it they rejoiced at the comfort' that it brought. (32) Judas
and Silas, who also were prophets, speaking at length, encouraged” and
strengthened the brothers. (33) After spending some time [in Antioch] they
were released® by the brothers in peace [to return] to those who had sent
them. (35) But Paul and Barnabas stayed on in Antioch, teaching and
preaching® the word of the Lord along with many others.

A ,. L . Bibliography.
E. Delebecque, RHPhR 64 (1984), 47-52.

T. Holtz, as in (38). : . ]

B. N. Kaye, NovT 21 (1979), 13-26.

E. Richard, as in @w.v.

Commentary

This short paragraph is the necessary complement to the preceding
one. The results of the Council had to be communicated to the church
in which the problem arose, and its letter delivered. Nothing is said
here that could not have been inferred from the letter of 15.23-29
except that Judas and Silas were prophets. Luke may have been
dependent on information derived from Antioch, but he is probably
rounding off in his own words the important story of the Council and
preparing for Paul's change of partners; Silas is introduced as one
who is acceptable both to Jerusalem and to Paul.

30. Luke develops his story into a new phase with pév ouv; see on
1.6.” They (the group mentioned in 15.23) then having been dis-
missed: the sense makes ‘those who had been dismissed’ impossible.
D* (1) add &v fjuéooug dhbyoug; it is hard to see what the Western
editors gained by inserting these words, or what would have been
gained by omitting them if they were original; nor is it clear whether

RSV, exhortation; NEB, NJB encouragement.

IRSV, exhorted.

INEB, with the good wishes of the brethren. ‘
“NIB, proclaimed the good news, the word of the Lord.
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