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INTRODUCTION
Luther regarded Acts as a beautiful mirror in
which one beholds the truth: Sula ﬁdes justiﬁcat. The
fathers likewise admired the contents of the book,
noting the great variety of subjects and the immense
value of each: the great testimony in regard to the
apostolic doctrine and the church; the fundamental
outline of church government, church discipline, and
church organization; an arsenal full of artillery against
the antichrist; a laboratory full of remedies against all
soul-destroying errors of faith and offenses in conduct;
a larder stocked with all kinds of food for faith,
patience, and hope; an inspiration for love and all its
works; a very treasury of learning and right doctrine.
By adding what students at present see in this great
record we should become superﬁcial if we lost or
ignored this fundamental viewpoint of an earlier age.
One may say that the skies are now clearing after
the critical storms that have raged around Luke and
especially around Acts. These storms had very little
to do with the things that made Acts so valuable to
Luther and to the older students. They hurled their
thunderbolts into the isagogical questions, those that
concern themselves with authorship, sources, aims and
tendencies, historical accuracy, method of composition,

agreement with the data in Paul's epistles, and similar
matters. A calmer, brighter day has come for Acts.
When we consider that in this book Luke mentions one
hundred and ten names of persons and many groups
of. persons besides; gives a long list of places and of
provinces in the empire; furnishes all manner of geo-

graphical and of historical data that transfer us into
an ancient age in which he moved with the greatest

(5)
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freedom and assurance, we see how readily the author
made possible many questions for all critics who cared
to challenge him on any of these points on the basis
of their secular knowledge of the era in which Acts
must be placed. No other New Testament book presented so wide and so inviting a ﬁeld for investigation
and for criticism.
But when we now survey the scene, although attacks have not entirely ceased, we must register the
fact that the vindication of Luke is complete. Those
have gone down in defeat who thought they had made
breaches in Luke’s citadel. Not even one pinnacle of
his fortress did their critical artillery dislodge. The
result of all this criticism has been tremendously valuable especially for our age. The sounder the learning. the more extensive the research, the truer the critical tests, the more complete is the assurance that Acts
is trustworthy on every point, and that any further
investigations will end as the many intensive ones in
the past have ended. Acts is today better known as to
its external side than it has been at. any time since the
book was written.
The additions thus made to our appreciation of Acts
by the later scholars is of a more secondary nature.
Luke himself has been placed into a clearer light. In
fact, when we read the words of praise that are now
being bestowed upon him we fear that the man, if he
heard, would blush. Ramsay, for instance, after a
lifetime of research ranks Luke as the greatest of all

historians, ancient or modern. His book is called the
most beautiful in the world. And so the praise goes on.
Acts 27 is regarded as the most perfect account of an
ancient sea-voyage ever penned. Luke’s character
sketches are found to be masterpieces.
We see from this praise that our scholars are capo
tivated by the lesser things: by the writer, .his accurate knowledge of externals, his insight into persons
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and events, his educated mind, his diction, his skill in
composition, his personal characteristics, character,
etc. Bring all these new treasures — we are grateful,
indeed! This, too, is work that must be done. But
when all this is said and done, we can only add this
new knowledge to the essential contents of the book
that was so supremely prized by the fathers. In so
much of this scholarship, however, we miss the grand
ancient acknowledgment without which all praise of

Luke is after all hollow: the acknowledgment that Acts,
like Luke's Gospel, was verbally inspired of God.
When we see how Acts emerges from all the critical
tests to which the book has been subjected even by
hostile eyes with not a single error in the entire complex record, we on our part do not marvel at “the infallible Luke" but recognize the hand of the infallible
Spirit who guided Luke’s faculties and who thought of
us when, through this willing, human instrument, he
gave us this piece of inerrant Scripture. Unwittingly
these critics have proved a thesis that is more valuable
to the believer than the historical accuracy of this
beloved companion of Paul's. They merely verify what
the church knew and believed from the time when it
placed Acts into its sacred canon, namely, that Acts is
inspired even as to its words, so that we can trust them
also in all minor things as being errorless. What critical work remains to be done, when its ﬁnal and true
results are booked, will be only the adding of the last
items in this elaborate proof. And this assurance
makes it a joy to offer an interpretation of Acts. Such
an interpretation cannot, of course, lose itself in exhaustive discussions of the critical work that has been
done on Acts. A large volume would be required for
that task, and, when written, would not be an interpretation of Acts and would not be' what Luke himself
intended Acts to be. His book is all that friendly
critics now say it is, and yet it is more.
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As a companion of Paul’s, Luke, like the other
assistants of the apostle, was a preacher. The supreme
interest of his life was not medicine, nor the writing of
history, nor his friendship for Paul, but the promulga-

tion of the gospel. He wrote his Gospel in order to
convert Theophilus and his Acts in order to enlighten
this convert in regard to the course of the gospel from
Jerusalem to Rome, from Judaism to the Gentiles. The
purpose of his two writings is spiritual.

To overlook

that fact is serious and an injustice to Luke and to his
books. So we propose to look well at the beautiful
binding, the lovely printing, and the skilful workmanship of this volume from Luke’s hands, but only in
order to absorb the more delightfully the real things
this volume offers.
It is rather interesting to observe how a critic like
Harnack of Berlin has shifted from an advocacy (in
1897) of A. D. 78 as the earliest possible date for the

writing of Acts to an advocacy of a much earlier date,
probably the sixties of the ﬁrst century. Robertson,
in his Luke, the Historian, in the Light of Research, 34,
writes, “So astonishing a surrender on the part of

Harnack created consternation among many critics.”

For much more is involved than a mere date. The late
date, 90-100 A. D., was required in order to make Luke
dependent on Josephus in the matter of Acts 5:36, etc.

A date after the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 A. D.
was required in order to date also Luke’s Gospel after
that year: for the critics contended that Luke 21:20
with its plain statement about army camps closing in
Jerusalem could be only a vaticinium post eventum, if
not in substance then at least in the form in which this
Gospel passage records that prophecy. And now Harnack himself advocates an earlier date.
Ramsay is another scholar who has gone even
farther than Harnack. He started with the view that
the Acts were of little value historically because, like
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John’s Gospel, they had been written with an ulterior
purpose. But in his Bearing of Recent Discovery,
p. 89, he confesses: “The more I have studied the narrative of Acts, and the more I have learned year after
year about Graeco-Roman society and thoughts and
fashions and organizations in those provinces, the
more I admire and the better I understand. I set out to
look for truth on the borderland where Greece and
Asia meet and found it here."
This commendable return to a proper estimate of
Luke and the Acts has, however, produced some critical

romancing which, although largely harmless, calls for
a word of caution. Who was Theophilus to whom Acts,
too, was sent by Luke? Where did Luke meet him, and
what was their relation to each other? The data are
extremely meager, and many go too far even when
they themselves acknowledge that they are presenting
only probabilities or possibilities. It is claiming too
much to make Luke a slave of Theophilus in Antioch,
to have his master set the young man free and even
send him to the great university in Tarsus for a medical education, where he met Saul of Tarsus and

formed a friendship that lasted for life. A beautiful
romance which a novelist might work into a story or
even a ﬁlm but one that is without substance. Such
by-products of criticism, however well intended, must
be laid aside.
The fact that Luke is the author of Acts as well as
of the third Gospel is so well established that we need

not review the evidence. The date of Acts cannot be
much later than the date of Luke's Gospel.

It is more

difﬁcult to assume a long interval between the two

compositions than a short one. This dating goes back
to Luke’s ﬁrst contact with Theophilus. If this contact
reaches gack to Antioch and the early years of Luke,
it becomes diﬂicult to explain how Theophilus could for
so many years have remained without the certainty
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which Luke sought to convey to him by means of his
Gospel, and why Luke should have waited so many
years before ﬁnally making the attempt to produce

that certainty in his prominent friend. We may say
with some assurance that Theophilus came into contact
with Luke only a short time before Luke sent him
the third Gospel. The prefatory statement of the Gospel shows that its mission was missionary, namely to
win Luke’s friend for the faith of which he had obtained some knowledge, perhaps through Luke himself. Luke’s object was attained. For in the Gospel
he addresses Theophilus as xpdrm-os, “Your Excellency,”
a title that was never known to have been bestowed
upon one Christian brother by another. Luke follows
his ﬁrst book with a second but now omits this title.
How could he do this unless something had intervened? That something must have been the advance
of Theophilus from interest to actual faith.
This explains why Luke wrote a second time and
continued his Gospel by means of the Acts. It is only
natural to suppose that he did not wait long. Thus
the date of the Acts and that of the Gospel are not far
apart. Both dates come before A. D. 70; the only question is, how far before 70 can we safely go? Tradition says, not far. It tells us that Luke’s Gospel was
the third in point of time, and that Mark wrote the
second after Peter's death in A. D. 64. This is the
safest dating apart from the numerous hypotheses
regarding this problem.

The dating has something to do with the place of
writing. 0f the three places suggested for Luke’s
contact with Theophilus — Antioch years before; Philip'pi where Luke was for a time left by Paul; Rome,
where Luke was at Paul’s side—Rome seems most
probable. Paul was beheaded in Rome in A. D. 66; We
take it that Luke left Rome following this sad eVent
and shortly after that wrote the Gospel to Theophilus
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and on hearing of his conversion followedthis by the
Acts. To what place did Luke go? We cannot be certain, and tradition itself has' nothing credible to offer.
Another way of dating begins with a consideration
of the conclusion of Acts which ends with Paul’s being
in Rome, a prisoner for two years. It is assumed that
Acts was written at that very time in Rome' before
Paul’s trial came to an issue, and that this explains
why Luke did not carry the story of the Acts farther
and recount the death of Peter in Rome A. D. 64, and
that of Paul in A. D. 66. So the Acts would be
written before A. D. 62 and the Gospel before that
date, perhaps already in Caesarea. As for Theophilus,
he would be located in Antioch or possibly in Philippi.
The strength as well as the weakness of this combination. rests on the explanation that is given of the
way in which the Acts close. Since, however, the
dates of the martyrdom of Peter and of Paul are certain, and tradition has Mark write after their death
and Luke after Mark (which is certain), an insuperable conﬂict results. between the dating of Mark's Gos-

pel and that of Luke. So we again look at the closing
verses of Acts and hesitate to make an explanation
of this ending the determining factor in deciding about
these interlocking dates. But whatever we decide, let
us acknowledge that full certainty cannot be obtained.
This brings us to the interesting problem regarding

Luke’s original plan of writing. When he began to
write the Gospel, did he already then plan to write a
second book, namely, the Acts? And did he either at
that time or When he began Acts plan to add a third
book that would carry the story still farther and include the death of Peter and of Paul, his two heroes in
the Acts, and sketches of the work of the other apostles?
A solution of this problem has been based on the

word «paras in Acts 1:1. We are told that this means
“ﬁrst” (R. V. margin) and not “former” (A. V.), and
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that “ﬁrst” implies both a “second” and a “third”
treatise, so that Luke intended to write three books
when he began to write the ﬁrst one. To this is added
the further deduction that by ending the second treatise as he does Luke leaves us expecting a third treatise,
one that would carry his series of books to a decisiVe
end. The prolog of the Gospel is thus regarded as the
prolog for all three books which reveals to us the
method Luke pursued in gathering and testing all the
material used in them. We are told that for this reason
Acts has no prolog that is comparable to the one found
in the Gospel but simply a statement that connects this
new book with the one that was already in Theophilus’
hands.
This view breaks down at what is regarded as its
strongest point, the meaning of wporoe in Acts 1:1.
In the Koine this superlative is freely used for the
comparative 1rpo'rtpov; in fact, Luke never uses the latter
but only the former. He uses “ﬁrst” when only two
are involved, and his “ﬁrst” crowds out “former"
which he never uses. See M.-M. 554; R. 280; 663. The
contention that at the very beginning Luke intended
to write a second treatise cannot be established from
the way in which he begins his two books. Other matters ought to be taken into consideration besides the
wording of the opening sentences. Luke set out to
give Theophilus the certainty concerning the gospel
facts. what Jesus began to do and to teach until he
ascended to heaven (Acts 1:1, 2), in order to bring
his illustrious friend to faith. In his Gospel Luke
certainly ﬁnished that task and also attained his object
in the case of Theophilus. A second, or even a third,
book was not needed to give Theophilus the certainty
that constitutes faith in Jesus as the Christ. In other
words, Luke’s prolog to the Gospel is not at the same
time the prolog for a second and even for a third book.
Luke could not have-known that he would write even
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a second book; for he could not tell in advance whether
his Gospel would have the desired effect upon Theophilus or not.

Even if it should have, the object of a

second book would diifer from the object of his ﬁrst
book, which had been attained. The moment one considers the books which Luke wrote and thinks of the
need of the man to whom they were addressed, the view
of a comprehensive preliminary plan of writing on
Luke’s part becomes unacceptable.
When Luke found that Theophilus had become a
believer he wrote him a second treatise with the purpose of giving him further information and of conﬁrming him in the faith. That is the primary and
personal object of Luke.

Luke performs, this second

task in just as masterly a way as he had performed the
ﬁrst. He sends Theophilus no mere chronicle of the
events that followed Christ's ascension. First, he connects his second book with the ﬁrst in a simple and
natural wayl Then he tells the story of the ascension
of Jesus, with a brief form of which he had closed his

ﬁrst book, with greater fulness and records how the
place of Judas was ﬁlled. Then comes the account of
Pentecost as introducing the victorious progress of

the gospel in its course from Jerusalem to Rome, from
Judaism into the great Gentile world to which Luke
as well as Theophilus belonged. When tracing this
mighty progress for his friend Luke centers especially
on two outstanding apostles, the ones that loom up

largest in this brief period, Peter and Paul. Here is
history, indeed, and a wealth of detail, but entrancin‘g history and more than history, namely, the men
who stood at the head of the entire historical progress.
The story reaches its climax in Rome just a short time
before judgment wiped out the Jewish nation. Here
was a record on which the soul of Theophilus could
feast, which could deepen his faith with every chapter
and rejoice him with the knowledge that he, a former
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Gentile, was in this mighty current of Christ which
was sweeping out into and throu h the world.

The idea of publication is stressed by some interpreters. We are told in detail how the ancients went
about publishing their books. Our beloved Luke becomes a writer of books for publication, and his rich
friend Theophilus the patron through whom he hopes
to have publication made. The fact that this idea contravenes the purpose of Luke’s writing as expressed
by himself seems to be overlooked by these learned
students whose ambition it is to have their own books
published far and wide. Writers of books themselves,
they regard Luke as another. Theophilus becomes incidental. Luke’s aim is a far wider circle of readers.
But this view needs to be revised. Praise Luke's writing as much as we may, raise its value to the utmost,

the fact remains that one man, Theophilus, gave occasion for the composition of Luke's books. Gospel and
Acts are intended for him. Both might have gone no
farther and have been passed on only to his friends.
Let it be noted that Luke nowhere hints at publication.
Did he think of publication? The matter took care of
itself. Even if Theophilus, after he became 3 Christian, did not think of giving Luke's writings to the
church, those whom Theophilus allowed to read these
writings at once clamored for copies, and reproduction

of the writings began. But this matter of publication
should not unduly inﬂuence our view of these books as
being originally composed for Theophilus.

One man’s

need of certainty called forth the Gospel of Luke; the
success in meeting that need called forth the Acts of
Luke. The second builds up the faith wrought by the
ﬁrst.

The original purpose of both writings still con-

tinues and ought to be recognized.
Where did Luke get his material for Acts? The
“we” sections (16:10-17, etc.) speak for themselves
—Luke was an eyewitness of the matter recorded in
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these. The prolog to the Gospel accounts for the rest
of the book. Luke obtained his material for the Acts
in the same way in which he obtained the material for
the Gospel. Inventories have been made of all the
contacts Luke had with original witnesses. These
witnesses were certainly numerous. Did he have documents? Why not? He surely had a copy of the apostolic letter recorded in Acts 15:23-29; a copy of the
letter of Lysias reproduced in 23:25-30; very likely
also a transcript of Stephen's defense introduced in
chapter seven, which many heard, among them being
Paul. Why this question about Luke’s sources, especially for the ﬁrst chapters of Acts, should be as acute
as it has been made is hard to understand when we
know that Luke secured so much for the earlier period
covered by his Gospel. Luke had a wealth of material,
much more than he used.
The same is true with regard to the addresses which

he recorded. They are exactly like those introduced
into the four Gospels. They are for the most part
greatly condensed but genuinely true in their condensed
form. The critical students make comparisons with
the speeches introduced into their books by secular
writers. But the addresses recorded in the four Gospels are far superior to any found in secular authors.
Luke’s division of Acts has probably always been
recognized.

Chapter one is introductory.

Chapters

two to twelve describe the progress of the gospel
among the Jews with Peter being the dominant per.sonage. This ﬁrst half of Acts can be divided into
two sections: 1) the progress in Jerusalem (chapters
2-7) ; 2) the progress in Palestine in general (chapters
8-12). The second half of Acts depicts the progress
of the gospel among the Gentiles with Paul as the dominant personage. And again we have two subsections:
1) the progress while Paul was at liberty (13:1-21:
16); 2) the progress while Paul was in captivity
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(21:17-28:31). The whole depicts the progress of
the gospel from Judaism into the great Gentile world

or, more tersely stated, from Jerusalem to Rome.
Luke concludes his account with Paul’s experiences
in Rome. This apostle arrives, remains two years and,

though under guard, preaches and teaches in his own
house without restraint. This conclusion has puzzled
many and has led to many precipitated discussions
and hypotheses. The simple fact seems to be that Luke
considered his goal attained when his account reached
Rome: Paul being the ﬁrst apostle to work in Rome,

the capital of the world. Luke does not seem to share
the view of so many that an account of the martyrdom
of Peter and of Paul would have made a better ending.
Perhaps we ought to revise our opinion in regard to

Luke’s account of these two apostles.

However much

he records about them, at the end he lets us see that

his interest lies in their work or. more exactly, in.the
gospel and its success. Yes. we see Paul in the last
verses, but the ﬁnal note is: “Preaching the kingdom

of God, and teaching those things which concern the
Lord Jesus Christ.” This was Luke’s supreme interest
when writing the Acts; it was to be that of Theophilus.
Let it also be ours.

Did Luke issue the Acts in two editions, the ﬁrst
being briefer than the second which is now in our

hands? Blass advocated this idea and extended it to
the Gospel, supposing that, too, to have been issued in
two editions. Zahn took up this idea but conﬁned it to
Acts. He has tried to reconstruct the shorter edition
from Latin translations and from two Greek texts,

notably from D. Forschungen, etc., IX Teil. But he is
uncertain save for the hypothesis itself that Luke
issued two editions of this book.

CHAPTER I
THE OPENING EVENTS, CHAPTER 1
npdtus 15v mum-6AM, “Acts of the Apostles,” is the
title of Luke’s second composition, and this superscription is found as far back as scholars are able to carry
their research. This title has remained constant even
in the versions. The four Gospels have no titles, for
the phrases “According to Matthew,” “According to
Mark," etc., were added at a later time, chieﬂy in
order to distinguish these writings from each other.
Their subject was the same, the dayye’mv, “the good
news” (“gospe ” in Old English) concerning Jesus
Christ. The question whether Luke himself gave his
second account the title it has always home is afﬁrmed
by some although all admit that he left his ﬁrst account
without a title, and those who think that he intended
to write a third account are naturally unable to say
whether he had a title in mind and what that title
might be. Since, however, Luke gave no title to his
ﬁrst account, it is hazardous to assume that he gave
a title to the second.
We purposely avoid using the term “books.” Luke
did not call his ﬁrst writing a “book" but a Myer, an
account. Both of his writings are of a personal nature
and are addressed to one man for reasons that are
personal to that man. We are not to think of Theophilus as a patron to whom Luke dedicated books in
order that this patron might have them published.
That idea has been advanced by men who themselves
write books and seek. to have them published. So
they think that Luke wrote a title for what they call
his second book but overlook the fact that he left
(17)
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what they call his ﬁrst book without a title.

When

Luke thought of his writings as Atiyot or accounts he

needed no titles and used none. The idea of a book
is of later origin, hence also we have the captions, including the one that was aﬂixed to his second account
and that is still used everywhere.

1) The ﬁrst account I made concerning all
things, 0 Theophilus, which Jesus began both doing
and teaching until what day he was received up
after having given behests through the Holy Spirit
to the apostles whom he chose for himself; to whom
he also, after he suffered, presented himself alive in
connection with many proofs, letting himself be seen

by them during forty days and declaring the things
concerning the kingdom of God; and while partaking together of salt he ordered them not to be withdrawing from Jerusalem, on the contrary, to be
awaiting the promise of the Father, which you heard
from me; seeing'that John baptized with water, that
you, however, shall be baptized in connection with
the Holy Spirit not many days after these.

The periodic sentence with which Luke begins his
Gospel is greatly admired as a wonderful example of
the literary Koine, and in this admiration one feels a
note of disappointment because of Luke’s failure to
score as highly a second time in the opening sentence
of his Acts. But Luke did score just as highly; this
time, however, he wrote a complex sentence which in

a most concise and certainly masterful way connects
Acts not merely with the Gospel in general but with

all the salient points of the Gospel, so that these combine into one focus for the great new narrative that
now begins. Instead of registering the fact that this
is not another Periode ('B.-D. 464) or remarking that

here, too, Luke attains the literary Koine (R. 121),
more attention might be paid to the aim and the contents of this complex sentence in summarizing the

Acts 1 :1
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vital features of the entire Gospel so as to take up the

thread of the new narrative.
Luke reaches back to John and his baptism and
to the promise of the Father, the baptism with the

Holy Spirit, which is now so close at hand; he brings
to mind all that he had written about the deeds and the
teachings of Jesus up to the time of the ascension; he
lets his reader again meet the apostles whom Jesus
elected for himself; he recalls the forty days in which
Jesus gave all those proofs of his resurrection and
spoke of the things of the kingdom in the light of
his resurrection; and he repeats the command that the
apostles must not leave Jerusalem, for in a few days
the promise will be fulﬁlled. All this is arranged in
one grand sentence. With it Luke places his reader
just where he ought to be placed in order to go on
with the new account. A study of the details of these
ﬁve verses should not cause us to lose sight of their
great sweep through the Gospel which brings us to the
front portal of Acts.
We are unable to translate solitary pe'v which merely lends a delicate stress to the clause in which it appears; “indeed" is too strong although it tends in the
right direction. The older view that 86 should follow,
that a contrast is implied, that this must appear at

least in the thought, or that, with 86 absent, the construction is broken and results in a kind of anaco—
luthon, is untenable. See R. 1150. Solitary piv does
not require even a contrasting thought, to say nothing
of a 8". The fact that Luke had already written his
second account the reader would see by having that
account in his hands as he began to read. “The ﬁrst
account” is all that Luke needs to say in order to
place the two side by side. The word M70: does not
mean “book"; the term never means “book," and even
when there is a reference to a book, not the book as
a book is referred to but only its contents. When Luke
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refers to a “book," the ancient manuscript roll, he
writes 3113»: (Luke 3:4; 20:42; Acts 1:20; 7:42;
19:19) or Bimini: (Luke 4:17, 20). "Treatise" in our
versions is better. Luke wrote an “account” of certain
things to Theophilus, a full account, indeed, but only
an account, and is now penning another. He is not
thinking of publication nor suggesting such a thing to
Theophilus.

We have discussed «paras in the Introduction. Luke
uses it in the sense of “ﬁrst" as well as in the sense of
“former”; in fact, he never employs wpércpos, even as

it is fast disappearing in the Koine, M.-M. 557; R. 280.
Zahn supports his view by an appeal to Luke’s education as a grammatikos; but the appeal must be made
to the grammars and the lexicons which register the
facts of language. But this implies that the word
cannot be referred to as a support for the theory that
Luke intended to write also a third book. When Luke
writes that he prepared the ﬁrst account “concerning
all things which Jesus began doing,” etc., we understand that “all things” is a popular hyperbole; for
this statement has the preposition wept, “concerning.”
One can write “concerning” all things without actually
recounting all of them.

It is a correct summary of

the Gospel when Luke calls it the account “concerning
all things which Jesus began both doing and teaching until what day he was received up.” The relative
in is attracted frOm a to the case of its antecedent, and
the antecedent of 15: is itself drawn into the relative
clause: “what day" for “the day in which.”
As far as the use of “began" is concerned, the discussion about the force of this word overlooks two
things, that the tense of the two inﬁnitives is present
and thus durative, and that the terminus of this doing
and this teaching is named to the very day. the day
when Jesus ascended to heaven. ,Jesus “began”
(aorist, the start) ; he engaged in working as well as
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in teaching (present, the whole course of his work,

both activities continuing together); “until what day
he was received up” (aorist) records the end. So we

dismiss the emphasis on ‘

an" as though this begin-

ning might be of special importance; and also the
deduction that Luke implies that what Jesus began

the apostles were to continue and to conclude.

No;

what Jesus began and also continued reached its end
the day he ascended.
Nor should one overlook the fact that Luke gives
a decided emphasis to the phrase “concerning all
things" plus its relative clause by inserting the vocative
between them, “0 Theophilus.” The name Theophilus
and all these things regarding Jesus about which Luke
wrote to him are thus brought together in what appears to be a signiﬁcant way.

Does his omission of the title ##7wa “Your Excellency," which appears in the Gospel, mean anything?
It will not do to say “no," for such high titles (Acts
28 :26; 24 :3; 26 :26) cannot be bestowed upon a person
at the beginning of one document and then withheld
from that same person at the beginning of another
document that is altogether similar. In early Christian literature we are told that no Christian addressed
a fellow Christian with such a title. We, therefore,

conclude that in the Gospel the title was in place because Theophilus was then not as yet a Christian, but
that it is no longer in place in Acts because Theo-

philus had now become a Christian, for which reason
Luke sends him this second account. The gracious and
mighty miracles of Jesus (maiv) and the gracious and
true teaching of Jesus (Ween!) had won this man,
who was either a Roman knight or a Roman omcial
or a man of very great prominence, to faith. Luke’s
Gospel had scored a great missionary success.
2) The terminus of the Gospel is the ascension. In
Luke 24:51 one verb is used, here, in v. 11 and 22, and
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in I Tim. 3:16, another verb occurs, but ‘all ﬁve verbs
are passive: “he was received up," the agent' in the
passive being God. Yet in John 3:13; 6:62; Eph.
4:10; Heb. 4:14 we have the active: Jesus himself
ascended. Both statements are true, for the opera" lad
extra. aunt indivisa. out commune; they are ascribed
equally to the different Persons. But before Jesus
ascended, as the aorist participle ivrchsvos shows,‘ he
gave behests to the apostles, ivroMi, as the participle
suggests, Auftraege. ’Ewe’Mw is not the common verb

“to command" or ”to order" which applies to slaves,
servants, soldiers, and the like, but the verb that indicates a more personal relation.

Beza has the idea:

Ut facere solent qui ab amicis, vel etihm ea: hoc mundo,
discedunt — injunctions such as those leave who part
from friends or who leave this world. ‘We need not
be told what these behests were. They were given during the forty days and are recorded in Luke 24:47;

Matt. 28:19, 20; Mark 16:15-18;-John 20:21-23. If
anything were yet to be Said, this last passage shows
that the behests were given “through the Holy Spirit,"
and that this phrase should not be 'construed with the
relative clause: “whom he did elect through the Holy

Spirit." All the acts of Jesus were done in connection
with the Spirit who had been bestowed upon the human
nature of Jesus. We' do not read that the election of
the apostles was connected with the Spirit, but John
20:22 speciﬁcally informs us that, when Jesus sent
forth the eleven, he breathed on them and bade them
receive the Holy Spirit.
The relative clause “whom he did elect for himself" is added to “the apostles" in order once more
to bring to mind the elective act which constituted
these men “the apostles,” the specially commissioned
messengers (li‘IrOUTIIMw, to send with a commission) of
Jesus, we may say, his ambassadors. The middle voice

is important: “he did elect for himself"; we may place
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a good deal into this middle; to represent him, to continue his work, etc. All this, too, lies in the title, “the
apostles.” Although it is sometimes used in a wider
sense to include also the immediate assistants of the
apostles (Luke was one), here it refers to the eleven
only who received the ﬁnal behests of Jesus.
Note the position of the phrase “through the Holy
Spirit" before the relative clause “whom be elected.”
In the Greek the phrase might belong within the relative clause, but if that were the case, it would receive
the strongest kind of emphasis, an emphasis for which
no one could account in the present connection. Since
it modiﬁes the participle, “having given behests,” no
emphasis rests on the phrase. The Greek is content
to mark only the past fact that lies in the aorist, “he
did elect,” whereas the English marks also the relation
to other past facts: “he had elected.”
3)

In another relative clause (ole mt) Luke adds

that these behests were given after the resurrection
of Jesus, during the forty days. Jesus “presented himself alive or as living after he suﬁ'ered." The aorist
“adv is constative and speaks of the suﬁering as
something complete, thus including also the death. To
present himself as alive or living (durative present
participle) after this fatal suffering implies his resurrection from the dead.’ This presentation of himself
was not a bare presentation but was “in connection
with many proofs,” sure tokens which made the
apostles certain of the fact that their dead Lord was,
indeed, alive.
”Ev does not mean “by,” for’the proofs were not the
means of the presentation but were “in connection
with” it. In Luke 24:36 we see just what is meant:
Jesus appeared in the midst of the disciples, then, however, he made them feel his ﬂesh and his bones and
also ate a piece of ﬁsh before them. These proofs were
multiplied until they actually became many. This pro—
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digality was intended to remove all doubt so completely
as never to permit it to arise again. Luke makes the
matter still clearer and adds more data: “letting himself be seen by them during forty days," etc. In this
way Jesus presented himself alive. The temporal
phrase is placed before the participle for the sake of
emphasis. No less than forty days were used for
these appearances. Again and again Jesus let himself
be seen. The apostles (and others) had time to think,
to consider, to talk the matter over, to make any new
test they might desire. The present participle ﬁts the
repetition of the appearances to their proofs; the agent
for the passive, as so often, is expressed by the dative
“by them." Thayer calls dm'a'vopat a Biblical word, but
it has been found elsewhere (Deissmann, Light, etc.,
79 and 252: “I am seen," “I let myself be seen"). It
expresses exactly what Jesus did when he would suddenly stand in the midst of the apostles.
Valuable is the addition: “and declaring the things
concerning the kingdom of God," as recorded in Matt.
28 :18, etc. ; Mark 16 :14, etc.; Luke 24 :25, etc., and 44,
etc., John 20:21, etc. These were the same things
Jesus had been teaching throughout his ministry, but
now they appeared in a new light.

Romanists insert

the thought that Jesus instructed the apostles about the
hierarchy, the seven sacraments, etc.
One of the greatest concepts of the New Testament
is “the kingdom of God" (Matthew, “of the heavens”) .
It is misunderstood when earthly kingdoms are used

as a pattern for this spiritual concept. An earthly
kingdom is a land and a nation on which the king
depends. Take his people away, and the king ceases
to be king; they, too, are what they are without him
as a king. But God (Christ) makes his kingdom, it
depends wholly on him and could not exist without
him. God’s kingdom is found wherever God is and
rules by his power, grace, and glory. He makes his

Acts 1:3, 4
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own domain and his own people, and never they him.
It is the kingdom of the heavens because heavenly
powers make it and also give it heavenly character;
the kingdom of God (Christ) because he is over and
in it everywhere, at once its source and its control.
This rule or kingdom goes back to the beginning and
extends to eternity. When we look at the power and
the omnipotence, it rules the whole universe; when
we look at grace, it embraces the whole church; when
we contemplate the glory we see heaven and all its
inhabitants. The kingdom and rule of grace ﬁlls the
whole Testament from Adam onward; it is the rule of
grace through the Messianic promise. A new era began
when the promise was fulﬁlled in Christ, the era of the
New Testament which extends to the end of time.
It is of the kingdom in this sense that Jesus spoke
during the forty days. About to ascend on high, he
would rule with grace and through the apostles reach

out to the ends of the earth. So he rules through their
written Word to this day. But since this is a rule of
grace, it makes all who are won by grace partakers of
the kingdom. It makes them kings unto God (Rev.
1:6) so that they, too, rule with him by means of his
Word and have kingly crowns awaiting them (II Tim.

4:8, and all the passages that speak of a crown). See
the author’s Kings and Priests where the entire subject is treated.
4) This verse does not begin a new sentence, for
«I only carries the great introductory statement to its
conclusion by adding the command to stay in Jerusalem for the coming of the Holy Spirit who had been
promised already by the Baptist. Thus in one
grand sweep everything from the time of the Baptist
until Pentecost is combined with reference to the
kingdom.
In M6150” we have s cm interpretum. If the

root is 0.75:, the adjective meaning “crowded," “in a
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mass,” we have the translation of our versions: “being
assembled together" ;-'but if the root is (Me, “salt,” we
have the marginal translation of our versions: “eating
together,” or more precisely: “while partaking together of salt.” Rather decisive against the former
meaning is the fact that the singular ﬁts only a collective noun, like a multitude, and never only a single person. Then, too, the tense should be the aorist, for the
assembling must precede the commanding. Sense and
tense are correct if we accept the other derivation,
“eating with them,” and we have in our favor all the
ancient versions and the fathers plus also Luke 24:4143, where Jesus did eat. Still we lack classical examples for this meaning. See B.-P. 1257.
One is surprised at M.-M. 601 who advocate a difference in spelling so that we have a verb that means
“to spend the night with.” We may take it that Luke
refers to his own Gospel, 24:41-43, 49, where he reports both that Jesus ate broiled (and thus salted) ﬁsh
and ordered the disciples to remain in the city until
they received the promise of the Father. Luke recalls
this order because he is now about to report the descent
of the Spirit. He even uses the same expression: “the
promise of the Father" (Luke 24:49), and adds that
they had heard this from him before (the aorist where
we prefer the perfect).
5)

~on does not state the reason for awaiting the

promise of the Father although it is quite generally
so translated: “for” (meaning “because"), German
denn. How could‘John's baptizing with water he a
part of such a reason? This is the so-called consecutive on (R. 1001), “seeing that." In view of the
fact that John began with water in order to have a
greater than he ﬁnish by pouring out the Holy Spirit
the eleven must stay in Jerusalem. Read Luke 3:16,
also John 1:33. ' We repeat only in brief the exegesis

of these passages.

John’s baptism was the baptism

Acts 1:6, 6

’ 27

of repentance unto remission of sins. hence had the

Holy Spirit even as this Spirit alone wrought faith
throughout the Old Testament era. To reduce John’s
baptism to a mere water ceremony that was devoid
of. the Spirit is to contradict Luke 8 :3. John began the

work with his baptism, Jesus was to ﬁnish at Pentecost.
We know of none of the apostles who received any other
baptism than John’s; by receiving it they confessed
themselves as repentant and believing.
This a- does not imply that the Spirit became the
counterpart of “water," a sort of ﬂuid that sprinkled,
washed, or even immersed a person. We note ﬁre at
Pentecost and not a ﬂuid. ‘Ev is here used exactly as

it was in v. 3: “in connection with the Holy Spirit";
Banwdofowdc, like our expression that the. Spirit “was
poured on " cannot be stressed to get the idea of a

ﬂuid. When Jesus was baptized with the Spirit, when
the Spirit was poured out, upon him, Luke 8:22

describes this as the coming down of the Spirit in a
bodily form like a dove. There were different phenomena at Pentecost (sound of wind, tongues of ﬁre),
but the act was the same: the Spirit ﬁlled the disciples
in a miraculous way and gave them great power. This
is called “being baptized." And the verb is evidently
used in a ﬁgurative and unusual way. The apostles
had heard this before, but now they are told that the
event will occur “not many days after these,” a litotes
for “after only a few days” (R. 1205). We must
note that 05 is always placed before the preposition
(-B.-D. 433, 3), that retiree is predicative (R. 656):

nicht m‘ele Tags mick den jetzigen (B.-D. 226), an

idiom we cannot duplicate.
Luke has made his masterly connection with his

great Gospel account, he is now ready to proceed with
the new narration.
6)

Now they, having come together, began to

inquire of him, saying, lord, art then at this time
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restoring the kingdom to Israel?
to them:

He, however, said

It is not yours to know times or seasons

which the Father did place in his own authority. On
the contrary, you shall receive power, the Holy Spirit
having come upon you; and you shall be my witnesses both in Jerusalem and in all Judea and in
Samaria and to the last part of the earth.
Luke uses ptv oiv once in the Gospel but twentyseven times in Acts; there are only a few other instances elsewhere in the New Testament; the favorite
combination in Acts is oi ply oﬁv as here, often with a
participle. A 8! need not follow although one does
follow (v. 7). The particles do little more than to
express an accord of the new statement with the one
that precedes and may be rendered “accordingly”;
no deduction is intended; “therefore” in our versions
is too weigthy. There is an ambiguity with regard to
the participles as to whether these are to be substantivized: “those come together,” or regarded as modiﬁers: “they having come together.” We prefer the
latter because it can be carried through while the other
at times causes difﬁculty.
Luke is speaking of the apostles (v. 2) ; they came
together on the Mount of Olives (v. 12) whither Jesus
himself led them (Luke 24:50). Some think that the
apostles were still in the house where v. 4 and the
participle, “partaking together of salt,” placed them,
so that now the scene of v. 4, 5 merely continues

through v. 6-8.

Much labor is then expended on v. 9

to show that, without saying so, Luke transfers us to

the Mount of Olives. But if Jesus is eating with the
apostles in v. 4, why must Luke in v. 6 remind us that
they had come together? There is no reason why the
apostles should not have asked as they did when Jesus
had led them out to the Mount of Olives. Luke is retelling with important additions what he told in the G03-
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pel, 24:60-53. The- descriptive imperfect reads as
though more was said than Luke records, as though
there was some hesitation, and the impression seems
to be made that the apostles had talked the matter over
and took courage now at last to ask.

In the Gospels dye: is often only a form of address
that indicates respect, but beginning with Luke 7 :13
we find the title used as it has ever since been employed
in the church in the sense of divine Lord which includes the deity of Jesus and the grace and the redemption which made him our Lord. We shall thus continue to meet “the Lord,” “the Lord Jesus,” “our Lord
Jesus Christ,” etc. Direct questions, like indirect ones
beginning with d, are called Hebraistic or elliptical:
we should like to know “whether.” Consider whether
this a is not merely an interrogative particle (B.-D.
440, 8) that adds a note of hesitancy to the question.
The point of the question is the time, whether
“at this time” Jesus is restoring the kingdom to Israel.
In his answer Jesus distinguishes “times” (longer
stretches) from “seasons" (shorter ones, each marked
in a certain way). So the apostles do not mean “right
away” but “before so very long." The fact that the

kingdom is, indeed, to be restored to Israel is taken for
granted. The scepter had, indeed, sadb departed from
Judah —would it now be restored in Shiloh, in Jesus?
Luke 24:21: “But we trusted that it had been he which

should have redeemed Israel."
There is a diﬂiculty to determine exactly what the
apostles had in mind when they asked this question.
We venture to say that they thought of a glorious
earthly rule for Israel, the Jewish people, through
Jesus, the Messiah, who would soon return in his
Parousia. Jesus answers only regarding the times
and the seasons and does not explain about the king—

dom (see v. 3) and how Israel (the remnant, Rom.
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9 :27; 11:5) shall havethe kingdom restored. The fact
that the apostles still expressed strong earthly conceptions by their question can scarcely be denied.
7) The relative clause contains the reason why
it is not for the apostles to know even the times to
say nothing of the seasons. The word xpém denotes a
stretch of time but Katpt‘li a deﬁnite period that is
marked by what transpires in it. The genitive with
than = it does not belong to you, is not your business
or concern. The aorist inﬁnitive means “actually to
know" and does not exclude the idea that the apostles
may know something about times and seasons. Jesus
uses the plural to convey the thought that everything
regarding time and season is in the Father’s province.
He placed times and seasons where alone they belong,
“in his own authority," for him alone to determine their
course and their length; This certainlyought to dissuade all timesetters (Mark 13:32). The ﬁne old exegete Bengel made this very mistake of trying to determine the time of the return of Christ in a calculation
that was most miserably wrong. Once for all, as the
aorist {one shows, the Father has put these things
beyond our reach.
By saying that they are placed in the Father’s
authority Jesus does not imply that the Father has
not yet determined times and seasons and thus also
the date of the end. In Matt. 24:22. and in Mark
13:20 Jesus informs us that the days of the ﬁnal tribulation shall be shortened for the sake of the elect, and

that the Father alone knows that day and the hour.
The conclusion is, therefore, that God had, indeed.
determined all times and seasons, but had done so by
taking all things into account, especially those pertaining to his elect, and that he thus knows these times and
seasons even as his omniscience is without bounds. As
far as the Son is concerned, only during the days of his
humiliation did he restrict himself in the use of this as
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of the other divine attributes to what was needed in his
mediatorial work.
8) After a negative, M brings the positive;so

decidedly are the apostles not to know that, “on the
contrary,” their only concern is to be the promise of
receiving power for their world-wide testimony. This
is spiritual power which is communicated directly by
the Holy Spirit in the Pentecostal miracle, a complete

and an adequate equipment of mind and of spirit for
the great future task. A genitive absolute explains
how the apostles are to receive this power: “the Holy

Spirit having come upon you.”

This describes the

Pentecost miracle in advance and deﬁnes in Jesus’ own
way what "being baptized in connection with the Holy
Spiri " actually means. “To come' upon" is certainly
far removed from anything like immersion. In a mo-

ment Jesus will-leave these men, but he leaves them
with this great promise; in fact, his leaving is to make
good that promise, for the ascension of Jesus was
necessary in order to send us the Holy Spirit.
Although the connective is only “and,” the thought
presented is the result of thus receiving power, and
the future tense reads as' though being Witnesses is a
continuation of the promise. This is not an admonition, but only a glorious future fact: “you shall be my

witnesses” even as Jesus designated them already in
Luke 24:48. They are to be more than heralds
(preachers) who proclaim only what they are ordered
to proclaim; they are to be herald “witnesses” in the
sense of I John 1:1, men who have themselves seen,
heard, touched, experienced, and are qualiﬁed, even
called, to testify accordingly.
We must not pass too lightly over this word “witnesses." In the sense in which the apostles were
Christ’s witnesses no others were or could be. All the
great things they saw could never be repeated; yet
all these things had to be made known and made
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known properly, not only to the men of that age, but
to the men of all ages. For this reason the descent
of the Spirit bestowed a special equipment upon the
apostles. They received the gift of inspiration in the
sense of John 14:26, and 16:26, 27. Thus, besides
ﬁlling the world of their own day with the gospel, by
their inspired writings they are witnessing to the end
of time. Individual names are, indeed, attached to the
four Gospels and also to the other New Testament
writings, but what these Gospels report is the testimony of all the apostles. In Acts Luke is only the
scribe, the apostles here continue their testimony by
deed and word. The same is true with regard to the
Epistles. In the whole New Testament we have “my
witnesses" speaking to the end of time in a great
apostolic chorus. In their testimony speaks “the Faithful Witness’" himself (Rev. 1:5). “My” witnesses =
called to witness by me, for me, about me, yea, all
about me.
The course of the work of the apostles is outlined
in one grand sweep: “both in Jerusalem,” etc. The
n . . . m’, “both . . . and,” is extended by the addition of a second “and.” Note that Judea and Samaria
are regarded as a unit since only one article is used
(R. 787) ; also that to reach the utmost or last part of
the earth involves passing through all the parts that
intervene. The city is named ﬁrst and made prominent
because the apostles were to do much work right in
Jerusalem, founding and extending there the mother
congregation of all Christendom, radiating from which
all the sister congregations were to be established else-

where. Jesus here announces the program which we
see carried out in Acts. We know, too, that Paul
reached Spain and Thomas reached India.
9) And having said these things. while they
were looking, he was taken up, and a cloud took him
from their eyes. And as they were earnestly gazing
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into heaven, while he was going, lo, two men were
standing beside them in white apparel, who also
said, Galilean men, why are you standing looking
into heaven? This Jesus, received up from you into
heaven, shall so come in what manner you viewed

him going into heaven.
Except for the brief statement in Mark 16:19, we
have only Luke’s descriptions of the ascension, which
are thus invaluable, especially this one in Acts which
so graphically describes just what the witnesses saw
and thus just what we are so glad to know. The Lord
had concluded his address (hence the aorist participle).
The eyes of the apostles were resting upon him (note
the present tense of the genitive absolute and its
emphatic forward position). The verb means to see,
to look, to direct the eyes and the attention upon an
object.

Jesus was not suddenly snatched away out of

their sight; this time he did not vanish as he had done
when leaving them during the forty days. Now his
leaving had a different meaning. Before this, when
he would vanish, they knew that he would appear
again; now his presence was slowly and visibly
taken away, upward, in a heavenly way. They see
it all with their very eyes as the witnesses they
were to be.
An awed silence comes over them. Jesus spreads
his hands over them in blessing (Luke 24:50) and
slowly, majestically, mightily rises heavenward from
the earth, higher and higher. Their eyes are wide with
astonishment and follow him and strain in looking
(amigoym, v. 10) . Far aloft they see the holy body of
Jesus until at last a ﬂimsy cloud folds him in. They

still gaze after him—but he is gone.

They know

whither — he has ascended into heaven.
The verb used is ('mn'pw, “to lift up." It is passive
like the two other verbs that Were used with reference
to the ascension in the Gospel and in Acts; see v. 2

34

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

regarding both the passive and the active. The ascension was visible solely for the sake of the apostles. The
moment the cloud hid Jesus from their sight, he was
transferred timelessly into the heavenly glory, the
abode of God and of the saints and of angels. This is
the great article of our faith: “he ascended into
heaven." Chrysostom says: “0f Christ’s resurrection
the disciples saw the ﬁnal part, not the ﬁrst part, but
of his ascension they saw the ﬁrst part, not the ﬁnal
part.” In {m’Mﬁw the preposition conveys the idea that
the cloud received Jesus by appearing under him.
When it is said that the cloud carried Jesus up into
heaven, motion is put into the cloud; it served only to
hide Jesus. The ascension, like the resurrection, pertains only to the body of Jesus and thus to his human
nature in union with the divine. The greatest part
of the miracle was that which occurred after the cloud
hid Jesus when he was instantly in the glory of heaven,
seated at the right hand of majesty and of power in
order to exercise these forever also according to his
human nature.
Yes, he is visible in heaven as is Elijah. He has
the same body that died on the cross and lay in the
grave. But he is not conﬁned in heaven like Elijah.
He is at the same time wherever he has promised to
be, and that according to both natures. It is incomprehensible to ﬁnite minds, and all who philosophize
about it may know in advance that they are childishly
wrong.

The recorded facts are true, beyond them no

man can go.
The cloud was only the divinely chosen earthly
means in a ﬁnal and appropriate way to remove the

visible body of Jesus from the eyes of the apostles.
They were to cease looking. Jesus was not rising on
and on in the regions of distant space—he was gone
—- gone where there is no space, no time, or~ony other

mundane restriction.

It is allegory to say that the
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cloud served "to make visible the gracious, saving presence of God," or to think of the cloud as “the visible
revelation of the presence of God who receives the Son
unto himself into the glory of heaven.” Let no such
allegory becloud the stupendous fact that all in an instant the body of Jesus was in the glory of heaven.
10) ’Aqu'w refers to strained and earnest looking;
the periphrastic imperfect, more than the simple form
would do, pictures the continuousness of the act. The
added genitive absolute with its present tense, “he
going” (“while he was going") pictures once more
what the earnest gaze of the apostles saw. In new
words Luke describes what the witnesses beheld but
now in order to add a second astonishing fact with the

interjection “lo " Sometimes ml is added to introduce
the main clause. This may be due to Hebrew inﬂuence
although it is found also in Homer and strongly resembles iyc'vm and plus a ﬁnite verb (B.-D. 442, 7). This
explains the untranslatable at before the interjection.
Not after the ascension but while it was in progress the two angels appeared. When the apostles
looked, there “they were standing beside them in white
apparel”; the past perfect of this verb is always used
in the sense of the imperfect and is here used descriptively. The presence of these angels marks the ascension as one of Christ's great saving acts. Luke calls
the angels in the tomb dyspcs, “men” (24:4) and here

he again writes “men”; Mark 16: 5 has navto'xos, “young
man.” They appear in this form in order to draw as
near to those to whom they appear as heavenly spirits
can. They are, of course, without sex (Luke 20 3.5
etc.) but they come visibly as men, young men, images
of strength and of beauty combined, never as women
or maidens — a point which only the best artists have

noted. 0n the rare word bayou see R. 267. The whiteness of their apparel is noted, which we may take as

signifying purity, holiness, heavenliness. '
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11) No second look was needed to tell the apostles who stood before them in greatness, power, and
glory. These angels had come to complete what was
necessary in regard to this act of Jesus. They are his
spokesmen who at once conﬁrm the ascension and then
also connect it with the future return of the Lord. We
may say that here we have another part of the answer
of Jesus to the apostles concerning the restoration of
the kingdom to Israel (v. 6). These apostles are to
ﬁll the world with their witness; then at last Jesus will
return for the consummation of his kingdom. We can-

not entertain the idea that these two men wereMoses
and Elijah; but were they the same two mentioned in
Luke 24:4? If we are asked in what garments Jesus
appeared during the forty days and here at his ascension, the answer must be that no man knows, for the
witnesses have left no word in regard to this.
The address, “Galilean men,” is used less because
these apostles were native Galileans (Judas alone was
from Judea) than because it would bring back to them
in a ﬂash their long and blessed association with Jesus,
especially in Galilee. “Why are you standing looking
into heaven ?” is not a rebuke. It was only natural to
gaze after Jesus in this manner. The question intends
to turn their minds from mere astonishment to more
important thought. The ascension of Christ and his
return at the Parousia go together. And these heavenly messengers bring a glorious promise to the apostles at this great moment.

For now when Jesus is

received up they are once more to hear that he will
come again in the same visible way.
For a third time the ascension is described but now
by the angel spokesman: “this Jesus, received up from
you into heaven,” this very one who is known by this his
personal name and described by the act just witnessed,
he shall return. 0n the passive participle of the verb
see v. 2; compare the verbs in v. 9 and in Luke 24 :51. A
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moment ago the apostles spoke with this Jesus, now his
glorious reception into the heavenly world is already
accomplished. What this implied Jesus had himself told
them: not mere rest while they struggled here below,
but a mighty, all-transcending exercise of power and
authority. The angels have nothing to add to all that
Jesus had told them on this subject; they restate another assurance which the Lord had left his apostles,
restate it in the most emphatic and direct form: this
Jesus “shall so come in what. manner you viewed him
going into heaven.”
Note the emphatic words: oﬁm --oi'moc—3v rpmv
(a set phrase in which the antecedent is drawn to the
relative, R. 718), “this" Jesus — “thus” — “in the
(same) way in which” you viewed, etc. He departed
visibly, he shall return visibly; he went to heaven, he
shall come from heaven; he went away bodily, he shall

come back bodily. It is not added that he will return
in all his glory with all the angels of God about him
for the ﬁnal judgment, although Jesus had given these
additions. It is not added that every eye shall see him
when he returns, also those who pierced him, Rev. 1:7.

But one may ask how this can be possible when the
earth is a globe, and when he who appears on one side
of the globe cannot be seen on the opposite side. All
such questions assume that space, time, and earthly
conditions as we know them shall continue and govern
at the last day. But time shall be no more, space shall
no longer exist, heaven shall come down to earth (Rev.

21:1, 2), and a few other tremendous changes that
our science never dreamed of will so arrange it that

even the most skeptical doubter shall not have the least
trouble in getting the fullest view of “this Jesus coming out of heaven” for the judgment also of all skeptics
and unbelievers.
12) Then they returned to Jerusalem from the
mount called Olive grove, which is near Jerusalem, a
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Sabbath journey away. They returned “with great
joy,” Luke 24:62. It is important to know that the
apostles returned to Jerusalem even as Jesus commanded (v. 4) , and that the following events took place
there. It is likewise of interest to know that the ascension occurred on the mount called “Olive grove." Sometimes a name is retained in the nominative, here it
appears in the genitive in agreement with the genitive
participle, and the nominative must be 'Emév (not circumﬂexed). 0n the forms used in the passages in the
Gospel see R. 267. The distance from Jerusalem to
Olivet was as far as Jews were allowed to walk on
the Sabbath, namely 2,000 paces. Luke might have
given the distance in terms of stadia; the expression
which he uses shows that he is following a Jewish
source. “Having a Sabbath’s journey" is the Greek
idiom. Yet this does not state the entire distance to
the place on Olivet from which Jesus ascended, but
only the distance to the base of Olivet. Luke 24:50
indicates how far up the mount Jesus took the apostles, namely, to the place where the road branches, one
branch going toward Bethany, which lies about 4,000

paces from the city beyond 'the ridge.
The spot now pointed out to travellers as the one
from which Jesus ascended cannot be taken seriously.
Because the ascension is so important Luke records
the place of it for Theophilus in both the Gospel and
the Acts. The view that the ascension occurred on
Sunday is refuted by both the forty days mentioned in
v. 3, which ﬁx the day as a Thursday, and the distance
indicated, for a Sabbath's journey would extend only
to the base of Olivet and not to the place on Olivet from
which the ascent was made.
13) And when they came in they went to the
upper room where they were abiding, both Peter and
John and James and Andrew, Philip and Thomas,
Bartholomew and Matthew, James of Alpheus and
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Simon the Zealot and Judas of James.

These all

were continuing steadfastly with one accord in
prayer together with women, also Mary, the mother
of Jesus, and together with his brothers.
“They came in” means from Olivet into the city.
They did not scatter but at once went up “to the upper
room where they were abiding." The relative clause
cannot be separated from its antecedent so that it does
not deﬁne which upper room is referred to, namely the
one where they were abiding. But some make this
separation in order to make room for the conjecture
that this upper room is the same as the one mentioned
in Luke 22:12, where Jesus celebrated the Passover,
and for the added supposition that it belonged to
Mark’s father. But the article in the phrase “to the
upper room" cannot refer to a passage in the Gospel.
“They were abiding” means that the apostles and other
disciples were making this room their headquarters
while they were in Jerusalem. Nor can it be assumed
that all of them, so many men and women, lived in
this room. The best guess as to its identity is that it
was the room where the apostles gathered after they
heard the news of the resurrection, John 20:19, 26.
Such upper rooms were quite common. Sometimes they Were merely booths that were erected on
the ﬂat roof of the stone building. The author saw
many of them in the Holy Land.

We shall note them

in the Acts; the body of Dorcas was laid out in one of
them. Sometimes they were roomy and even ornate
like the one with its tiled ﬂoor that is mentioned in
Luke 22:12. They were used as places for retirement
and quiet and, for the company here described, as a
place that was free from interruption and disturbance.
The fact that the house belonged to a friend of Jesus
need scarcely be added. The eﬁ'ort to locate this upper
room in the Temple is futile. Nor does abiding in
this room contradict Luke 24:53, the constant stay in
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the Temple; the disciples divided their time between
the two places.
Luke introduces the apostles in verse 2. He intends
to write about them in this account, presently also to
tell how the vacant place of Judas Iscariot was ﬁlled.
Very properly he lists their names at this point so
that Theophilus may also know just who had witnessed
the ascension of Jesus. The chief feature of this list
is the order of the ﬁrst four names which constitute
the ﬁrst group. Here Peter and John are grouped together, and James is third, for these three were distinguished by Jesus in Jairus' house, at the transﬁguration, and in Gethsemane. Peter is always ﬁrst but
only as primus inter pares, for Matt. 18:18 gives to
all the apostles the powers bestowed on Peter in Matt.
16:19.

The only reason commonly assigned for pair-

ing John with Peter is Luke's further narrative in
which the two appear as companions; but the conclusion of John's Gospel shows that the two were also close
friends and constant companions. Luke 6:14, etc., just
lists the names, but if we make three groups we shall
in all four lists ﬁnd the identical names in each group
although in varied order. The present list has four
groups that are marked by asyndeton; but if we count
three groups we shall ﬁnd the same name heading each
group as in the other lists, Peter, Philip, and James of
Alpheus. Andrew and Philip have Greek names.
Philip is from the home of the two pairs of brothers and must be distinguished from the deacon and
evangelist Philip. The other name of Thomas is Didy.
mus, “Double” or “Twin.” Bartholomew is a patronymic for Son of Tolmai; his personal name was Na-

thanael, John 1:46; 21 :2. Matthew is the former publican, the writer of the ﬁrst Gospel. The second James
is distinguished by the genitive of his father's name:
son of Alpheus. The second Simon is distinguished by
the apposition “the Zealot," for he had at one time
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belonged to the militant Jewish party which contended

for the honor of the law and the theocracy of Israel.
Judas is distinguished from the traitor by the genitive

of his father’s name. We do not take “of James" in
the sense of “brother of James,” for we have just had
a genitive of the father (“of Alpheus”) and also a
patronymic. If the last genitive is to be different and
to indicate “brother," d8¢A¢6c would have to be added.
If Jesus conquered the world through the testimony
of these men, the victory was certainly not due to
the men but to their Lord as whose witnesses they
appeared.

14) These eleven, Luke states, not only had their
headquarters in this upper room, but “were continuing steadfastly in prayer,” 75 wpoocvxﬁ, a res were that
was always directed to God. And they did this “with
one accord,” dpoovuaso'v. This word occurs ten times in
Acts and is a signiﬁcant adverb to express oneness of

heart and mind. Abstract nouns such as “prayer” may
or may not have the article in the Greek. The next
verses show that Luke does not have in mind a continuous ten-day prayer meeting with audible praying
going on constantly. The word rpoacvxr; is at times used
in the wider sense of worship. Prayer marked these
ten-day gatherings. This word has thus far been found

only once in paganism in the sense of “prayer or supplication,” in a lone letter, M.-M. 547, and is thus distinctively Jewish and Christian, that is, Biblical.
And now with two mi» Luke expands the group that
was thus together in Jerusalem by adding women as
one class and the brothers of Jesus as another. He does
not say “together with the women" but only “women,"

an indeﬁnite number and not a ﬁxed group. Who they
were We gather in part from the Gospel: those mentioned in Luke 8:2, 3, at the cruciﬁxion, and at the

tomb; but in these places a number of them is left
unnamed. From Luke 24:49 we conclude that they
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were from Galilee. Luke names only the mother of
Jesus («I = “also”) who was in John’s care. With
two exceptions in Luke’s Gospel he calls her “Mariam,”
and a few texts have this form here. One cannot say
apodictically that some of these prayers were directed
to Jesus; if they were, Mary would have prayed to her
son as did all the rest that were in the upper room.
A separate preposition adds “his brothers” and

does this after mentioning the women. This makes it
certain that none of these brothers of Jesus were apostles. In John 7 :8—5 they are not even believers. It is
generally thought that the resurrection of Jesus
brought them to faith so that we now ﬁnd them here.
Who were they? As far as the writer is able to see,
the problem is not solved. The answers given are:
sons of Joseph by a former marriage; cousins of Jesus,
sons of a half-sister of Mary; and the modern answer,
sons born to Joseph and Mary after Jesus. Strong
objections may be lodged against each one of these
views. When the latter is stressed on the strength
of the word Meat, “brothers,” the passage before us
raises gravest doubts. Right after “Mary, the mother
of Jesus,” we read not “her other sons” but “his brothers." Why is their relation to Jesus instead of their
relation to their own mother mentioned if she was their
natural mother? Nobody has as yet been able to answer. Mary is under John’s care; yet here are her
own natural sons, even more than one, and why is she
not in their care? We are still waiting for a satisfactory answer. We, therefore, leave the problem where
it is and note only that the objections to making them
sons of Joseph and Mary are very strong.

15) And in these days Peter, having arisen in
the midst of the brethren, said (now there was together a multitude of persons, about a hundred and
twenty): Men and brethren, it was necessary that
the Scripture be fulﬁlled which the Holy Spirit spoke
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in advance through David’s mouth concerning Judas
who became guide to those who seized Jesus, seeing
that he had been numbered among us and obtained
the lot of this ministry.

“These days” are those between Ascension and
Pentecost. Here for the ﬁrst time in Acts “brethren"
is used as a designation for the disciples of Jesus;

hereafter it is the standard term. The present meeting could not have been held in an upper room of a
house; a place in the Temple courts also seems unlikely.
So we are left without this information. The matter
of ﬁlling the place of Judas must have been discussed,
at least by the eleven, prior to the action that was
ﬁnally taken. Jesus had appointed no substitute for
Judas during the forty days. The fact that the number of apostles must be twelve according to the choice
Jesus had originally made which matched the twelve
patriarchs and the twelve tribes of Israel and the
twelve thrones awaiting them to judge these twelve
tribes, was taken for granted. But the eleven do not
act by themselves; they wait until as large a number
as possible could be brought together and then the
eleven act only as brethren who are on a par with all
these others. It is the first vivid illustration of what
we shall see throughout the Acts and the early church.
There is nothing hierarchical in their procedure.

The

apostles do not constitute a superior order. All are
brethren, each having his place and his task; by Jesus’
own appointment the apostles have the most important

task.
Luke is not certain that exactly 120 were present;
in general, be is not so precise in regard to numbers.

Therefore his 120 is not symbolical, 12 times 10.
v. 14 he mentions no number.

In

It seems that number

was recorded for two reasons: ﬁrst, because it was the
church that acted, and secondly to show the ratio in
which the disciples increased. adding 3,000, then grow-
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ing to 5,000 men, ﬁnally increasing to so many that
count is lost and many priests are won until the first
persecution causes a great scattering. ’Oniua‘ra “names,”
is used in the sense of “persons," all of them being true
believers. This, however, does not include the women.
The phrase in! 76 4151-6, “at the same place,” is used in
the sense of "together." It was natural that Peter
should take the lead in the matter at hand just as he
had done among the Twelve in past days. Nowhere
do we note the least indication that he acted with any
special right or authority. Today we should say that
he served as chairman of the meeting by general con—
sent.

"Avspes acute! is the formal address to a body of
men and is quite commonly used thus; it is less familiar than dﬁd¢oL so that the translation of the A. V.
is preferable to that of the R. V. The assembly con-

sisted of men, otherwise Mm could not have been
used; 68m»: might include d8¢A¢aL just as today “brethren" may include “sisters,” but Mpg: could not include
yumme's, just as to this day the address “men” omits
“women.” Throughout the Acts, in all the highly important transactions of the apostolic church, the men
and the women abide in their divinely designed places.
Ad may express any type of necessity; the imperfect refers to the necessity of a certain fulﬁllment of
Scripture which was necessary all along and was now
recently fulﬁlled. Some things God foreordains; when
these are recorded in Scripture prophecy, the fulﬁll-

ment is certain because of God’s will and foreordination. But in all contingent matters such as the betrayal
of Judas prophecy is fulﬁlled because of the infallibility
of the divine foreknowledge. God did not decree the
betrayal; Judas determined that himself; God foreknew that ungodly determination, foretold it, however
only in a general way, and so Judas fulﬁlled the
prophecy.

Acts 1 :16, 17
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Here is Peter’s clear deﬁnition of Inspiration: in
the Scriptures the Holy Spirit is the speaker, and (in
this case) the mouth of David is the medium for his
speaking. This deﬁnition is oft repeated. The Spirit
= the cause eﬁicz'ens; the human mouth (pen) = cause
instmmentalis.
The signiﬁcant preposition is Sui
“through" a medium or an instrument. And this was
done not merely “through David" but through his
“mouth,” his very utterance. This is Verbal Inspiratian, than which none other ever occurred according
to the Scriptures themselves. The prophecies involved
are quoted by Peter in v. 20, 21, now, however, saying

that they refer to “Judas who became guide to those
who seized Jesus,” which graphically describes the
act of betrayal.
17) ”on cannot be causal “for” or “because"; it
is what R. 1001 calls the consecutive an, here naming
the point on which the prophecy rested: Judas was an
apostle. If he had not been that, the Scripture could
not have dealt thus with him. Peter puts this vital
point, consecutive to which was the necessity of the

Scripture fulﬁllment, into a double statement.

First

“he had been numbered among us,” the periphrastic

past perfect expressing his ordination as one of the
Twelve prior to his act of betrayal. He had received
from Jesus this highest station which was graciously
bestowed upon so few.

Such high honor, such glorious

prospects were granted to Judas by the Lord’s grace.
Secondly, and helping to deﬁne the ﬁrst statement: “he
obtained the lot of this ministry.” The highest of all
ofﬁces came to him.

Aayxdm, “to obtain by lot,” is used

in the general sense of “to obtain," hence Mﬁpoe, “lot,”
can be used with it and is here also used in the broad
sense of “portion,” the entire expression being a choice

one for appointment to an ofﬁce. “The lot of this
ministry” is a portion or share in the voluntary service to which the apostles were called. Amovia is also
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choice, denoting a service freely rendered for service
sake in order to help others. At the wedding in Cans

not douloi, but diakonoi assist; in Matt. 22, douloi,
slaves, invite, but diakonoi cast out the guest, and these
latter are angels. “The lot of this ministry” is the
one the eleven still have; the genitive is partitive and
thus shOWs the great apostolic ministry to be a unit
in which each apostle had‘ his share. Back of the
Scripture statements is this high position of Judas;
this brought him into those prophecies.
18) This man, accordingly, acquired a ﬁeld out
of the iniquity wage and, on going headlong, burst
in the middle, and all his bowels gushed out. And
it became a thing known to all that inhabit Jerusalem, so that ﬁeld is called in their language Akeldama, that is, Field of Blood.
The R. V. makes these verses a parenthesis, an
insertion into Peter’s speech. Yet when those who
regard these words as a parenthesis admit that Luke

wove them into Peter’s address, we dismiss this idea
and read them as the A. V. does. No parenthesis is
indicated save the small insertion for the sake of the
Greek readers: “in their language,” and “that is, Field
of Blood," which every reader at once notes as having
been written by Luke and not spoken by Peter who
spoke Aramaic. How Judas acquired a ﬁeld “out of
the iniquity wage,” the silver paid him by the high
priest for his iniquitous betrayal, might be doubtful
if we did not have Matt. 27 :3-8. Judas did not acquire
that piece of ground by himself going and buying it
but by throwing that money into the Temple, hanging
himself, and confronting the high priests with the
problem of what to do with this “blood moneyL” They
solved the difﬁculty by buying the piece of ground to
make a potter’s ﬁeld of it. Peter is brief because all
his hearers know the facts.

Acts 1 :18-20
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Matthew reports only that Judas hanged himself,
but Peter adds the detail that, on falling headlong, his
body burst open, and all his bowels gushed out. The
two statements are not contradictory. We need only
supply the thought that Judas must have hanged himself in a place where his body could fall down far
enough to burst open the abdomen with such horrible
results. Ahitophel, the Old Testament type of Judas,
also hanged himself. The end of the traitor is most
terrible.
19) It is not this end alone that Peter recalls
to the brethren but also the fact that the whole city
.came to know of it with the result that that piece of
ground was named by the people: Akeldama (Akeldameh), which Luke, likeMatthew, translates, “Field
of Blood.” Here again something must be supplied
from Matthew's account, namely, the fact that the
high priests refused to put the money into the Temple
treasury because it was “blood money" just as Judas
said he had betrayed the innocent blood. All this
became known together with the horrible death of
Judas, and this name, “Field of Blood,” was the result.
The name primarily refers to the blood of Jesus and
secondarily to the death of Judas who betrayed Jesus’
blood. There is no evidence that Judas hanged himself on‘ this very piece of ground. The later stories
of Papias and others are ﬁction and are in part due
to a misunderstanding of Peter’s words.
20)
Psalms:

For it has been written in the Book of

Let his habitation become desolate,
And let not one be dwelling in it!
and,

.

His overseer-ship let another take!
Peter uses the common formula for introducing
Old Testament quotations: 'ys'ypan'ml, the perfect, “it
has been written" and thus now stands as so written.
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We see that David's “mou ” mentioned in v. 16 and
his writing are regarded as being identical, something
that is constantly done in the New Testament with

reference to Old Testament writers. The yép is explanatory. When v. 18, 19 are made parenthetical,
this “for" is connected with v. 17, but we see that it
connects even better with v. 19. For all that is said
of the terrible end of Judas accords with the two passages of the Psalms (69:25; 109:8) which are now
introduced; in fact, yép may be translated, “for instance." Peter certainly knew the Scriptures well to
be able to adduce these two striking statements. He
does not cite them as by any means being the only ones
that refer to the case of Judas. A glance at Ps. 69, for
instance, shows its typical character. The Jews themselves refer many of its statements to the sufferings of
the Messiah and thus to the enemies who inﬂict these
suﬂ’erings upon him. When he exposed the traitor,
Jesus, too, used Ps. 41 :9, David's word regarding the
traitor Ahitophel (II Sam. 16:31; 17 :1, 23), Luke
22 :21; John 13:21-27.
Peter cites two passages, one regarding the removal

of Judas from his place and position, the other regarding the ﬁlling of his vacant place by another. Both
passages deal with the enemies of the theocracy during
David’s time; it is thus that they apply to Judas who
by his traitorous act stands forth among these enemies
as their chief representative. All those enemies of
David’s time are the type of whom Judas became the
great antitype. It is thus that the Holy Spirit spoke
about Judas in advance. When he spoke through
David, Judas was fully foreknown. When he quotes
Ps. 69:25, Peter renders the LXX quite exactly and
makes only verbal changes that retain the full mean-

ing.

David’s plural is, however, made a singular be-

cause the passage is used speciﬁcally with reference
to Judas.

Acts 1 :20, 21
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The two lines are synonymous Hebrew poetry. The
second line repeats and thus emphasizes the ﬁrst with
different words. “Let his habitation become desolate,”
his 57mm; or dwelling, with Judas being forever removed from it; “and let not one be dwelling in it” in
the sense of continuing what he was. So the damnable
career of Judas ended, and no one was there to continue it.
Palm 109 :8 already had the singular and called for
no verbal change: “His overseership, his ('maxomi, let
another take.” This means his high, responsible ofﬁce,
which is not the same as his habitation and dwelling.
The abused ofﬁce must continue. Since the unworthy
incumbent is gone, the Lord will provide one that is
worthy. This is true even with regard to the lesser

positions of ordinary believers. When the Jews scorned
to take their places, the apostles turned to the Gentiles,
Acts 13:46. It is this second passage which both warrants and leads to the action now proposed, namely the
ﬁlling of the ofﬁce of Judas.
21) It is necessary, therefore, that of the men
who went together with us at every time the Lord
Jesus went in and went out on us, beginning from
the baptism of John until the day he was received
up from us, one of these become a witness of his
resurrection together with us.

0.2,, draws the conclusion which forms a. necessity
(8d) that was brought on by the act of Judas which

entailed that another he put into his ofﬁce. The entire
sentence, packed full of a variety of statements, is
neatly and compactly constructed. Peter names the
qualiﬁcations which the man who is to replace Judas
must have. He must be one of those who went together
with the eleven every time Jesus came to them, walked
with them, and then parted from them for awhile during the whole period that extended from the days of the

Baptist until the ascension.

Only one who had these
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requirements Would be qualiﬁed to be the twelfth in the
chosen band who were to act as witnesses of Jesus'
resurrection.
We at once see from the modiﬁers that fair quv
refers to going together with the eleven during the
whole ministry of Jesus and not as the same participle
in v. 6 to only one, namely, this present meeting with

the eleven. Peter also says c'v new: ”6%., “at every
time,” and not, “in all the time," (Ev crawl up xpo'vcp), and
describes these as the times when Jesus “went in and
went out on us.” The Gospels, too, show that especially during the ﬁrst part of his ministry Jesus at
times left the apostles and then returned to them.
Note the designation “Lord Jesus” and compare 1:6
on “Lord.” The grammars regard 34” {mac as applying
only to the ﬁrst verb: “went in on us,” and let us supply for the second: went out “from us” (B.-D. 479, 2) ;
but “on us” would have to ﬁt the second verb if this
were a case of zeugma and not the ﬁrst. “On us" ﬁts
both verbs quite well.
22) The period thus covered begins with “the
baptism of John,” which simply denotes the time when
John was baptizing and not merely when John had
ﬁnished his baptizing. A point to be noted is that
Peter connects the Baptist with the ministry of Jesus
as the activity of these two is always linked together.
This period ends with the ascension, for which Peter
uses the same verb he used in v. 2 (which see) and in
v. 11. The genitive :3: need not be an attraction from
the dative as R. 717 and B.-D. 294, 2, assert by pointing
to one other example found in one other text (D in
Luke 1:20); it is the genitive of time within which
something occurs. “Until he was received up from
us” (the eleven) does not imply that the qualiﬁcation
includes presence at the ascension; for we know of
none but the eleven who were present at that time; It
seems to be a hasty conclusion that quite a number
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possessed the qualiﬁcations here laid down by Peter:
we venture to conclude the contrary. When investigation was made, only two were found.

The construction is 8:: 70:39:11 Eva, “it is necessary
that one become," and “these” at the end takes up and
emphasizes the fact that only such men are to be con-

sidered. While the predicate (become a “witness of his
resurrection together with us”) is unemphatic in the
Greek it describes the apostolic ofﬁce according to its
chief task, that of testifying to the resurrection of
Jesus. This implies that every apostle must himself
have seen the risen Lord and be able to testify accord-

ingly. All else that he saw and heard, about Jesus
must reach a climax in this ﬁnal sight. For it is the
resurrection of Jesus that is the supreme and ultimate proof of his Messiahship, at once the seal and
the crown of all his words and his deeds, especially of
his Redeemership. Take away the resurrection, and
all else crumbles: but when the resurrection is a fact,
all else is established (1 Cor. 15:13-22). The fact that
those who had followed Jesus from the time of John’s

baptism would also have seen the risen Lord. Peter
does not need to state. What he had to say was
that one who had followed thus could join the eleven
in their ofﬁcial witness-bearing regarding the resurrection.
23)

And they stood up two, Joseph called Bar-

sabhas, who was called besides Justus, and Matthias.
Why only these two? Because only these two met the
requirement laid down by Peter.

This is so obvious

that one is surprised to ﬁnd the claim that quite a
number of men met the requirement, and that only
two of these were selected. And on the strength of
two texts Zahn claims that Peter did this selecting.
By what right were these two singled out and the rest
discarded if the Lord was to make the choice. If the
assembly eliminated many, and the Lord only one. he
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did very little of the choosing. One out of many could
just as well be selected by lot as one out of two. It
cannot be said that the assembly or that Peter had
reasonsfor eliminating all but two, for that would only
be saying that Peter had not stated all the requirements. Only two met the requirements stated by Peter.
The entire choice was left to the Lord.
We really know nothing beyond the names of the
two here recorded. All that is worth noting is the
statement of Eusebius that both belonged to the Seventy. The name Joseph was so common that it became
necessary to state also his other names. The ﬁrst, Barsabbas (Barsabas), is a patronymic, “son of Saba." or
“son of the aged.” 0n the signiﬁcance of the spelling
see Zahn, Forschungen, IX, 834, etc. Nor is it surprising that a Latin name was added, “Justus,” even as
Saul became Paul. In the case of Matthias nothing
further than the name was needed because no other
man with this name was connected with Jesus. From
later sources it is concluded that he was also called
Thulmai (Ptolomy).
24) And praying they said: Thou, Lord, heartknower of all, show forth whom thou didst elect
out of these two as the one to. take the place of
this ministry and apostleship from which Judas
passed away to go to his own place. And they
gave lots for them, and the lot fell upon Matthias,
and he was counted as voted in together with the
eleven apostles.

The choice between the two was entrusted to Jesus
by means of prayer. When the aorist participle expresses the same act as the aorist ﬁnite verb it indicates simultaneous action: when they prayed they
spoke. Peter no doubt spoke the prayer in which
all joined silently. The emphatic m5 is more than an
address; Jesus is asked in contrast to any selection the
assembly might make. And the reason for the appeal
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to him is that he is the “heart-knower" and thus able
to choose with unerring insight. If anything is needed
to show that Ktipu is here the Lord Jesus (v. 21) and
that these believers are directing a prayer to him, the
petition itself shows this, the very verb éseaieu being

repeated from v. 2 and from Luke 6:13.

As their

very name shows, the apostles are elected as his own

ambassadors by Jesus in person.

So Jesus is here

asked to show “whom he did elect of these two as the

one,” etc.; am is predicative to the relative 5v. The
aorist “did choose” places the act into the past; all
that is needed is that Jesus make this known.
25) The ofﬁce is fully designated; staxovia recalls
v. 17. The second genitive, “of this apostleship," helps
to lend weight to the entire designation; at the same
time it brings out the thought that the chosen one is to
be an apostle. The relative clause adds the idea that
this place is now vacant. Judas passed out of it to go
to what is signiﬁcantly called “his own place.” The
two words “place" are in contrast; but this means that,
since the ﬁrst does not denote a locality but, as the
genitives show, an office, no stress should be laid on the
second as being a locality’although in Luke 16:28 we
have “place of torment." The fact that Gehenna or
hell is referred to is beyond question. Somehow even
those who otherwise speak about an intermediate place,
a Totem'eich, "a realm of the dead,” unanimously

state that Judas went to hell. “His own" place means,
of course, the one and only one beﬁtting him. The
view that this refers to the burial place his money
bought is scarcely Worth noticing. “To go" to his own
place, an aorist, means that he arrived there, and this
verb conveys the idea that he went of his own volition. He, too, made a choice: the high and holy place
of his oﬂ‘ice he passed up and elected to go to this other
place in spite of all the efforts on the part of Jesus
to stop him.
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26) The lots were not given "to them” but “for
them.” Somebody attended to this. Probably two
markers, each with one name upon it, were placed
into a vessel which was shaken so hard that one ﬂew
out. This one indicated the choice. The custom of
casting lots in this way was very ancient; it dates
back to Homer; compare Lev. 16:8. The lot fell
upon Matthias; the marker that had his name upon
it ﬂew out. The verb auyxarawoizopac, from Ipﬁdaos, the
pebble, black or white, which was used in voting, is
found only in one other place in Greek literature and
is here used, not with reference to voting, but with
reference to counting one as having been voted in, as
belonging “together with the eleven apostles.” The
idea that he was in any way discounted as an apostle
because he was elected so late is wholly foreign
to Acts.
No further example of this Old Tesament method
of turning a decision over to God appears in the New
Testament. In the Old Testament it was justiﬁed since
God often intervened in the affairs of Israel in an outward and a direct way; He himself appointed the casting of lots in Lev. 16:8 and in apportioning Canaan.
Prov. 16:13. The Moravians wanted to continue this

practice in the Christian Church in cases where the
Word of God does not decide: in the reception of members, in allotting ofﬁces, in sending out missionaries
(see, however, Acts 6:2, etc.; 14:23; I Tim. 3:1, etc.;
Tit. 1: 5), in entering marriage (where, however,

obedience was not compulsory). Even Zinzendorf
ﬁnally warned, “Those having no call may burn themselves with the lot.” Recourse to drawing or casting
lots was abandoned already by the apostolic church;
we must follow the enlightenment the Spirit affords
and the indications of Providence in both church matters and our personal attain-s.

CHAPTER II
THE FIRST HALF
The Gospel Among the Jews in Palestine.
Chapters 2 to 12

The time: 31-44 A. D.; Pentecost to the persecution of Herod Agrippa.
‘
The center of activity: Jerusalem.
This missionary range: Palestine, Jerusalem,
Judea, and Samaria.

The chief personage: Peter, besides whom appear
in a secondary capacity: John. James, Stephen, Philip.
Barnabas and Paul begin their activity.

Peter is prominent in six marked instances: 1) At
Pentecost in his sermon, chapter 2. 2) In the miracles,
that follow, chapters 3 to 5, and 9:31-40. 3) In disci-

pline and in the appointment of deacons, 5:1-11; 6:1,
etc. 4) In superintending the work in Samaria together with John, 8:4-25. 5) In bringing the gospel
to the ﬁrst Gentiles, chapters 10 and 11; 6) As a
steadfast confessor during the ﬁrst great persecution,

chapter 12.

The First Quarter
The Gospel in Jerusalem, Chapters 2 to 7
THE COMING or THE HOLY SPIRIT

1) And when the day of Pentecost was being
fulﬁlled, they were all together at one place. Luke
alone, here and in Luke 9 :51, uses this verb, both times
(55)
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it is the present inﬁnitive passive with iv 16 to designate the arriving of a period or of a point of time. In
Luke 9:51 it is not the day of the ascension that is
referred to but the ﬁnal period of Christ’s life that
culminated in the ascension. Here in Acts the Jewish
day of Pentecost is referred to. The diﬂiculty does
not lie in the neat Greek phrase but in its translation
as far as both sense and tense are concerned. The
idea is that, by coming, this day is ﬁlling up completely
a measure of time that was hitherto beginning to be
ﬁlled more and more. Yet no mere dating is intended,
namely the arrival of the ﬁftieth day after the Jewish
Passover. The phrase is too weighty for that. Luke
is thinking of the Lord’s premise and of how it is now
coming to fulﬁllment, the arrival of this day making
full the measure of time the Lord contemplated when
he made the promise. Hence also the present tense
is employed. As the hours of this day began, the
measure of this time was being ﬁlled up, and the
thing promised was now due to occur, and Luke
states that it did occur. Compare C.-K. 929 for the
main thought.
The feminine 1', IIme without {mipa came to be
the name of the festival; hence Luke writes: “the day
of the Fiftiet ,” i. e., of Pentecost. It came on the
ﬁftieth day after the Passover. Coming seven weeks
after the Passover, it was also called “the Festival of
Weeks.” In this year the ﬁfteenth of Nisan, the day of
the Passover, occurred on a Friday (which, of course,
began at sundown on Thursday). The count of ﬁfty
starts with the next day which was a Sabbath and
thus brings us to another Sabbath as the day of the
Pentecost of this year.
The Christian celebration of the descent of the
Spirit did not begin until years later. The name Pentecost was retained, but the count was made from the
Christian Easter, which was always celebrated on a
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Sunday and disregarded the fact that the Jewish Passover always came on the ﬁfteenth of Nissan, no matter
what the day of the week. Thus our Pentecost is also
always observed on a Sunday. Passover, Pentecost,
and Tabernacles were the great Jewish festivals that
were attended by Jews from everywhere. Pentecost,
however, lasted only one day. It was the Jewish
harvest festival that celebrated the completion of the
harvest, Exod. 23:14, etc., and the description in Lev.
23:17, etc. Long after the time of the apostles a
second day was added, and the entire festival became
what it is for the Jews today. a celebration of the
giving of the law on Sinai.
“All” refers to the persons mentioned in 1:12-15
and certainly includes the women; but the estimate
that there were 200 seems high. Here in; 73 m‘né, following imoﬁ, must mean more than “together” (1 :16),
namely “in the same or in one place.”

What Luke

says is that this day found all the disciples in one
place, and that none of the entire number was absent.
They were ready when the Spirit came.
2) And there came suddenly out of heaven a
noise as of a violent wind borne along, and it ﬁlled
the whole house where they where sitting. And
there appeared to them, as distributing themselves,
tongues of ﬁre, and it sat on each single one of

them. And they were all ﬁlled with the Holy Spirit
and began to make utterance with different tongues
even as the Spirit kept giving to them to utter

exaltedly.
The Jews stood when praying; sitting implies that
the assembly of disciples was listening to some discourse that was being uttered, let us say, by one of
the apostles. About nine o’clock (v. 15) a violent noise
sounded out of heaven, descended, and ﬁlled the entire
building where the assembly was sitting on the ﬂoor
in Oriental, cross-legged fashion. Luke compares the
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sound to that of a violent wind borne along, i. e., mov—
ing forward. It was sound alone and not a wind. The

roar started in the sky but soon ﬁlled only the house.
This mighty sound was surely the symbol of power,
and we may recall that both the Hebrew and the Greek

words for the Spirit, Busch and Hwapu, denote wind
or breath, and that Jesus himself compared the coming
of the Spirit to the blowing of the wind, John 8 :8. The

volume of the sound denotes vast, supernatural power.
The Spirit of God thus indicated his coming upon the
disciples in an audible manner. But this roar also had
the purpose of attracting the mass of people to the
spot where all the disciples were gathered. And while
the aorist “there came" registers only the fact of the
coming, we. take it that the roar lasted long enough to
effect this necessary purpose.
Much effort is often spent in trying to prove that

this elm or “house" could be only one of the thirty
halls in the Temple that were called olxos. It is stated
that this is the festival, the ninth hour, when all would
be in the Temple, the great mass of people that quickly
gathered and gathered so that Peter could preach to
them. But why would all these disciples be sitting in

one of these halls of the Temple at this hour of prayer?
And would this roar not cause everybody on the entire

Temple grounds to rush to this hall, all the Temple
police, all the Sanhedrists likewise? Proving the house
to be one of the halls of the Temple proves too much.
Note the article: “the whole house,” evidently the one
already referred to in 1:13, 15, where 120 persons had
plenty of room. But this was not a “house” in the
modern sense of the term, a building with ordinary
rooms. We, of course, lack details, but if Luke had

a hall in the Temple in mind he surely would have
written itpdv.
3) The second phenomenon was that of tongues
resembling ﬁre and distributing themselves to each
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person present. There was no actual ﬁre but only a
resemblance to ﬁre. This aorist again registers only
the fact and not the duration of the appearance. The
crowd speaks only of what it hears and not of what
it sees. We may conclude that the ﬂamelike tongues
had disappeared by the time the crowd had gathered.
Luke writes, "distributing themselves,” and then adds,
“it sat upon each single one of them.” Luke does not
intend to write a subject just as we have none when
we say, “it rains." “it is lightning,” etc. Perhaps we
may say that the ﬂamelike tongues appeared in a great
cluster and then divided until a tongue settled on the
head of each one of the disciples. Compare the phrase
('45' 3w. Zkaa‘rov, With (it EKGWCN in V. 6, and with the
simple Emma: in v. 8. Luke means “on each single

one,” not a single one being excepted, men, women,
old, young. These ﬁrelike tongues are plainly the
fulﬁllment of Luke 3:16: “He shall baptize you with
the Holy Spirit and with ﬁre.” Pentecost corrects all
other interpretations of Luke 3 :16, and of Matt. 3:11.
The sound roared indiscriminately in the house, but
these tongues sat individually upon each person. The
Spirit ﬁlls every single believer in the church, uses
every one in his mighty and blessed work. Pentecost
raises all to the same level.
Why tongues, and why like ﬁre? May we say that
these tongues point to the speaking with tongues?
When the heart overﬂows with grace and power, the
tongue is kindled into utterance. So all are to have
the Spirit, to confess, to pray, and to praise. Firelike
tongues may well recall the altar with its holy ﬁre

which send the oﬁ'eri'ng up to God.

Fire is also a

symbol of purity and puriﬁcation. Each disciple is
to make his confession, prayer, praise, testimony a
pure offering coming from a holy altar that is- burning
with sacred ﬁre. Like the noise, the tongues were a
supernatural, heavenly manifestation.
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4) Once more Luke writes “all,” namely “all were
ﬁlled with the Holy Spirit." This is the miracle itself,
the signs are only accompaniments. The emphasis is on
the passive verb “they were ﬁlled,” for it was Jesus who
ﬁlled the disciples with the Spirit; the aorist simply
states the great fact. This is the realization of the
promise, “he shall baptize you with the Holy Spirit.”
At one time the Spirit descended upon Jesus in a wondrous manner; in an analogous way the Spirit came
upon and ﬁlled all these disciples of Jesus. Through the
Spirit he became the Christ (the Anointed), through
the same Spirit his disciples become Christians (people
anointed).
Yet we must remember that they all had the Spirit
even before Pentecost just as did all the saints of the
Old Testament. No saving faith was ever possible
without the Spirit. In the case of the eleven we must
also recall John 20 :22. Here, at Pentecost, Jesus sent
the Spirit in a new fulﬁllment of the promises stated
in 1:5; John 14:16, 17; 15:26; 16:7. At Pentecost the
Spirit himself came to dwell permanently, throughout
all the ages, in the hearts of those who constitute the
Um Senate, the Christian Church. Hitherto he had,
indeed, wrought upon men with his saving power and
bestowed also this or that gift; since Pentecost he
actually ﬁlls the church with his powers and his gifts,
and that by way of his own blessed presence. Hence
these miraculous manifestations on this day of Pentecost; hence the new inﬂux of power into the disciples,
especially into the apostles for this witness-bearing in
all the world (1 :8) ; hence also the array of spiritual
and charismatic gifts which Paul lists in I Cor. 12 :411. The eifect was the spread of the church throughout the world and the radiation of power from the
church in all the world. Once redemption was accomplished, all this could follow and did follow because
of the presence of the Spirit. The great channels
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through which the Spirit dwelling in the church
operates are the Word and the sacraments.
Luke properly records that all were ﬁlled with the
Spirit before he adds that they all began to speak
in new languages. The sound and the visible tongues
were external, but this miraculous speaking was a per.
sonal act due to the inward presence of the Spirit. In
Mark 16 :17, Jesus promised this gift: “they shall speak
with new tongues.” These mmu' tongues are the ones

Luke here calls anm, “other or different" tongues.
“Began to make utterance” is scarcely an Aramaic

pleonasm but a circumstantial way of stating so important an action. Hence also the following imperfect
as the Spirit “kept giving" to them. Every word of
these strange languages was an immediate gift of the

Spirit. The rare verb drrodzoc'yycaoat describes the utterance as being made in an exalted manner.
What this speaking “with different tongues” means
is stated in v. 6: “everyone heard them speaking in his
own language”; and in v. 11: “we are hearing them

telling with our own tongue the great things of God."
The disciples spoke in foreign languages that were

hitherto unknown to them, in the very languages of the
natives of the foreign lands who were presently as-

sembled before them. This is what Luke writes, and
the church has never doubted the fact and Luke’s
veracity and accuracy in reporting that fact.
But serious objection is raised by some commentators who say that Luke’s words mean something else.
or that he has reported the facts in a wrong way. The
miraculous speaking mentioned in 10:46, in 19:6, in
I Cor. 12:10, and in 14:2, etc., is referred to. Nearly
every objector has his own peculiar view. Some even
say that “tongues” means “the language of heaven”!
When Luke writes “with different tongues” and later
omits “different,” the omission is pointed to as proof
positive for the fact that there were two entirely dif-
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ferent kinds of speaking with tongues. The author
has treated the entire subject at length in connection
with I Cor. 12 :10, and 14:2, etc. Sometimes Luke's
sources are questioned. Yet he wrote with full knowledge of the gift of tongues. He had been in Corinth
and may well have witnessed this gift in operation.
He had Paul at his side who knew all about this gift.
We have every reason to think that Luke also met
other apostles, certainly Peter, to say nothing of some
of the very disciples who here at Pentecost spoke with
tongues and still others of the 3,000 who were there
to hear that speaking. Still more, the Spirit who bestowed this gift of tongues guided Luke in producing
his account.
The gift of tongues is one of the proofs for divine
Inspiration. The Spirit who put the words of strange
languages into the mouths of the disciples wherewith to speak the great things of God had no
trouble in attending to the words of the holy writers
so that they recorded what he desired and in the way
he desired it.
Many have thought that the confusion of tongues
at Babel was counterbalanced here at Pentecost, and
that is the chief import of this part of the miracle.
Rachel], Philosophie der Geschichte, 275, beautifully
states this view: “The speaking with tongues by the
witnesses of the Mediator celebrates the resurrection
of the unity buried at Babel. . . . It was the ﬁrst full
chord, struck by a higher hand on the discordant giant
harp, the strings of which are the nations of the
earth," etc. An attractive thought; and yet the diversity of languages has continued unchanged. Even
Greek, a world language, did not endure. We must
go deeper than Rochell. The miracle of tongues maintains the diversity but points out into all lands, nations.
and tongues exactly as Jesus does in 1:8. The miracle
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is prophetic, the ﬁrst full chord of that symphony of
confession, testimony, prayer, and praise that was soon
to rise to the throne of the Redeemer from the tongues
of all the nations of the world.
The gift of tongues was one of the miraculous gifts
of the apostolic church and as such, together with
other miraculous gifts, served its purpose in attesting
the presence of the Spirit at a time when such attestation was needed. Hence it was transient and disappeared when the church grew to such proportions
that its very presence and power attested the Spirit's

presence within it. The gift was not intended for
preaching, and none of the believers in the apostolic
church used it for that purpose. The one apostle who
preached to so many nationalities did this without the
gift of tongues. God had providentially prepared the
vehicle of Greek, the world language of that time, for
this purpose. Wherefore the New Testament also
appeared in Greek.
As they have done in the case of the gift of healing,
men have tried to regain the gift of tongues. The last
abortive effort started in California, leaped to Scandinavia, ran its course there and in Germany as a Pentecostal movement, and died suddenly when its chief
exponents openly confessed that they had been hoaxed
by devilish spirits. Those “tongues" had been gibber.
ish, their translation pure imagination. The devilish-

ness consisted in no small measure in attributing this
folly to the Holy Spirit.
5)
Now there were dwelling in Jerusalem Jews,
men devout, from every nation of those under

heaven. And when this sound occurred, the crowd
came together and were confounded because they
kept hearing them speaking, every single one, in his
own language. And all were in amazement and
kept wondering, saying: Lo, are not all these speak-
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ing Galileans? And how do we on our part hear,
every one in our very language in which we Were
born?
Luke is concerned only with this class of Jews
who were born or reared in foreign parts but had now
permanently settled in the Holy City in order to end
their days there. They, of course, knew and spoke
Aramaic, but they knew, in some cases even still better, the native language of the land where they had
dwelt so long. How dearly these Jews loved Jerusalem is evidenced by expressions such as this:
“Everyone who is buried in the land of Israel is in
as good case as if he were buried under the altar.”
“Men devout” brings out this idea, earnest and sincerely religious Jews who wanted to spend their last
years near the Temple and join in the worship at this
great sanctuary. Eﬁupﬁc, “one who takes hold well,”
is regularly used in this religious sense. “From every
nation,” etc., is not as hyperbolic as might be supposed. Few cities and towns, to say nothing of countries in the great Roman empire, were without a contingent of Jews. In his great oration in Josephus,
Wars, 2, 16, 4, Herod Agrippa states only facts about
the Jewish diaspora: “There is no people upon the
habitable earth which have not some portion of you
(Jews) among them.”
6) It was the mighty sound that brought the
crowd together at the place where the disciples were
gathered. The sound identiﬁed the place. We know
how quickly crowds gather. Natives of Jerusalem and
pilgrims from afar may have been in the crowd, but
Luke has already drawn our attention to the great
number of foreign-born Jews who are of special importance in this connection. They were utterly confounded “because they kept hearing them speaking,
every single one, in his own language.” The imperfect brings out the continuousness of the action. Each
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foreign-born Jew heard his own foreign language
uttered, not once or twice, but for a considerable time.

After the plural verb the singular “every single one”
individualizes as this is frequently done. Luke means
“in his own language” and not “dialect” just as the
word used in 1:19 means “language.” The list of

nations following also excludes the idea that the disciples, whose own Aramaic was the Galilean dialect,
were now speaking a number of other Aramaic dialects.
Compare v. 11.
7) Luke heaps up the verbs describing the effect
upon the hearers. The aorist Max:501; states the ﬁrst
impression: the crowd “was confounded.” Then two
imperfects describe the condition that followed: “they
were amazed,” dazed by the astounding thing they
were witnessing, “and kept wondering” what it could
mean and how it could be explained. So the questioning began, ﬁrst as to the identity of these disciples,
secondly as to how they could speak as they did, the
two questions belonging together. Luke states only
brieﬂy the questioning that went through the crowd.
We need not ask how the disciples were known to
be Galileans. The ﬁrst inquiry, no doubt, was: “Who
are these people?” And someone who knew them
quickly supplied the information. The question is one
of astonishment as the interjection shows. So all these
speaking in all these languages were Galileans!

That,

of course, meant neither “Christians” nor “unlearned,”
connotations which “Galileans” never had; but it did
mean that the disciples were not residents of Jerusalem, and it identiﬁed them as what they were. We
also have no reason to think that some were not from
Galilee.
8) But the fact of their being Galileans shed no
light whatever on the miracle. Note that 1)ch is in
contrast with 6mm: oﬁm. These foreign-born Jews
could certainly understand Galilean Aramaic, but how
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could Galileans speak all these different languages,
they say, “in which we were born"? To be born “in
a language” means to claim that language as one's
mother tongue.
9)

The list of nationalities is in apposition to

the emphatic and: in v. 8, and should be read: “we

Parthians,” “we Medes,” and so on down the list, each
group exclaiming about itself. Parthians and Medes
and Elamites; and the Jews inhabiting Mesopotamia
and Cappadocia, Pontus and Asia, both Phrygia and
Pamphilia, Egypt and the parts of Libya, those along
Cyrene; and temporary residents, Romans, both
Jews and proselytes, Cretes and Arabians, we hear
them telling with our own tongues the great things
of God.
This list is neatly arranged in three groups:
3 + 8 + 3; the group of 8 in 4 pairs. The countries
mentioned describe a great circle about the Holy Land,
starting on the east and swinging around westward
to the north and ending in the south. A map is instructive also for some of the distances. The two
articulated participles head the second and the third
group.
The reading ’IouSaiau T: has always been a conundrum. How could “both Judea and Cappadocia” be so
closely linked together? How could “Judea" occur in
this list at all, which is to name only foreign-born

Jews? Rather unsatisfactory explanations have been
offered.
Emendations have also been suggested;
Syria, Armenia, Idumea. To Zahn belongs the credit
for having cleared up this am. Following an old
Latin version, he drops 7: and changes ’Iousazav into

'Iousaioi “Judea” into “Jews.” Thus those in the second
group (Mesopotamia to Cyrene) were Jews; but the
third group consisted of “both Jews and proselytes.”
This emendation makes the grouping symmetrical and

at the same time reveals how easily the corruption of
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the text could have crept in. “Asia” is the great
province of which Ephesus was the capital. The ﬁrst
group names nations, the second group countries, the
third again nations.
10) Egypt is paired with “the parts of Libya,
those down along Cyrene.” Simon, who bore the cross
of Jesus, was a Cyrenian. Josephus, Ant. 14, 7, 2 cites
an interesting passage from Strabo that shows how
numerous the Jews were not only in Egypt but also
in Cyrene.

The third group, like the second, is introduced with
an articulated participle. and presents temporary residents in Jerusalem (o2 Emswoﬁme): Romans, Cretes,

and Arabians. The participle must refer to all three.
We do not think. however, that these were only pilgrims who had come for the festival, for this lasted
but one day, and that they would come from a place

so remote as Rome for so short a time seems improbable. These, too, “were dwelling in Jerusalem” (v. 5)
but, as Luke carefully indicates, only for a time. After
the 8,000 had been converted, it was an easy matter to
gather the exact data that Luke records.
It seems that the apposition “both Jews and proselytes" belongs only to “Romans" and not also to
“Cretes and Arabians,” most certainly not to the entire
two preceding groups as some have supposed. The
Jews had two kinds of proselytes: “proselytes of the
gate" who were not bound to submit to circumcision,

who observed only the seven Noachian commandments
against idolatry, blasphemy, disobedience to magistrates, murder, fornication or incest, robbery or theft,
eating of blood (Gen. 9:4), and were restricted in taking part in the worship: and “proselytes of righteousness,” Gentiles who became complete Jews. The latter
seem to be referred to here.
11) When Luke records in regard to all these different nationalities: “we hear them telling with our
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own tongues,” he intends to repeat and thus to empha-

size the statement made in v. 8.

The emphasis is on

the dative of means “with our own tongues,” our own

because we were born in them. In v. 8 the question
was raised as to how this could be, here the fact is
asserted that it, indeed, is. The persons heard are
put into the genitive, the things heard into the accusa-

tive. The latter are added, namely “the great things
of God.” While this is a summary, we are safe in
saying that the great deeds of God in Christ are
referred to, plus the attributes displayed in these deeds.

In this description, which presents merely the
essentials, we must retain the idea of order. All these
disciples did not shout together in a Babe] of foreign
languages, but one spoke here, another there, and each

was understood by the nationality whose language he
spoke. The foreign-born Jews heard what was spoken.
understood what was said. From the account it cannot be ascertained whether one disciple spoke more
than one foreign language. Nor can we determine
whether the disciple himself understood what he
uttered and could have translated it into Aramaic.

This speaking was also not preaching the gospel to this
crowd. Peter did the preaching. The tongues were
just what Paul states in I Cor. 14:22, a sign to those
who did not believe and, as he further states, one that
should be followed by prophesying (preaching), even
as Peter also presently began to preach and to explain
this sign to all these Jews.
12)
And all were in amazement and were in
perplexity, saying one to another, What does this in(end to he? Others, hawever, scufﬁng, were saying,
They have been ﬁlled with sweet wine!

“They were all in amazement” is repeated from
v. 7, and emphasizes this condition.

Again an imper-

fect is added which describes the condition of perplexity which could not get beyond the question as
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to what this thing could intend to be. Some texts have
the optative with a'v, potential: “What this might
intend to be?” The indicative is assured and far better, for it implies that it intended to be something
although the hearers could not as yet understand What.
"Am: «p6: iMov is not quite reciprocal (R. 747), a
Latinism (R. 692). The great bulk of the hearers
were sensible; they stopped with their question, gave
no hasty answer, were willing to wait for the true and
satisfactory answer. They were in the presence of a

great miracle that transcended all reason and all experience and deeply felt the eﬂect of it.
13) But among these foreign-born Jews were
others who were of a different character (Enpoc, R.
749). They, too, heard the great things of God. But
they passed the whole thing oﬂ’ with scoﬂing; they
called the disciples tipsy with yAeﬁm, “sweet wine," not
“new wine," since the last vintage was four months
in the past. 'EMyov is descriptive ; they passed this
scoﬁing remark on. The perfect “have been ﬁlled” is ‘
intensive (R. 903) and means that they have reached
the point where they are full. Wise men, sensible
men! When God works, and the thing is too plain,
these fellows appear with their slur. But what they
say reveals only themselves and the baseness of their
hearts.
Peru’s PENTECOSTAL SERMON
14) We may say that the speaking with tongues
continued until the maximum effect had been attained.
Then the Spirit ceased to speak through the mouths of
the disciples. But Peter, after stopping forth with
the eleven, lifted up his voice and spoke eultedly
to them: Jewish men and all inhabiting Jerusalem,
let this be known to you, and give ear to my uttereneesl For not are these drunk, as you suppose, for

this is the third hour of the clay. On the contrary,
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this is what has been declared through the mouth of
the prophet Joel:
And it shall be in the last days, saith God,
I will pour out of my Spirit upon all flesh;
And your sons and your daughters shall pro-

phesy.
And your young men shall see visions,
And your old men shall dream dreams;
Yea, and on my men slaves and on my women

slaves in those days
Will I pour out from my Spirit, and they shall

prophesy.
Smock is not draw-his, “having arisen,” as though all
this occurred while the apostles and the disciples had
been sitting. Peter “stepped forth,” “tookhis stand,"
and the eleven with him, out in front of all the disciples, at some place where he could preach to this
crowd and be heard by it. “With the eleven” means
that Peter was only the spokesman for them. Matthias was With them. That the apostles should assume
this leadership was the intention of Jesus when he appointed them to their ofﬁce; moreover, the Spirit was
now directing and empowering them. Peter had been
but an ordinary ﬁsherman, but here Luke’s sketch of
his sermon shows that it was a masterly, masterful,
most effective discourse that was delivered without
preparation or premeditation at the decisive moment

on this day before an audience of thousands. This
was possible only by the aid of the Spirit. Luke indicates the dignity, the solemnity, and the exalted tone
when he says that Peter stepped forth with the eleven,
lifted up his voice, and spoke exaltedly (the same verb
that was used in v. 4) to the great assembly.
Peter uses the form of a complete address. 'Al'3pcs‘
is just as difﬁcult to render here as it was in 1:16.

and is just as respectful and digniﬁed with ’lomSm'o; as
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with asawm’; but note the gradation and see how Peter
draws nearer and nearer to his hearers as he con—
tinues to speak, advancing to "men and Israelites”
in v. 22, and ﬁnally to “men and brethren” in v. 29
(see 1:16). “Ye men of Judea” in our versions is
incorrect, for 'Iovsazoc = Jews, those identiﬁed with the
entire Jewish nation. The Twelve were such Jews
although not all were “of Judea." Nor is it correct to
say that Peter took no cognizance of the proselytes in
the audience when he said “Jews,” for every proselyte
of righteousness was no longer a Gentile but an outand-out Jew.
The addition “and all inhabiting Jerusalem” should
not be understood so as to exclude those who were living only temporarily in the city (at 3m817poﬁw¢s in v. 10)
but so as to include them. Nor is the idea of this expression such that those living in Jerusalem form a
class that was distinct from other Jews who resided
elsewhere, transient visitors in the city. What would
be the object of such a distinction; and does not what
Peter here says apply to all Jews, irrespective of residence, as explaining the Pentecostal miracle? “Jewish
men” and “all inhabiting Jerusalem" are the same;
the latter is only an apposition. It is added in the
sense of the “men devout” used in v. 5. The exclamations uttered by these men showed that they were
foreign-born Jews, yet their devoutness had impelled

them to transfer their homes to the Holy City. Even
those residing here temporarily were here because
of the same motive. Peter's address makes that plain
and honors them by the statement: “All you who love
Jerusalem so much as to have come here to live.” A
participle in apposition has the article even when it
does not occur in an address (R. 1107) .
Peter, however, speaks to these devout Jews with
all authority: “Let this be known to you and give ear
to my utterances !” Note the same authority in 4:10
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when he is facing the Sanhedrin. Here is no timidity,
no uncertainty but only solid certainty and full Warrant. Peter is stating divine realities and makes no
apologies for them.

“This” = “my utterances" = all

that follows in the sermon. Peter uses excellent
psychology, he meets the questioning of his auditors
squarely, without circumlocution.
His authoritative tone is enforced by the full impact of what
he says.
He even uses excellent homiletics. He states his
theme clearly: “This is what has been declared by the
mouth of the prophet Joel.” Stating it in advance of his
text is proper; you may do the same.

Then comes

Peter’s tremendous text. He marks the two parts .of
his sermon most distinctly, at v. 22 and at v. 29. They
clearly expound the vital point of this text for these
particular hearers—no homiletics was ever better.
The conclusion is brief, direct, and powerful, v. 36. In

order to get the full effect of this sermon put yourself
into Peter’s place and think how you would have met
the situation that morning before that audience.
15) With one stroke Peter quashes the scoﬁers.
Only a few readers get the full force of Peter's refer-

ence to “the third hour of the day,” our nine o’clock
in the morning. Following Exod. 16:8, the Jews ate
only bread in the morning; the Targum says, not until
after the morning sacriﬁce, hence at about ten; and
meat only in the evening at the Sci-Inlay or main meal of
the day. They drank wine only when they ate meat,
which means at this evening meal. This is the sense

of Eccles. 10:16, 17.

The godlessness of the princes

“who eat in the morning" consists in this that they
eat all sorts of food, especially also meat, and with
it drink wine already. in the morning, hence “for

drunkenness”; but godly princes “eat in due season,"
meat, wine, etc., in the evening.

“It is the third hour

of the day.” Yet these scatters claim that all these
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disciples had already partaken of a great meal, not
only with wine, but with far too much of it! The
very keenness of this one word of reply shows the
full clarity of Peter’s mind.
Peter speaks for
“these,” pointing to them ; he does not need to
speak for himself. Note how of: is placed far forward
in the sentence, putting it in the strongest possible
opposition to M.
‘
16) The idea of a drunken jargon becomes even
blasphemous when Peter states the reality back of this
speaking with foreign tongues: “on the contrary, this
is what has been declared through the mouth of .the
prophet Joe ,” i. e., this that Peter’s hearers have seen
is the fulﬁllment of Joel’s great prophecy. Many times
we read “it has been written,” and now in the same
sense “it has been declared or spoken," the perfect
tense always has its strong present connotation: once
spoken (written) the thing stands so now and forever.
The speaker implied in the passive is God (v. 17:
“saith God"), and 8d here, as in every other case of
quotation, states the medium or instrument used by
God, the prophet or the mouth of the prophet. This
passive plus Sui, wherever they occur in Scripture, state
in brief the entire doctrine of Verbal Inspiration, to
wit, that in all Scripture the real speaker is God, and
that the holy writers are only his media, instruments,
mouthpieces.
17) Joel prophesied about 870 B. C. Peter quotes
Joel 2:28-32, compare the A. V. for the Hebrew; the
LXX and Peter have a few longer statements. Thus
“in the last days” = “afterward,” Hebrew; “after
these things,” LXX. Peter's wording, however, is
interpretative, explaining what the Hebrew “afterword” really means, namely the last period of the
world which is ushered in by the ﬁrst coming of Christ
and continues until his second coming for judgment.
It is with this time in view that God made his promise
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regarding the pouring out of the Spirit. So also Peter
inserts “saith God" in order to make plain that it is he
who promised, “I will pour out of my Spirit upon all
ﬂesh.” . It is this pouring out that had just occurred
(v. 33). “Upon all ﬂesh” is universal but not absolute; v. 38 shows both, “everyone” may receive the
Holy Spirit but only by repentance and faith. “Flesh”
= men as distinguished from angels by having ﬂesh
or a body (Rom. 1:3; John 1:14) ; but men in their

sinfulness and their frailty. Here wipe is not in contrast with wwﬁpa in the ethical sense. With abstract
words “every” and “all” ﬂow together, hence in; arc—Ian!
«nipm needs no article in order to mean “upon all ﬂesh."
"I will pour out" implies the full gift of the Spirit

and thus extends as far as “all ﬂesh.” The Spirit who
came upon a few disciples at Pentecost has ﬁlled others
of all languages in all lands the world over and is
still extending his activity to more of them. Once conﬁned to the narrow limits of Judaism for such operations as were preparatory to Christ’s redemption, the
Spirit, now that redemption was accomplished, went out

to men generally and extended the church to the ends of
the earth (1:8) and symbolized this at Pentecost by
letting the disciples speak in many languages.
The chief effect of the Spirit’s activity is always
prophesying, not in the narrow sense of foretelling
future events, but in the broad and far more important

sense of voicing the saving and blessed will of God to
men everywhere.

In I Cor. 14 Paul speaks of this as

the best and highest gift of the Spirit; and Luther
writes: “What are all other gifts together compared
to this gift, that the Spirit of God himself, the eternal
God, comes down into our hearts, yea, into our bodies

and dwells in us, rules, guides, leads us! Thus now,
as concerning this passage of the prophet, prophesying,
visions, dreams are all one thing, namely the knowledge of God through Christ, which the Holy Spirit
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kindles and makes to burn through the Word of the
gospel." The fact that Luther is correct is shown by
Peter when in v. 18 he adds to both the Hebrew
and the LXX texts: “and they shall prophesy.” This
is interpretative and repeats “they shall prophesy"
from v. 17.
.
“Your sons and your daughters” is ampliﬁed by
“your young men” and “your old men,” the possessives
referring to the Jews to whom the Spirit ﬁrst came
through the apostles. The three lines of Hebrew
poetry are parallel and synonymous statements, which
means that all the predicates belong to all the subjects, sons, daughters, young men, old men. So the
three predicates form a unit, each predicate saying the
same thing with variation, as each subject is only a
variation. All shall prophesy, confess, and tell the
gospel, and thus the young men shall see glorious
visions of its progress and its victories, and the old
men shall dream dreams of, its blessedness and its
power, literally: “dream with dreams," a Hebraism in
the translation and not a case of a Greek cognate
object.
'

18)

In mi ye the particle is climacteric or-ascen-

sive, which we try to render by “yea and,” meaning,
“on top of all that has been said." This emphasis ap~
plies to the two phrases: “on my men slaves and on
my women slaves.” In v. 17 the four spay refer to the
Jewish nation. What a blessed thing it is to have
their sons and their daughters prophesy, etc. . But they
also have a relation to the God who made this promise
and fulﬁlls it with reference to them: they are his
slaves, etc. And “slaves,” seam, brings out the idea
that they belong wholly to God, are wholly subject and
obedient to his will. Jesus himself was the ‘E‘bed
Yahweh, “Servant of Jehovah," and all believers are
in a similar position.
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Are, these still only Jewish believers? Some think
so. Yet “all ﬂesh” precedes, the Spirit was to reach
out into all the world. Hence we are inclined to think
that this “yea and" introduces all who belong to God
by faith in Christ, Gentiles plus Jews combined into
one. All of them shall have the Spirit and shall
prophesy. The Hebrew has: I will pour out “my
Spirit" (the accusative) ; the LXX and Peter the par-

titive: “of or from my Spirit." We take the sense to
be the same, for to have the Spirit is to have some of
his power and his gifts, no man can assimilate all of
them.
A peculiar question arises as to the difference between the Hebrew and Peter's quotation. The Hebrew
has this gradation: your sons—your daughters—
your old men—your young men (these two in this

order) — the (men) servants — the handmaids. The
last two seem to refer only to the Jewish servants.
Delitzsch calls them slaves and says that in the Old
Testament no slave had the gift of prophecy. He
states that the translators of the LXX could not understand how slaves should have this gift and therefore

added “my," making them God’s douloi and doulal.
But this does not remove the difﬁculty. For most of
these slaves of the Jews were Gentiles, and for even
these to receive the Spirit implied that the Gentile
world would be blessed.

And Peter is right: these

persons would no longer be just slaves but my (God’s
own) slaves, even as all believers, whether they are Jews
or Gentiles, are purchased and won by Christ in order to
be his own and to live under him.
19) Peter must quote Joel’s prophecy in full because the second part of it states how long the Spirit,
poured out at Pentecost, will continue his work in the

world, and because the last line opens the door of salvation to everyone who, in repentance and faith, calls
on the Lord (v. 38).
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And I will give wonders in heaven above
And signs on the earth below,
Blood and ﬁre and vapor of smoke;
The sun shall be turned into darkness,
And the moon into blood
Before the Lord’s day comes,
The one great and manifest,
And it shall be, everyone who shall call on the
name of the Lord shall be saved.
It must be well understood that the prophets always
viewed the two comings of Christ together without
having the interval between the two revealed to them.
We have a clear example in the Baptist who in Luke
3:16 speaks of Pentecost and in 3 :17 of the ﬁnal judgment. This also caused a diﬂiculty for him. When he
saw Jesus doing works of grace only and none of judgment he wondered whether another was yet to come to
perform the work of judgment. Joel’s description recalls that of Jesus given in Luke 21 :9-11, 25, 26. Joel
combines the two, “wonders in heaven above and signs
on the earth below,” and Peter adds the words “signs,”
“above,” and “below” in an interpretative way.

Tépae= “wonder,” a startling, amazing portent or
prodigy. The pagan world also had such portents. It
seems that for this reason the New Testament never
uses “wonders” alone but always conjoins the word
with “signs" or with “miracles." Many of God’s signs
are, indeed, also portentous wonders, but they are
never wonders alone, they are divine indications and

thus lie on a far higher plane than pagan portents.’
“Sign,” cryptic»! (mpalvw, to make known by a aims), is

always used with a strong ethical cennotation by pointing to the signiﬁcance of the occurrence and not merely

to its strangeness. Hence the word is also used alone.
In the parallelism of Hebrew poetry the wonders are
not restricted to the heavens, nor the signs to the earth,
but in both spheres both shall occur and shall at the
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same time be astonishing and very signiﬁcant.

The

sign language of God cannot be misunderstood, every
startling and disquieting phenomenon proclaims that
heaven and earth must pass away and all their affairs
be wound up.
“Blood," etc., are only speciﬁcations, a few of the
arresting signs that occur on earth. “Blood and ﬁre
and vapor of smoke" appear together at the time of
wars and in great calamities in nature. As far as
bloody wars are concerned, we have seen this sign often

enough, and the Scriptures hold out no hope that it will
not be repeated until the very end.
20)

The turning of the sun into utter darkness

and of the moon into a blood-red glow until its light,
too, is extinguished, is the ushering in of the end of the

world itself as Jesus described it more fully in Matt.
24:29.

In Joel’s prophecy this is indicated by the ﬁnal

phrase; mat.» is best regarded as an adverb-preposition,
and the inﬁnitive as a noun (R. 1091; B.-D. 395 has
the older explanation). “The Lord’s day” is the ﬁnal
day of the world, it is peculiarly his because it is the
day on which he shall judge the world. But it is no
longer a mundane day of so many hours by the clock.
The whole universe shall be utterly changed, and time
shall have ceased. .It is called “day” (the genitive

“Lord’s" making it deﬁnite) because human language
supplies no better word. The two adjectives are added
by the article and are like an appositional climax (R.
776) : “the one that is great and manifest.” “Great"
in the absolute sense, the positive being stronger than
a superlative would be; “manifest” as revealing what
this day is to be to the whole universe. The Hebrew
adjective is “terrible,” and this was translated “manifest" by the LXX. The Spirit allowed Peter to retain

the latter because it was satisfactory and appropriate.
In fact, the imgbu'ma of the Parousia is emphasized
repeatedly, II Thess. 2:8. Kﬁpm = Yahweh; it is his
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day in which he will judge the world through Christ,
Acts 17:81.
21) The really important statement in Joel’s
prophecy is the ﬁnal one which declares that during
all this time, from Pentecost to the Lord’s day at the
end, everyone who calls on the Lord shall be saved.
It is this promise that Peter applies in v. 38. Rd e'anu,
as in v. 17, is the Hebrew cehayah and needs no connective to link it with what follows (R. 1042). “It
shall be” is a promise that cannot be broken. What
it includes has already existed for nearly two thousand
years. “To call upon the Lord’s name” (the verb is
the middle) means to call him to our aid, i. e., in
our spiritual need. The away: or “name” is that by
which the Lord alone is known as the One who has
the help we need. This name is his gospel which must
ﬁrst be brought to us in order to reveal the Lord in all
his grace in Christ and thus to kindle in us the desire
for that grace and help and cause us to call upon his
gracious name.

Note the universality in Joel’s “everyone who,” etc,
and 3: av (c‘iv) indicates expectancy, it is assumed that
many will- call on the Lord's name. Here is the commentary on “all ﬂesh” mentioned in v. 17. Here grace
* flows out also to all the Gentiles. "Everyone who"
and all similar expressions of universality are like
blank spaces in mighty bank drafts which are signed
by the Lord and into which he invites us to write our
own name by faith. If we do, the draft will without
fail be honored by him. Here we meet the great verb
“shall be saved," the passive implying the Lord as the
Savior. In this verb as in all its derivatives (Savior,
salvation, those that have been saved) lies the idea of
mortal danger, a mighty act rescuing from that
danger, and then also the blessed power that continues to keep in safety forever. The verb has its
full meaning here. Its future tense is not to be dated
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at the last day, but this salvation begins the instant
the sinner calls upon the saving name of the Lord.
Peter’s sermon, as here sketched by Luke, brings to

his hearers all the actuality of this great prophecy
of Joel as on this Pentecostal day and hereafter
applying to his auditors for their own personal salvation.
22)

Israelite men, hear these words! Jesus, the

Nazarene, a man accredited from God to you by

power works and wonders and signs which God
worked through him in your midst even as you your-

selves know, him, delivered up by the determinate
counsel and foreknowledge of God, you, through

lawless men’s hand fastening up, made away with;
whom-God raised up by loosing the pangs of death
for the reason that it was not possible that he be
held by it.

On the address compare v. 14 and note that the
apposition “Israelites” is a name of the highest honor
for Jews which recalls Jacob who prevailed and had
his name changed to “Israel,” contender with God. So
“Israel” and “Israelites” involved the covenant and
the highest hopes of Judaism. To call his hearers “Israelite men” was an appeal that they now show themselves worthy of that name. “Hear these words" with
its decisive aorist imperative for hearing that actually
grasps continues the tone of authority from v. 14.
In one masterly sentence Peter presents Jesus who
is back of the Pentecostal miracle and back of the whole
prophecy of Joel.

The directness, completeness, con-

ciseness with which the essentials about Jesus are combined into one sentence deserve fullest appreciation.
The name is put ﬁrst: “Jesus, the Nazarene." It is the

ordinary name by which he was commonly known, the
personal name “Jesus" with “Nazarene,” from the
town of his long residence, added in order to distinguish

him from others who had the same personal name: for
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Ychoshu‘a, later Y'shu‘a (Joshua = Jesus), was a
name that was frequently chosen for sons and meant
“Yahweh is help," i. e., on or through whom Yahweh
effects salvation. So also Peter says “a man,” his object being to recall Jesus to his hearers as they had
seen him so often during his earthly life.
“Even as you yourselves know" appeals to the knowledge of the hearers of the tremendous fact that was so
prominent in the case of Jesus: his miracles.

Peter

purposely uses three terms when referring to them, the
three applying to each miracle, yet the three accentuating the great number of the miracles. They were
Swipe“, répara, myuia, works of supernatural power, creating wonder and amazement but full of heavenly, divine signiﬁcance as works of divine grace. The whole
Jewish world rang with the story of these-miracles. By
them, Peter says, this man “has been accredited from
God to you,” and he fortiﬁes this by stating that “God
wrought them through him in your midst,” ole being
attracted from a. This no honest and sincere Jew
would or could deny (John 3:2; 9:31-33), and when
the Pharisees attempted it by claiming they were
wrought by Beelzebul, Jesus showed the senselessness
of their falsehood.
The fact that God wrought, the miracles does not
place Jesus on the same level with the apostles who also
wrought miracles. It is equally true that Jesus wrought
them by his own power as no other man ever wrought
a true miracle. All the opera. ad extra. are ascribed
equally to the divine Persons. The point of here ascribing the miracles of Jesus to God is not to indicate the
source of their power but to bring out their purpose in
regard to Jesus: they accredited him to the Jews, for
which reason also they were wrought in their midst, so
all of them might accept them as accreditations. The
perfect participle “having been shown forth or accredited” has its usual strong present force, “still standing
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thus accredited." Note the juxtaposition: “from God
to you." As what Jesus thus still stands accredited to
all Israelites worthy of the name the statement itself
makes declaration, namely as sent to Israel by God to
be for Israel all that he claimed to be and was.
23) The emphatic roirov, “him,” “this one,” sums
up all that has been said: this man so mightily and

publicly. accredited from God — him the Jews murdered! That was their answer to God's seals and accreditations. Here Peter preached the law with its
crushing power in order to bring about the conviction
of sin and genuine contrition. He in no way softens
his words since this would only defeat their purpose.
' He states the cold, damnable fact: “him, through lawless men’s hand fastening up (namely to the cross) , you
made away with," which means murdered. The dvopm
are pagans who are without the Torah or vo'poc and follow their pagan gods and heathen ideas. “Through. the

hand" is Hebraistic for “by means of." The aorist participle upoanﬁsams is used in an absolute sense and may
be rendered “having cruciﬁed”: avalpém is often used in
the ugly sense of to kill, murder, make away with one.
The killing of Jesus by the Sanhedrin through Pilate
was an act of the Jewish nation (Matt. 27:25) that
involved every Jew who, when the act was made known
to him, did not completely disavow and disallow it.
Until Peter's hearers did this, he had to uphold the
charge: “him you made away with."
But Peter has far more to say; he had to insert the
claim that this bloody deed did not happen accidentally
or only by the damnable will of the Jews. God' could
have prevented it in a second. This murder of Jesus
happened only because Jesus was “delivered up (handed out to the Jews) by the deliberate counsel and foreknowledge of God." God abandoned Jesus to the murderous Jews in order that they might wreak their ha-
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tred upon him (John 19:11) ; this God did for his own
mighty purpose: by the death of his Son to redeem
the world. Peter wisely takes his hearers step by step
and leads them carefully to faith. Any sincere Jew
had to agree that no one such as Jesus was could have
been killed as Jesus was unless God were in some way
back of his death. Nor would any Jew use this fact
in order to absolve his nation of blame for the killing.
'Exdorov is a verbal adjective from the aorist stem of
8:80” and is eqixal to a passive participle.
In what way God delivered Jesus up to die on the
cross is indicated by the weighty datives of means. The
success of the betrayal by Judas, which placed Jesus

into the power of the Sanhedrin, was due to no cunning
or power of men (Matt. 26 :53, 54 ; Luke 22:53b) . The

death of Jesus Was due to “the determinate counsel
and foreknowledge of God”; the perfect participle
Ibptd’ptlvy, “having been ﬁxed or determined on,” places
the counsel of God back into eternity. God formed his
plan of salvation, which involved the sacriﬁcial death
of his Son, in eternity and therefore alone gave him

over to the murderous Jews. The divine counsel comes
ﬁrst, and on it rests the divine, infallible foreknowledge. The relation of the two is not one of time—in

God no before and after exists — but of inward connection. When we consider the actions of men, this relation is reversed; what God determines in eternity

regarding them rests on his infallible foreknowledge.
“Counsel" and “foreknowledge" are not identical; to
make them one and the same is to misunderstand both.
The “foreknowledge” is misunderstood when it is regarded as an action of the will, a determination to do

something and thus knowing it in advance. Such is
the idea of C.-K. 256: im porous gefasster Beschluss,
“a decree formed in advance”; for according to C.-K.
226 pom; means Ratschluss,’ and the fact that this resolve or decree was formed in advance need not be said
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24) Here we have the ﬁrst apostolic preaching of
the resurrection of Jesus. Although it is couched in
only a relative clause, its force is tremendous. You
made away with him —- God raised him up! You did
it by crucifying him — God did the opposite by loosing
the pangs of death! These were hammer blows of the
law. So directly were these Jews opposed to God, and
God to them. The genitive in “pangs of death" is
subjective; 68in: are birth pains. The idea is that.
when Christ died, death was taken with birth pains and
suﬁered them until God delivered death of Christ by
raising him up, thus “loosing the birth pains.” ending
their strain. “The birth pains of death" is generally
regarded as being cited from Ps. 18:5, and P3. 116:3,
where the LXX translated cheble maveth, “snares of
death,” “birth pains of death” (the English of Ps.
116:3 also has “sorrows of death”). In the plurals
occurring in these two passages the word “snares” and
“pains” are indistinguishable, chébel = snare; chébel
= birth pain. But Peter is not quoting either psalm;
he is using this expression of his own accord, and no
one can prove that he borrowed it from a psalm, or that
Luke translated Peter's “snares of death” with the
LXX’s “birth pains of death.” We need scarcely add
that for Christ these pains ended at the moment of
his death. A few texts have the reading “hades” instead of “death."
Luke alone uses moan which here has the force of
8:611, “because,” “for the reason that.” Peter states
merely the fact that it was not possible that Jesus
should be held by death; he then proceeds to prove this
from the prophecy of David and thus once more pro-

claims the resurrection of Jesus and along with it his
exaltation, which also is proved from David’s prophecy.
Thus Peter reveals the contents of the counsel and foreknowledge of God which gave Jesus into death in order
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to destroy death by atoning for sin in which lies the
power of death. The deity of Jesus becomes evident
in this exaltation which enabled Jesus to send down
the Holy Spirit with those miraculous results' which
Peter’s hearers see and hear (v. 33).
25) First, then, the proof that, according to the
Scriptures, Jesus could not be held by death. Peter is
speaking to Jews, hence he quotes a word of David’s
from the Scriptures. The proof lies in the fact that
what God foretold regarding Christ must come to
pass. Some critics place Ps. 16 later than the time
of David. Peter here contradicts them: “David says,”
etc.; Paul does likewise in Acts 13:36. The testimony
of Delitzsch is to the same effect. The external marks
as well as the internal (“David” in the title; the language, tone, poetical fervor, etc.) point to the Davidi:
authorship of this psalm. Just what situation in the
life of David this psalm pictures cannot be historically
determined. It was most probably recovery from a
severe sickness which prevented David from entering
the reconstructed castle on Zion (cf. Delitzsch on
Ps. 30).
The LXX is quoted quite exactly which agrees with
the Hebrew and expands only a phrase here and there
for the sake of clearness. 0n the general subject of
quotations we may say the following: Where it seems
necessary the New Testament writers translate the
original, or correct the LXX according to the original,
or translate interpretatively, and often use the LXX
without change. The Holy Spirit guided them throughout, and he has full and free pOWer to deal with his
Word in the way that best suits his purposes. He may
restate in other words, add to, abbreviate, interpret,
etc. We do the same, not only with our own words, but
also with those of others and even with Scripture. To
demand mechanical, literal exactness of the Holy Spirit

86

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

and the New Testament writers is to set up for them
alone a peculiar canon against which all sensible writers

must rebel. The quotation from Joel in v. 17, 18 is reproduced with greater freedom than the one now cited
from David. This fact alone shows how well the writers knew their Old Testament even when they did not
quote it according to the very letter. See Introduction
to the Critical Study and Knowledge of the Holy Scriptures, Thomas Hartwell Horne, 7th Ed., II, 281, where
the Hebrew, LXX, and New Testament passages are
printed in parallel columns, in the original and in translation, together with other helpful material.
For David says regarding him,
I saw the Lord before me always
Because he is at my right in order that I shall
not be moved.
Because of this glad was my heart, and jubilate
did my tongue.
And besides also my ﬂesh shall tent on hope
Because thou wilt not abandon my soul unto

hades
Nor wilt give thine Holy One to see corruption.
Thou didst make known to me ways of life;
Thou wilt ﬁll me with gladness in the company

of thy countenance.
In wpoopu'm'qv, the middle voice, the imperfect tense,
and the preposition rpé each contribute their part so
that we have no equivalent in English: for himself, all
along, every time he let his glance move in front of him,
David saw the Lord ('minruiv you, right before his eyes,
and that “always.” Nor had he the least difﬁculty,
“because he was at my right” as advocates used to sit
at the right side of the clients they supported, “in order
that I should not be moved,” made to toss to and fro
in uncertainty and in fear.

The same thoug‘ht is found

in Ps. 23 :4: “Thou art with me; thy rod and thy staff
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they comfort me.” The phrase in: Mm is idiomatic, has
no article, always has the plural, and extends “out
from” his own right side to where he saw the Lord
(Yahweh) with the eyes of faith. The aorist speaks
of actually being moved. All that this vision meant
for David he now unfolds.
26) His heart, in the Scriptures always the center of the personality, was ﬁlled with gladness, the same
verb that is used for making merry at a celebration in
Luke 15 :32; and his tongue j ubilated, exalted in songs
and expressions of praise. The Hebrew has “my glory
jubilated.” But we question whether the Hebrew
“heart, glory, ﬂesh" is identical with the triad found
in I Thess. 5 :23:.“spirit, soul, body.” From the abundance of the heart the mouth speaketh; heart and
tongue go together. 'Spirit and heart are not the same.
It seems that the LXX translated “my glory” “my
tongue" because “my glory" was used with reference
to any illustrious bodily member, especially where this
glory is said to jubilate.
Both in and 86 indicate that what is now added
about “my ﬂesh” is the counterpart to both previous
statements; heart and tongue are combined as one
concept, ﬂesh is the other. “Besides" (in) what he
had to say about his heart and tongue David has something great to say about even his ﬂesh (mi), and this
is naturally of a different nature (86) than what he had
to say of his heart and tongue. His ﬂesh, meaning
his body, “shall put down its tent on hope.” The verb
means “to put down a tent," “to camp in order to res ,"
and thus simply “to rest awhile.” This verb implies
only a transient sojourn; a tent is not a permanent
structure. “Rest” in the A. V. is more correct than
“dwell” in the R. V. The temporary tenting comprises both the bodily life of David and the stay of his
body in the grave. In both conditions his ﬂesh makes
its tent and camp “on hope," on this as the ground
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(M). What that hope contains follows in the next
line. The point to be noted is that making camp
matches hope, both continue only for a time; when
hope reaches its fulﬁllment, it becomes joy and gratitude.
27) This hope of David's has solid reality under it
and thus cannot end in disappointment as do the hopes
of the ungodly which have no other foundation than the
"desires of the ungodly themselves. Jehovah, who has
ever been at David's right to keep him from being
shaken by doubt and by fear, will never forsake him at
the time of death. His hope is sure: “Because thou wilt
not abandon my soul unto hades.” When David comes
to die, Yahweh will not abandon his soul or permit it to
sink into hell, the place of the damned. Donn nicht
praisgeben wirst du meme Seele dem Hades, Delitzsch.
who also correctly deﬁnes the Hebrew verb of which
aymmadlpm is a correct translation: the abandonment
here denied is not merely one which leaves a person in
a terrible place after he has fallen there, but one which
never even permits him to get into such a place. “It is
thus the hope not to die or, dying, not to die, which
David utters.”

Here div”; is in contrast with wipe, “my ﬂesh,” and
not with «wipe or “spirit" and thus refers to the soul
as the entire immaterial part of man which in life animates the body and also contains the spirit and personality. Thus body and soul constitute the entire
human being. When psyche. and pneuma are paired,
the former refers to the immaterial part only as animating the body (translated “life”), the latter to the

same immaterial part as representing the eye; or personality and‘as being able to receive impressions from
the divine Pneuma or Holy Spirit. From this lower

sense of W the Greek derives its adjective mad: for
which we have no equivalent derived from “soul," since
the English does not use “soul" in this lower sense of
the Greek but only as almost the equivalent of “spirit”;
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thus we are compelled to translate the adjective “carna ," for it means disregarding the higher nature of
the gamma. and yielding wholly to the promptings of
the animated body. David says, Jehovah will not permit his soul, when at death it is separated from his
body, to fall “into hades,” dc "98¢: (the better reading),
or d: 'gsou, supply 86m», “into the house of hades.”
Sheol is here translated “hades.” The word sheol
is used in a wide sense: at death all men go into sheol,
and around the word in this sense cluster all the dark,
painful, dreadful things that we still associate with
death, leaving this bright world, and entering the grave.
Neither the Greek nor the English has a true equivalent
for- sheol in this sense; the Greek used its “hades,” we
use our “grave.” It was the best that translation
could do.
Shoal is, however, used also in a narrow sense. It is
applied peculiarly to the wicked, and all connotations
and descriptions are according. The second use complicated matters still more as far as translation is concerned. The Greek again used “hades,” but the English
could not again use “grave," it used “hell,” the place of
the damned. As translations of sheol both “grave” and
“hell” are interpretative and as such perfectly proper.
But here confusion sets in. Some retain the Hebrew
sheol in all passages of the English Old Testament
where this word occurs, and “hades” in all the New
Testament passages. Pagan ideas are introduced. We
are told that the Hebrews had no clearer ideas than
their pagan neighbors. Their sheol was uniformly “the
nether world,” the Totenreich, the realm of the dead.
It was thought to consist of two parts, an upper and a
lower part, the one being less terrible than the other.
Everything in the Old Testament that clashes with this
idea is ignored. This procedure is carried into the New
Testament, where it begins with Dives and Lazarus in
Luke 16:22, etc. “Hades" is retained in the sense of
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cheat and is now an intermediate place between heaven
and hell. Hither all the dead are still said to go, the
godly into the upper part, for which the term “Paradise" is appropriated from Luke 23 :43, the wicked into
the lower part which is not‘speciﬁcally named. Again,
all that disagrees with this view—and there is very

much, indeed, in the New Testament—is ignored or
left as a contradiction.
Fancies go still farther. At his death Jesus is
thought to have entered the Paradise part of this intermediate place in order to stay there until his resurrection. Some call this his descent into hell (hades). It
is also stated that he opened this place and released all
the souls in it so they might enter into heaven; as a
consequence this place is now vacant, the godly now
going directly to heaven. But the ungodly still enter
the nether part. It is not hell but only like hell. But
some extend the idea still farther: in this lower part of
the intermediate place conversion is still possible. A
kind of infernal missionary work'is said to be in progress. Jesus himself is thought to have started it in I

Pet. 3:19; 4.6.
Not only David's hope'ls thereby darkened, but the
entire Christian hope as well.

Two places, and only

two, exist in the other world, heaven for all believers,
hell with its damnation for all unbelievers. The only
difference between the two Testaments is this: the New
is clearer than the old on this subject as on all others.
In Peter’s sermon the New is made to bring out the full

reality contained in the Old.
The translation of our versions is unfortunate:
“Thou wilt not leave my soul in hell (hades).” This
reads as though David’s soul would, indeed, enter hell
(hades), but that God would eventually remove his soul
from this place. Even a scholar like Zahn attempts to
maintain this sense of the verb. He weakens the force

of the Hebrew ‘azab by saying that it might mean
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“abandon" but claims the Greek verb must mean “to
leave.” David is thus thought to say of himself and of
Christ that at death their souls would enter, not heaven,
but the realm where all the dead are and would be
released from this place by means of the resurrection.
But did Christ, according to this notion, not take all the
souls of the Old Testament saints out of the upper part
of this realm of the dead? And David would have been

released ahead of his resurrection! And does not the
Old Testament itself teach with all clearness the resurrection of also the ungodly, Dan. 12 :2? And what about
the parallelism? If David's soul entered hades (hell),
then Jehovah’s Holy One saw corruption. 0:; — oﬁsc’
are decisive in negating both lines and not merely the
main verbs but also their objects. The soul of David
did not enter hell as little as Jehovah’s Holy One saw
corruption. He preserved both from both.
God, indeed, “gave out” (implied in ((80105! in v. 23)
Jesus to be made away with through death, but David
already said, “He will not give him to see corruption."
He will be dead, indeed, and entombedas one dead, but
no corruption, decay, putrefaction would touch his holy
body while it lay in the tomb. Recall how the women
hurried to the tomb on Sunday morning, fearing that
even then they might ﬁnd corruption too far advanced
to handle the body. “To see” corruption means to ex-

perience it. > Delitzsch notes the major sense of sight
which is ﬁguratively employed as the sensus communis
by which all experiences, active and passive, are perceived. In his Biblische Psychologie, 234, he shows how
by this verb and by the singulars eye and ear (not plurals) the Scriptures go back to the unit senson‘um underlying all perception and all experience. We need
not puzzle ourselves about shachath and its translation
salami, “corruption.” The Hebrew means both,“pit”
and “corruption,” the noun being a derivation from two
verbs (Ed. Koenig, Hebraeisches and aramaeisches
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Woerterbuch, 495).

Note the contrast: Holy One —-

corruption.

Note the far more important contrast: my soul —
thy Holy One. Let us admit it that the former refers

to David and to Christ, the latter only to Christ as
Peter also proceeds to explain. David’s body decayed;
not even the slightest bit of decay touched the body of
Jesus. "Holy One" (qadosh, (ﬁrms) is often applied to
God, especially by Isaiah; also to’Christ in Mark 1:24;
Luke 4:34; Acts 3:14; I John 2:20; here and in Acts
13:35, 3010: (Trench: opposite of “polluted”) is used.
“Holy One” thus predicates the holiness of deity of
Jesus; it was thus that he did not see corruption. The
body of the incarnate Holy One could not be touched by
the decay which touches even the bodies of the saints
because they are still sinners. David thus prophesied
in regard to Christ and his stay in the tomb. And now
we see the “hope" on which his ﬂesh rested. Death
would bring corruption to his body, but at death his
soul would escape hell and enter heaven because Jehovah’s Holy One would not see corruption when he
would be given into death (v. 23). The body of Jesus,
untouched by corruption, would arise on the third day,
sin and death being conquered forever. David’s body,
living or dead, thus rested in the hope, in the hope of its
resurrection at the last day, and at death his soul would
enter glory.
28) It is thus that the Lord made known “life’s
ways” to David (the Hebrew has the singular), and we
may take the genitive in either sense: “the ways that
belong to life,” are characteristic of it, or “that lead to
life," i. e., life eternal. These ways are repentance,
faith, obedience, and hope; and “life" ((0.75, so often in
John) is the life principle itself, life in God, with God,
in and with Christ who is “the Life,” i. e., the fount of
life for us. “Didst make known" goes far beyond the
intellect; no one can have the knowledge of life’s ways
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except by having that life and in its living power walking in those ways. The thought is not merely reaching
that life hereafter, but having it, enjoying it, walking
in its ways now.
The Hebrew: “Satiation with joys is with (or at)
thy countenance,” i. e., is had where the light of Jehovah’s countenance or presence is felt, is rendered in the
Greek: “Thou wilt ﬁll me with gladness in company
with (mi) thy countenance.” The thought is the same
as it is in the Hebrew. The future tense “wilt ﬁll me”
means already now and, of course, vastly more after
death.
29) Peter adds an exegesis of the main point of
David’s prophecy. Men and brethren (1:16; 2 :14),
it is permitted to state with openness to you concerning the patriarch David that he both died and was
buried, and his tomb is with us to this day. Therefore, as being a prophet and as knowing that God
swore to him with an oath to seat one out of the
fruit of his loins on his throne, foreseeing it, he made
utterance concerning the resurrection of the Christ
that he neither was abandoned unto hades nor did
his ﬂesh see corruption.

Peter ﬁrst of all makes very clear that David’s
words were not fulﬁlled in his own person but were
prophecy and dealt with the resurrection of the Messiah. He is deferential: “it is permitted,” etc. = “permit me to state openly to you” as my brethren who
know that I mean nothing derogatory when I say “concerning the patriarch David,” whom I revere with you

as a patriarch, the progenitor of a royal line in Israel,
ﬁrst “that he both died," ended his life, “and was buried,” these two going together, and secondly, as wellknown evidence of the fact, “his tomb is with us to this
day.” Neh. 3 :16 mentions David’s tomb; Josephus
speaks of it several times. It was about a thousand
years old at this time, and Dio Cassius 64, 14 reports
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that it fell into ruins during Hadrian’s reign in the year

133, after which it is no longer heard of.

It was at

Jerusalem — mute but incontrovertible evidence that
Ps. 16 was not fulﬁlled in David. David’s body saw
corruption. It was dust.
30) The possibility that David could have been
mistaken in his psalm is not for one moment entertained. The conclusion (only) to be drawn is far otherwise, one to which all of Peter's hearers at once agree:
“as being a prophet . . . he made utterance,” and that
"concerning the resurrection of the Christ." The verb
ima’pxo is often used in the sense of “to be." But Peter
must add an important point, the one on account of
which he already called David a “patriarch.” ‘When
David wrote that psalm he did it “knowing that God
swore to him with an oath to seat one out of the fruit of
his loins on his throne.” The form of the participle
c3803: is perfect, but the sense is always present. “Swore
with an oath" may be pleonastic but it is stronger than
the verb without this dative of means (R. 1205, 531).

See II Sam. 7:12; Ps. 132:11. The phrase in unprof- is
Partitive: “one out of the fruit,” etc., and should be
regarded as the object of mol’mu and not as the subject
(R. V.) ; the additions found in the A. V. have far too
little support to be considered. Peter needed to say no
more for Jews. They knew that “one out of the fruit of
his loins" (the Greek for “loins" is always singular) referred to the Messiah. They, indeed, conceived his
throne to be one of earthly grandeur only and had to

be taught Luke 1:32, 33.
31) “Foreseeing it,” Peter says, David made utterance as he did. He foresaw what he recorded in Ps. 16.
This psalm is quoted by Peter, and thus Peter says that
David made this utterance “concerning the resurrection
of the Christ." As a prophet he spoke by revelation
and by inspiration; hence Adana, “he made utterance,"

is the ﬁtting verb. How fully David himself compre-
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hended his own utterance is quite immaterial. It is

Peter himself who tells us how far beyond the comprehension of the prophets some of their utterances were,

I Pet. 1:10-12; II Pet. 1:20, 21. We have no interest
in reducing this comprehension to a minimum or in
searching out and speculating on its degree. The point
is that we ourselves see and believe the literal fulﬁllment. In the case of David the word was half fulﬁlled,
namely only the clause that his soul would not be abandoned unto hades. In the case of the Christ both were
to be fulﬁlled, this statement and the other that his
ﬂesh should not see corruption. Note how Peter repeats
the double statement, retaining the sense but not the
identical words. Most important, he uses aorist tenses
where David had futures: “that he neither was abandoned unto hades, nor did his ﬂesh see corruption."
These historical aorists are in place, for they declare
that the fulﬁllment has come in the resurrection of the
Christ who is Jesus.
32) This Jesus God raised up, whereof all we
are witnesses. In “this Jesus," who is presented
fully in v. 22 as to his accreditation and his death according to God’s counsel, the prophecy of David, which
was unfulﬁlled in his own case, was truly and completely fulﬁlled: “This Jesus God raised up.” It is he
and he alone whose flesh did not see corruption. He is
the Holy One of Yahweh in David’s'prophecy, the One
out of David's loins, “the Christ,” fully and gloriously
proved so by God's raising him up. By this act God
sealed him as the Christ. Note that in this its very
ﬁrst presentation the entire apostolic message centers
in the resurrection of Jesus. God centered it there already in David’s prophecy, then again in fulﬁlling that
prophecy in the case of Jesus, I Cor. 15 :13, etc.
All that Peter needs to add is the clause: “whereof
all we are witnesses," namely the whole body of the
disciples, all of whom had seen the risen Lord, 600 at

96

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

one time in Galilee; «:6 must be “of which," of the act
of raising up Jesus, and not “of whom," of his person.

In order to see the force of this clause for all these
Jews, dwellers in Jerusalem, we must recall the full
publicity of the death of Jesus (v. 23), plus the report
on his empty tomb which the Sanhedrists tried to explain away (Matt. 28:11-15), thereby aiding the publication in the city of what had occurred in Joseph's
tomb. The lie that disciples had stolen the body from
under the eyes of the Roman guard was too shallow. All
that Peter needed to do was to ﬂash the truth on those
hearers in connection with David's prophecy. To this
day that empty tomb establishes the resurrection of
Jesus and the fulﬁllment of the prophecy. “All we"
recalls I Cor. 15:4-8, and what the risen Lord himself
expounded to them regarding the prophecies of Scripture as recorded in Luke 24 :27 ; 44-48.
33)

But Peter cannot stop at this point.

His

hearers themselves are witnesses this very day. Therefore, having been exalted by the right hand of God
and having received the promise of the Holy Spirit
from the Father, he did pour out this which you

yourselves see and hear. Right here and now Peter's
hearers were both seeing and hearing the great effects
of the resurrection of Jesus, the miracles of Pentecost.
They reveal what the resurrection involved, the exaltation of the risen Jesus, his pouring out the spirit, the
miraculous evidence of which all were seeing and hearing. Peter thus goes straight to his goal: he lays up

stone on stone with perfect, swift mastery until the
arch is complete.
The fact that the resurrection of Jesus as the Christ
was not intended to bring him back from the dead for
a continuation of his former earthly life did not need
to be stated. The resurrection miracle was far too
great for so small an effect. Another act accompanied
that of raising the incorruptible body of Jesus from the
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dead: he was exalted by the right of God, of» presenting
this and what follows as resting on the resurrection.
The participle presents this act of exalting Jesus as
being preliminary to what follows. “Having been exalted” includes both the gloriﬁcation of the body at the
time of its resurrection and the ascension of that body
to heaven. Peter does not say regarding this exaltation
that the disciples constitute the witness of it. They
saw some of it in the appearances, and the eleven saw
the ﬁrst part of the ascension, but none saw the exaltation in heaven. Peter will offer the other, the Scripture,
proof.
The dative is called ambiguous by R. 543: to — at
— by the right hand, and some puzzle about the choice
to be made when interpreting. But the ambiguity is
only abstractly grammatical and not exegetical. This is
the dative of means: “by the right" (supply “hand”) ;
and it has been well said that, when the right hand exalts, it does not place on the left side. In all the passages which speak of God’s right hand his omnipotence
and his majesty are referred to; by these the human
nature of Jesus was exalted; Eph. 1:20—23 offers the
fullest description.
A second participle is added with the close connec-

tive n which is stronger than gas’ and indicates that the
exaltation and the reception of the Spirit are a double
act. The exalted Jesus “received the promise of the
Holy Spirit from the Father.” Here we have the Holy
Trinity, for “Father" implies Jesus as the Son. The
fact that the exalted Jesus receives the Spirit from the
Father in order to send him forth to the disciples appears in John 15:26; 16:7; compare Acts 1:4. It is
thus that the three Persons unite in working out our
salvation; we may also compare Luke 3:22. On this
centering of all these acts in the Father nothing beyond
the fact itself can be offered. “The promise of the Holy
Spiri ” = the promise which is the Spirit; the genitive
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is appositional (R. 498). In 1:4 we, therefore, have
simply “the promise of the Father.” The Spirit is the
Promised One, promised as the result of Christ’s redemption, to convey that redemption to men and to appropriate it unto them.
And now Peter is back where he began in v. 16:
“he did pour out this which you yourselves see and
hear,” ¢'£e'x£¢v the aorist to express the fact. While 1’051’0
might refer to Hucﬁfla, the relative speaks of what Peter’s hearers are seeing and hearing, which is not the
Spirit himself but the effect of his presence, the miraculous manifestations. They are poured out by the
pouring out of the Spirit. Since the Spirit is a person,
it is a striking expression to say that he is poured out.

In v. 17, 18 we have the partitive “from or of my
Spirit,” which helps to explain the ﬁgure of pouring

out. The Spirit is the source and fountain of all spir—
itual gifts and blessings; where the Spirit is these are
richly distributed and bestowed like heavenly streams
of grace. Thus both the Spirit himself is said to be
poured out and all the gifts which we still see and hear.
Compare the literal presentation in I Cor. 12:7—11.
34) Peter offers far more than his own assertions, true as they are. He at the same time offers the

proof that is decisive for his Jewish hearers by again
quoting the prophet David, this time Ps. 110. For
David did not go up into the heavens, yet be him-

self declares,
Said the Lord to my Lord, Sit thou at my
right

Until I place thine enemies as a footstool of thy
feet.

With assurance, therefore, let all Israel’s house
he realizing that God made him both Lord and

Christ, this Jesus whom you on your part cruciﬁed.
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The one thing it was necessary to prove was the
exaltation of Jesus. The other needed no proof, for the
miracles of the outpouring of the Spirit Peter’s hearers
themselves saw and heard. They also beheld the fact
that these effects of the Spirit were observable only in
the disciples of Jesus who were assembled before them.
The connection with Jesus was thus plain. David is
merely called on to reveal just what this connection
was. But this is set aside by the critics who deny that
David wrote Ps. 110 by attributing it to an unknown
and much later writer. Here again we have the parting of the ways, on the one side these critics with their
hypotheses, on the other hand Christ and his testimony.
Matt. 22:41-46; Mark 12:35-37; Luke 20:41-44 report
an untruth if the declaration of Jesus that David wrote
this psalm is not reliable. The very words Peter here

uses are elsewhere used in the same sense: I Cor.
15:25; Heb. 1:13; 10:13. Other passages of the psalm
are likewise used with reference to the Messiah: Heb.
6:6; 7:17, 21. If anything is Scripturally certain, it is
that David penned this psalm.
.
He did not speak of himself in what he said in this
psalm but again, as in v. 27, of another who was vastly
greater than himself. Peter at once points that out.

With yip he introduces the proof for the exaltation of
Jesus. “David did not go up (ascend) into the heavens.” He died and was buried, and the tomb that contained his body was nearby when Peter spoke, had been
there for a thousand years. Peter renders the Hebrew
dual shamayim with the word “heavens.” “Did not go
into the heavens” refers to the body of David. David
ended as every other human being ends. Death separated his soul and his body, the latter rotted in the
tomb, and since David was a believer, the former went
to heaven to await the last day and the resurrection.
In connection with v. 27 we have treated the claim that
David’s soul went to hades.
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And yet this very David says this wonderful thing
which cannot refer to himself, which must refer to the
Messiah, and which is now seen to be fulﬁlled in Jesus.
“The Lord said unto my Lord," Yahweh unto David’s '
'Adon.

David was king and had no earthly lord above

him. Who, then, was this “Lord" of David, this ’Adon,
this mighty dignitary, whom Jehovah seats at his right
in eternal triumph over his enemies? All Jews knew
that David was here speaking of the Messiah and by
calling him “my Lord” was confessing and worshipping
him. But the great point of the revelation which David makes lies in what Yahweh says to this Messiah
Lord: “Be sitting (present imperative, durative) at
my right,” etc. This is divine exaltation (Heb. 1:13).
To only One did Yahweh ever say this.
On the idiom ex 8££u3v see v. 25. God’s right and
right hand (v. 33) are anthropomorphitic expressions

which signify his might and his majesty; and sitting at
God’s right is to exercise all this might and this majesty. Need we say that this is impossible for one who is
only a human being ?. Need we add that it could not be
said of the Son as the Second Person of the Trinity, he
who in his very being is already of equal might and
majesty with the Father? This was said to the Son as
man. In his human nature he was exalted to rule forever with divine might and majesty.
It is as the incarnate Son that he has “enemies”

(Luke 19:14). Had they not carried him to the cross?
But Yahweh says he will place them all as a footstool

of the feet of this Lord of David’s. The ﬁgure matches
this ’Adon’s ”sitting at Yahweh’s right. In this way
conquering kings showed their triumph by placing a
foot upon the neck of some conquered king. But here
the ﬁgure is magniﬁed -- all the enemies as a unit, as a

permanent footstool of the exalted Messiah. This does
not imply that the Messiah rests on the heavenly throne

while the Father crushes his enemies for him. Ps. 2:9

Acts 2:85, 86
makes that plain.
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The Persons join in all works.

is this crushing a strain.

Nor

God laughs at these enemies

and their silly rage against his Anointed.

Delitzsch

‘writes: “Temporal history shall end with the triumph
of good over evil but not with the annihilation of evil
but with its subjugation. To this it will come when
absolute omnipotence for and through the exalted
Christ shows its effectiveness."
By citing this prophecy Peter accomplished two
things: he explained from David’s writings how the
miracle of Pentecost occurred after having shown from
Joel's prophecy that it must occur; and he placed David
before his hearers as calling the Messiah “his Lord”
together with the enemies who would be made the
Messiah’s footstool. These were Jesus’ disciples upon
whom the Spirit promised by Joel had come with such
miraculous manifestations ; from whom could this Spirit
have come upon them except from Jesus and except
from him as exalted at God’s right even as David had
said? But what about these hearers of Peter’s? Were
they among the enemies of whom David, too, had
prophesied? Peter struck home in the hearts of these
hearers with his quotation.
36) The summing up is so masterly that it could
have been made only by inspiration from the Spirit
even as the entire sermon bears the plainest marks of
the Spirit. It has been well said regarding this last
sentence: Tot verba, tot pendent. Note the same tone
of authority in the imperative that was evident at the

beginning (v. 14) and in the progress (v. 22) of the
sermon. This ﬁnal oﬁy draws the deduction from the
entire presentation. Take Jesus (v. 22-24), the Pentecostal miracle, the prophecy of Joel and the two prophecies of David—what do they put beyond question?
“That God made Jesus both Lord and Christ,” and “let
all Israel’s house he realizing it with assurance." Any
other deduction is false to both the facts and the
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prophecies. Note the durative present “be realizing,”
ytku'm. This is more than mere knowing, it is a knowing that is realization and complete conviction that
grows deeper the longer it continues. “Assuredly” 01'
“with assurance” ﬁts this realization; note the noun in
Luke 1 :4, “the certainty” for Theophilus.
Peter looks far beyond his immediate hearers when
appealing to “all Israel’s house." No article is needed
after ml: to have it mean “all” and not “every”; better
than the explanation of R. 772 is that of the older
grammarian Winer: aim ’Iapmja is a proper name.
“House of Israel" makes all Jews one great family of

the patriarch Israel, all of whose members ought to
share his faith. Israel is the third great patriarch, the
one from whom the whole people of Israel branched
out. The reference is to the human nature of our Lord
when Peter says that “God made Jesus both Lord and
Christ." this nature, of course, in conjunction with the
divine. And “made" includes everything from the incarnation to the ﬁnal exaltation. “Lord" is divine Lord,
David’s 'Adon, the deios (1:6) and 6 Kriptos 'Irpoﬁs'
(1 :21) of the apostles. The word contains power and
majesty but always coupled with grace and the highest
magnanimity, for this Lord is our Savior. Here the
title is joined with “Christ,” xpmés, the verbal adjective from the superior verb xplm, “to anoint,” hence “the
Anointed," the Hebrew Mashiach. The word refers to
an oﬁice. As the Anointed, Jesus is our Prophet, High
Priest, and King, and in all these ofﬁces brings us sal-

vation.
This Lord and Christ had been the great hope of
the Jews, but they had converted their expectation into

one of a grand, earthly Deliverer and Ruler who would
lift the Jews above all nations in supreme power and

glory.

Therefore they rejected “this Jesus," Peter

adding: “whom you on your part (emphatic iwds) cru-

ciﬁed." God made him Lord and Christ, you cruciﬁed
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him. On their guilt compare v. 23. The contrast between “God” and “you" is _the same as in v. 23, 24, but
terser and thus stronger. Peter minced no words. He
preached plenty of gospel but drove straight home with
the law. And he was content with that. There was no
sentimental pleading, belaboring, begging, which so
often defeats itself. No sinner does God a favor by
accepting Christ. Peter preached the divine truth in all

its power; the effect took care of itself.
THE Earner or Parm’s SERMON
37) Now on hearing it they were pierced
through as to the heart and said to Peter and the rest
of the apostles, What shall we do, men and brethren?
A1 is metabatic or transitional, carrying the account
farther. The effect of Peter’s preaching was the one
intended. His sermon consisted of law and of gospel,
and in normal cases it is always the law that ﬁrst takes
eﬁect; yet the gospel must accompany the law, otherwise the law will eﬁ’ect only despair instead of contrition. It is not merely the repeated statement that these

hearers of Peter’s were involved in making away with
Jesus that pierced their hearts but their whole previous
attitude toward this Jesus whom God had sent them as
“Lord and Christ.” They had not accepted him thus,
they had treated him as a mere man, many perhaps
with indifference, others joined in the hostility of their
Sanhedrin. Their eyes were now opened to the wickedness of their previous attitude toward Jesus. All the
guilt of their unbelief was revealed through Peter’s
sermon. This shows us how we must today preach the
law in connection with Jesus, the Lord and Christ of

God. We must reveal the guilt of unbelief. Unless the
sinner is pierced in heart with this guilt, conversion
will not be wrought.
The second passive is followed by the adverbial accusative: “they were pierced through as to their

104

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

hearts." Like a sharp spear the law penetrated their
hitherto hard and impervious hearts. The Greek «upsia
is always the center of the personality, psychologically
the mind plus the will.

Far more than the feelings of

the hearers were stirred or hurt. “Pierced throug ”
means in a deadly way. By the exposure of it which
Peter had made their entire previous attitude of unbelief was struck a deadly blow.

These men felt utterly

crushed. They were not only hurt but hurt so that they
could not rally against the hurt. Their conscience was

smitten so that they could not fend off the blow. They
had been in opposition to God in their treatment of his
grace in Jesus. Denial on their part was impossible.
The question they asked is a full admission of their guilt.
They use the plural “men and brethren,” for they
realized that Peter spoke for all the apostles. 0n “men
and brethren” see 1 :16, and 2:29, and note the appeal
in “brethren,” which asks the apostles to help them as
brethren. They use the deliberative subjunctive in their
question, thereby indicating that they are utterly at

a loss as to what to do in their terrible situation. The
question was not intended in a synergistic sense nor
was it less than the one asked in 16 :30 because "to be
saved” was not added. These men were not thinking

of doing something of themselves to remove their guilt.
Their question implies the contrary: 1) a complete confession of their guilt; 2) a complete confession of their

helplessness in regard to this guilt; 3) complete submission to the apostles in order that they who have produced the consciousness of their guilt may lead them
also to deliverance from this guilt. Peter does not cor-

rect their question, nor did Paul do so in 16:30. He
would have been in the wrong to answer, “You cannot

do anything l”
38) And Peter to them (the verb is to be supplied from v. 37) : Repent and be baptized, every-

one of you. in the name of Jesus Christ for re-
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mission of your sins, and you shall receive the gift
of the Holy Spirit. For to you is the promise and to
your children and to all afar off, as many as the

Lord, your God, shall call to himself.
Peter gives direct answer and tells these men exactly what to do. But this doing is nothing more than
the divinely intended reaction of the gospel in the
hearts of these men. They must repent, they must
come to baptism, but only as drawn by the gospel and
its power of grace. It is our will that moves and acts
and yet only because God’s grace makes it move.
In pmmzv and ymima we have one of the great concepts of the Bible. The word originally signiﬁed to
perceive or understand afterward (pad) , i. e., too late;
then it advanced to the idea of a later change of mind
and thus came to mean “repent.” But throughout the
New Testament the word has been deepened to mean
an inner change of heart that is decisive for the whole
personality, one away from sin and unbelief with their
guilt unto Christ, faith, and cleansing through Christ.
When it is used without modiﬁers as here, “to repent”
includes the entire inner change or contrition and faith
(like irmpc'tﬁzw, “to turn,” “to be converted”) ; but
when “to believe" is added, contrition alone is referred
to but as accompanying faith. So “repent” here -=
turn wholly to Jesus as your Savior (“Lord and
Chris ,” v. 36) and accept him as such. In order to
effect this change of heart Peter had placed so fully
before them just who and what Jesus is. It is this Jesus
who is thus to draw them to repentance.
The aorist imperative is one of authority and demands a decisive act that is to stand once for all. A
present imperative would imply that the repentance is

to be renewed daily even as Luther calls the Christian’s entire life a repentance.
“Repent” is plural, but “be baptized” has the distributive singular subject “everyone of you." The two
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acts, however, always go together in the case of adults,

and all diﬂiculty disappears when we properly conceive
them as a unit. Let us not separate them. The pathological cases of possible repentance without baptism
need not concern us. Peter’s hearers knew about
baptism through the work of the Baptist. Jesus con-

tinued John’s baptism (John 4:1, 2). This baptism
was not only symbolical. As practiced by both John
and Jesus and then as being appointed for all nations it
bestowed the remission of sins and was thus a true
sacrament. The Twelve, as far as we know, had been
baptized only with John’s baptism.
“In the name of Jesus Christ” for the ﬁrst time uses
“Jesus Christ” as a personal designation, combining
the personal “Jesus" with the ofﬁcial “Christ.” This
later became the regular usage. As in v. 21 and in all
these expressions, 5voua, “name," designates the revela—
tion by which Jesus Christ is known so that we rely on
him. To be baptized “in his name” means to be baptized “in connection with the revelation he has made of
himself,” the application of water (as instituted by
him) placing us into union with him by means of his
name or revelation. Baptism seals us with this name
and revelation and gives us all this name and this reve-

lation contain, and by receiving baptism we accept it all.
A refusal of baptism would be a repudiation of Christ
and of all the gifts contained in his name. He who
wants a piece of property wants and accepts the deed
to it: if he will not have the deed he may be quite cer-

tain he does not really care for the property, especially
since both property and deed are a gift.
The church has never considered “in the name of
Jesus Christ" the formula to be used when baptizing;
it employs only the words occurring in Jesus’ own command: “in the name of the Father and of the Son and
of the Holy Spirit.” The (I: is static and does not mean
“into" but, as so frequently in the Koine, “in.” What

Acts 2:88

107

words are we to use: some selected by ourselves, one
person using this, another that formula? Would our
words be better than Christ’s own? The holy name is
like a signature and deeds to us all that the revelation
centering in this name intends to convey. Are signatures to deeds something immaterial, to be changed ad
libitum? Banks certainly do not think so. When we
baptize, all doubt as to the genuineness of the act is always to be excluded. That is done by the use of the
name Jesus gave; it is not done by substituting words
of our own even though these be other words taken
from Scripture.
“Everyone of you” makes repentance and baptism
personal in the highest degree. Salvation deals with
each individual. Note the universality: “everyone," no
matter what his condition or position may be. One
door is open to all, one only, Baptism is pure gospel
that conveys grace and salvation from God through
Christ; it dare not be changed into a legal or legalistic
requirement that is akin to the ceremonial requirement of Moses such as circumcision. God does something for us in baptism, we do nothing for him. Our
acceptance of baptism is only acceptance of God's gift.
This is emphasized strongly in the addition: “for
or unto remission of your sins.” It amounts to nothing
more than a formal grammatical difference whether
:2: is again regarded as denoting sphere (equal to z‘v),
R. 592, or, as is commonly supposed, as indicating aim
and purpose, R.- 592, or better still as denoting effect.

Sphere would mean that baptism is inside the same cir.
cle as remission; he who steps into this circle has both.
Aim and purpose would mean that baptism intends
to give remission; in him, then, who receives baptism
aright this intention, aim, and purpose would be attained. The same is true regarding the idea of effect in

(is. This preposition connects remission so closely with
baptism that nobody has as yet been able to separate
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the two. It is this gift of remission that makes baptism
a true sacrament; otherwise it would be only a sign or a
symbol that conveys nothing real. In order to make

baptism such a symbol, We are told that Peter’s phrase
means only that baptism pictures remission, a remission
we may obtain by some other means at some later day.
But this alters the force of Peter’s words. Can one persuade himself that Peter told these sinners who were
stricken with their terrible guilt to accept a baptism

that pointed to some future remission? Had he no
remission to oﬂfer them now? And when and how could
they get that remission, absolutely the one thing they

must have? And how can Ananias in 22:16 say, “Be
baptized and wash away thy sins!” as though the water
of baptism washed them away by its connection with
the Name?
'A¢<als, from (14>!an “to send away,” is another great
Biblical concept: “the sending away" of your sins.

How far away they are sent Ps. 103:12 tells us: “as
far as the east is from the west, so far has he removed
our transgressions from us." Measure the distance

from the point where the east begins to the point where
the West ends. Nor does David say, “as far as the north

is from the south,” lest you think of the poles and
succeed in measuring the distance. Again Micah 7 :19:
“Thou wilt cast all their sins into the depths of the
sea.”

Even today the sea has depths that have never

been sounded. The idea to be conveyed is that the sins
are removed from the sinner so as never to be found
again. never again to be brought to confront him. God

sends them away, and he would thus be the last to bring
them back. When the sinner appears before his judgment seat, his sins are gone forever. This is what our
far less expressive “forgiveness” really means. Nor

does the guilt remain, for sin and guilt are one: sin
gone, guilt gone!
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“And you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit”
means in and by repenting and being baptized. The
genitive is appositional; as in v. 33 the promise is the
Holy Spirit, so here the gift is the Holy Spirit. In
Peter's sermon the Spirit came to work upon the hearers from without, but by bringing them to repentance
and to baptism he would actually enter their hearts, be
their heavenly gift, and thus put them into actual communion with God. This gift is bestowed upon each
and every repentant and baptized soul and cannot,
therefore, refer only to charismatic gifts of the Spirit,
speaking with tongues, healing, etc., but denotes the
gift of grace and salvation which is always present in

the heart which the Spirit enters. We do not read that
any of the 3,000 spoke with tongues, yet they all received the Holy Spirit.
Here again we must not separate repentance, bap-

tism, the Spirit. Not at some later time were these
people to receive the Spirit; not in some later sudden,
mysterious seizure; not as a later “second blessing"
that would produce a total sanctiﬁcation or sinlessness by a sudden transformation.
Luther wrote
against the Anabaptists: “This doctrine is to remain
sure and ﬁrm, that the Holy Spirit is given through the
ofﬁce of the church, that is through the preaching of
the gospel and baptism. There must seek him all who
desire him, must not despise the little band in which
the preaching of the gospel resounds, but must hold to

that band, gathered and staying together in Christ's
name."

39) In order to draw all his hearers unto repentance and baptism Peter assures them: “For to you is
the promise and to your children," to them ﬁrst as
Jews. “The promise" is the Holy Spirit, “promise"
occurs in this sense in 1:4, and in 2:33.

It was the

intention of God to bestow his Spirit upon the Jews
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ﬁrst. “To you” is emphatic and thus stresses. the
thought that, if God so graciously purposed to bless
them with his Spirit, they should surely not despise
his intention. “And to your children” is a most signiﬁcant addition when we bear in mind that the 01d
Covenant included children. Certainly, the New Covenant would include them likewise. But how are children to receive the Holy Spirit except by baptism?
“Your children” allows no restriction as to age.

How

the Holy Spirit enters their hearts by baptism is his
concern only, ours is to administer that baptism, in no
wise doubting, otherwise we could not answer to God.
“And to all afar off” includes all other nations and,
of course, also their children, (is paxpév (686v), a phrase
that is made a‘substantive by the article with d: being
static (R. 593). These “afar off" cannot be restricted
to the Jewish diaspora, especially not in view of “all
ﬂesh” in v. 17; compare Isa. 49:1, 12; 57 :19. “As many

as the Lord, our God, shall call unto himself” in no
way limits the universality. These are not persons
who are chosen by a mysterious decree of election but
those who are called by the gospel. Others, too, are
called but reject the call in permanent obduracy ; these
are won by the call and its grace. The aorist subjunctive is futuristic and views the entire calling as a unit
that includes all those won by the call as one body.
Kﬁpio: a (Bed: = Yahweh Haelohim, and 77pm means that
this covenant Lord and omnipotent God exercises his
power in favor of Israel.

By means of this possessive

Peter unites himself with his Jewish hearers; the God
of the Old Covenant is also the God of the New. It is
worth noting, both here in Peter's words and beginning
with the Baptist, that the Three Persons are mentioned

with utmost freedom, and all Jews accepted this Trinity of God without a question.
40)
And with many other words he adjured
and kept urging them, saying, Be saved from this
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crooked generation! Luke himself tells us that he
is reporting only the essentials. Perhaps Peter had
to answer questions and make further explanations
literally “with other more words (statements),” more
than the ones recorded. The verb is strong: “to protest earnestly,” “to adjure,” the aorist to express the
fact. .But the imperfect “he kept urging them" (thus
M.-M. 484) describes the chief point of this adjuration,
the urging: “Be saved from this crooked generation l”
The aorist imperative is passive, and there is no reason for not regarding it so. Some passive forms are
to be taken in a middle sense, but scarcely this passive.
One might ' make it permissive, “let yourselves be
saved," but scarcely the reﬂexive middle, “save yourselves."
Here “generation” is to be taken in an ethical sense
as the adjective “crooked” plainly shows. The Hebrew
dor and the Greek ymo: are often so used although this
has often been denied in connection with Luke 21:32.
The generation here referred to is the entire succession of unbelievers with the Sanhedrin at its head.
From it Peter’s hearers are to be saved by repenting
and by being baptized. “Crooked” is made emphatic
by means of a second article (R. 776) ; :7onde (Dent.

32:5; Ps. 78:8 = LXX 77:8; Phil. 2:15) is used ﬁguratively. It refers to a warped piece of timber which
the carpenters must throw .out as being useless. “Be
saved” implies that the crooked generation is bound
for destruction.
41) They, accordingly, who received his word
were baptized; and there were added on that day
about three thousand souls. Oi ptv oﬁv is clearer here
than in 1:6; for the article is to be construed with
the participle: “those receiving his word” and not all
those present on this occasion. Receiving, “consenting to the word, giving it entrance” (C.-K. 281), was
one act, hence the aorist participle; “his word” (Myoc)
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is the substance of what Peter said. All these “were
baptized.”
This leads us to a consideration of the question of
baptism by immersion. When Luke writes, “They
were baptized, and about three thousand were added

on that day," he certainly intends to say that they were
added by baptism on that very day and not that they
were added that day but were baptized later on. Those
who accept the plain sense of Luke’s statement must
show where 3,000 could be immersed in Jerusalem in
about half a day. Some speak of the brook Kidron or
of one or the other of the pools, but Kidron is bonedry the greater part of the year, and the pools are not
ponds. For several reasons none of the pools that have
been mentioned in this connection can be considered.
Those who are informed regarding the water facilities
of Jerusalem, therefore, regard Luke as saying that
the reception took place “on that day," but that the
baptizing took place later, namely at the Jordan. But
we may wonder why Luke did not then write: “Those
who received his word were added on that day, and
there were baptized about three thousand.” Even this
might well mean that they were also baptized on that
day. Luke, however, wrote as he did: baptized —
added that day. Even the long journey to the Jordan
is taken for granted although Luke should then have
written, “were baptized in the Jordan,” which he, however, did not add.
The question at issue is, however, much more extensive. It involves all other baptisms mentioned in
the New Testament beginning with that of John. We
have treated the latter in the Gospels (which see).

Neither John’s nor any other baptism mentioned in the
New Testament was administered by immersion. All
the evidence is to the contrary, often overwhelmingly
so. The issue in regard to the 3,000 who were baptized
at Pentecost is vital. This grand baptism, the ﬁrst in
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the Christian Church, undoubtedly established the
mode also for all future baptisms. Soon the membership in Jerusalem rose to 5,000 men (not counting
women and children, 4:4); then Luke loses all count
and says only that further “multitudes" were added
(5:14), and after that “the number of the disciples
were multiplied” (6:1), and again “multiplied," even
“a great company of priests” believing (6:7). Were
all these thousands also taken to the Jordan for bap-

tism? The claim is often made that all the men among
the 120 or more disciples helped the Twelve to baptize
the 3,000. This is done in support of immersion,
especially when the baptism is placed in Jerusalem and
when Luke is thought to say that it occurred "on that
day.” Immersion requires so much strength that many
men would be needed for immersing 3,000.

But who

alone stepped forth to deal with this multitude? In
v. 14 it is “Peter with the eleven," and in v. 37 the
multitude speaks to “Peter and the rest of the apos-

tles." This is Luke’s answer. Here the apostles func-

tioned in their high ofﬁce for the ﬁrst time.
How, then, were the 3,000 baptized? We do not
know. The Spirit has withheld the answer. Why?
Because the mode is not essential. In order to make it
essential the Spirit would have had to state it in plain
terms.

One mode, however, was not used: immersion.

Why, then, should we use it? The church has selected
the simplest mode, one that is probably much like the
one that was employed in Jerusalem. To insist on one
mode and to condemn all others is rather presumptu-

ous. We may add that all the pictorial and the archaeological evidence regarding the mode of baptism in
the early church has been gathered by Clement F.
Rogers, M. A., Baptism and Christian Archaeology,
Oxford, Clarendon Press. This man approached his
investigation with the conviction that immersion was

the primitive and original mode.

He found the exact
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contrary to be true. The most ancient tracings and
carvings portray the act of baptism as being carried
out by pouring. In this way John baptized Jesus, and
in this way other baptisms were administered. All
the fonts found in ruins and in excavations are shallow,
a few steps down. In some of these immersion could
have been possible, but only by laying the person down
ﬂat in the font, and then he dared not have been very
corpulent. This mass of evidence invalidates the assumption, so often met with, that immersion Was the
mode of baptism in the early church.
To this day it is by means of baptism that people
are added to the church. In the Greek “were added"
is enough and needs no phrase which states to whom
they were added; the same is true in regard to v. 47.
Luke’s Mai are “souls" in the sense of “persons.” The
statement that all of these were men must be denied
in view of 4:4, where Luke counts only “men," 5v3pcs,
and omits women and children. “Souls” does not exclude children, especially in view of “your children”

in v. 39 and of the entire 01d Covenant which included
children. In 7:14, where the family of Jacob is mentioned, “souls" positively includes every child. The
effort to take “your children,” farm, in the sense of
adult descendants only is ineffectual. All these details,
however, must not dim the tremendous fact which Luke
here records. Think of 3,000 coming to faith and to
baptism on one day, the very ﬁrst day of what may
be called the Christian Church!

Thus on one day the

great mother church of all Christendom was founded.

The ﬁrst Christian congregation starts off with 3,000
members.
THE FIRST PICTURE or THE Morass CONGREGATION
AT JERUSALEM

42) Luke gives us several of these pictures in due
succession. and each is intensely interesting. The
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Spirit begins his saving work, we are subject to it today. Jesus labored for three years and at last had
only some 500 disciples (I Cor. 15 :6) ; here 3,000 were
added at one stroke, fulﬁlling John 4:37, 38. And
they continued steadfast in the teaching of the
apostles and in the fellowship, in breaking the

bread, and in the prayers.
The entire sketch is presented by means of descriptive imperfects, thus painting the picture.

npoampnpc’u

means “to adhere with strength" to something, the
periphrastic imperfect stressing the continuance. We
have four datives in two pairs and do not regard the
last two as a unit apposition to “fellowship."
The fundamental activity of the ﬁrst congregation
is this ﬁrm, continued adherence “to the teaching of
the apostles.” They were the called teachers and
preachers and they began their work at once, there
being about 300 hearers to each apostle. This work
went on continuously, and. all these people not only
attended the meetings faithfully but also earnestly
adhered to what was taught. Atﬁax‘ri is both the work
of teaching and the doctrine taught. In'this case both
meanings ﬂow together.

The deduction should not be made from this passage that people may be received into the church only
on their willingness to enter it and that teaching may

be postponed until later.

These converts were Jews

who were fully conversant with the Scriptures as

Peter’s quotations from Joel and from David show.
The one thing they needed was the conviction that
Jesus was the Christ. That Peter wrought in them
on Pentecost. Thus they were fully prepared for
baptism and for membership; they had what we must
now ﬁrst give to those who have never been properly

instructed. This teaching after Pentecost was that
which we now perform Sunday after Sunday, the
teaching and the preaching in public worship.
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They adhered “to fellowship," and Luke adds no
genitive, nor is “of the apostles” to be understood; this
is the fellowship of all the members with each other
as well as with the apostles. They were one spiritual
body, inwardly one by faith in Christ, inwardly and
outwardly one by confessing Christ and by adhering
to the one doctrine of Christ that was taught by the
apostles. And so they kept together as one body and
treated each other accordingly. One faith and one
teaching, and thus one body in one fellowship. No
parties, schisms, inwardly. Kowwn’a is here communio
and not communicatio or impartation of alms. That
point Luke also notes later; it would be out of place
so far forward in this account. Already that fact
settles the question as to the next two datives; they
are not appositions to koz'nonia.
They adhered “to breaking the bread.” There is
no necessity for stressing the article in the sense of

“their bread,” that eaten at a joint meal. Even then
the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper would be involved,
since at this early time it was always celebrated at
the end of a meal (I Cor. 11:33, 34 in connection with
what precedes). Luke is speaking of the greatest
things done in this ﬁrst congregation and characterizes
the celebration of the Lord’s Supper by use of the
expression that was common at that time: “breaking
the bread." To stress this phrase so as to exclude
the cup from the Sacrament is just as unwarranted
as to have the phrase mean only partaking of a joint
meal. The apostles cannot be charged with mutilation of the Sacrament. I Cor. 11:23-29. “Breaking"

has been made an essential feature of the Sacrament,
yet there is no counterpart for the wine.

Breaking

was practiced only for the purpose of distribution, the
bread of that time never being cut in our fashion.
Krauth, Conservative Reformation, 723. shows the
impossibility of letting the breaking of bread symbolize

Acts 2:42, 43
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the killing of a man; see the words of institution in the
Gospels and in I Cor. 11.
They adhered “to the prayers," i. e., to the worship
in their own gatherings, 4:24, etc., and to the stated

devotions in the Temple, 321, etc.

It seems that this

word is used to designate the entire service or worship

and not merely the praying.

We thus see how Luke

ﬁrst pairs teaching and the fellowship it involves and

secondly the Sacrament and
parallels it.

the

worship

which

Here we have a brief description of the religious
life of the ﬁrst Christian congregation. All the essen-

tials are present and are in proper order and harmony.
The church has always felt that this is a model. One
wishes that Luke had said more. Where did this large
congregation assemble, for it grew tremendously (4 :4;
5:14; 6:1, 7) ? Many think of the halls of the Temple.
But this was scarcely the case. The one thing certain is that no difﬁculty was encountered regarding a
meeting place.

Were these “prayer meetings” in the

modern sense of that term? We shall see that only on
special occasions were gatherings for the purpose of

praying held. The dominating feature is the teaching
(Word) and the Sacrament.
43)

Moreover, on every soul fear kept coming;

and many wonders and signs through the apostles
kept occurring.
Here and again in V. 44 86 adds
something different. The reason for referring “every

soul” to non-disciples who came into contact with the
congregation is the contrasting subject in v. 44, “all
those believing.” These outsiders kept experiencing
“fear” in the sense of awe. They felt that higher powers were at work among the disciples. It is one thing

to have such impressions, quite another to act properly
upon them. With the close connective 7: Luke adds the
“wonders and signs" that were connected with this

fear; see v. 19 regarding the tw0 terms. The miracles
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were intended to impress those that were on the outside.
The statement is summary and is placed at the head of
the activity of the apostles because Luke does not intend to recount these miracles but to conﬁne himself
only to notable instances. Let us not overlook the fact
that these were “many,” astonishing as n’pam and sig-

niﬁcant as amuia. But the apostles were only the instruments (Sui) through whom One who was far higher
wrought. This differentiates all the apostolic miracles
from those of Jesus. God, indeed, wrought those of
Jesus (v. 22) but only as the divine Persons work
together.
44)

And all those believing kept together; and

they were having all things as common and were

selling their possessions and goods and distributing
them to all according as anyone had need. This
translation reproduces the correct reading. "‘All those
believing” (present participle) “were,” in the sense of
“kept," together (the phrase is to be understood as
it was in 1:16). The imperfect any is iterative; the
believers made a practice of meeting together. Remember in what different countries they had been
born. The Temple had drawn them to live in Jerusalem, and now their believing drew them together in

a different, deeper,.and far truer way. Faith in Christ
was the bond which made one body of these believers

even outwardly. This must be added to “the fellowship" mentioned in v. 42. Some think that these thousands lived together, others reduce the number.

views are unacceptable.

Both

The fact that they all found

room for their frequent meetings Luke considers it un-

necessary to explain.
45) As they were thus drawn together, so they
treated each other. “They were having or holding all

things as common,” Kowa'. is predicative.

This states

the main idea, namely how they considered and treated

their possessions, not as belonging to the owner only,

Acts 2:45
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but as something in which the rest were to share as
need arose.

This was not communism but the product

of something that communism does not understand.
The following imperfects are iterative (R. 884) : this

selling and this distributing took place from time to
time and was individual and wholly voluntary as 5:4

plainly states. It occurred “according as anyone had
need.” The use of a conjunction with av (or adv) with
the iterative imperfect is the classic construction,
which is, however, retained in the Koine only in subordinate clauses (C.-K. 367; R. 922).

As needy cases

arose they were taken care of in this manner. It is
a fair conclusion that most of these Jews who had
moved to Jerusalem from distant lands and were now
believers were well off and were living on their Wealth.
Yet they had changed their entire attitude toward
their wealth and were now using it in ﬁne Christian

charity. Volunteers came forward, such as Barnabas mentioned in 4:37, sold some possession or goods.
and placed the proceeds at the disposal of the apostles.
The fact that among so many believers instances of

need occurred is only natural.
The old Mosaic law provided ways and means for
taking care of all cases of poverty among the Jews;
but the number of beggars referred to in the New
Testament shows that these laws were no longer

enforced. This old spirit was revived in the ﬁrst congregation in Jerusalem and chose this means for letting no fellow believer suifer need.

It is unfair to say

that the Christians thought that their property was
insecure because of the hostility of the authorities and
therefore gave it away, or that they expected Christ's
return in the immediate future and therefore dealt so
lavishly. So also the poverty of the mother congregation which was found there at a later date is often
attributed to what Luke here records, but this was
due to the fact that the Herodian persecution scattered
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this ﬁrst congregation to the four winds while famine
and hard times set in and caused distress. What Luke
describes is a ﬁne display of Christian charity. The
same motive is still active in the church today. Many
rich still offer large sums, and the rest still bring
their portion, and Christian need never waits long
for relief.
46) Day by day both continuing steadfast with
one accord in the Temple and breaking bread
house by house, they were partaking of their food
in

exultation

and

simplicity

of

heart,

praising

God and having favor with the whole people. Moreover, the Lord kept adding together day by day the
saved.
The descriptive imperfects continue. Luke sketches
the daily life of the ﬁrst congregation. The three Rani.
phrases are distributive: “day by day,” “house by
house"; 1': . . . 1': correlate the ﬁrst two participles
(R. 1179), “both . . . an .”
The believers both
visited the Temple and broke bread house by house
at home. The daily visits to the Temple were made
for the purpose of participation in the Temple worship; we see Peter and John thus engaged in 3 :1. The
separation from the Temple and the Jews generally
developed gradually and naturally. Until it was
eifected, the Christians used the Temple which Jesus
had honored and which typiﬁed him (John 2:19-21)
as they had used it before. Its spacious colonnades and balls afforded them room for their own
assemblies.
Many think that “breaking bread” again refers to
the Sacrament, but in a brief sketch such as this Luke
would scarcely repeat in this fashion. The addition
“house by house" would add nothing new since it is
self-evident that the Temple was not the place for the
Sacrament. “Breaking bread” also refers to all the
meals and not merely to such as might precede the

Acts 2:46, 47
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Sacrament as an agape. “House by house" is like “day
by day.” It does not mean merely “at home” but in
each home. Wherever there was a Christian home its
residents partook of their food “in exultation of heart,”
with high delight in the grace vouchsafed them, and
“in simplicity or singleness of heart," rejoicing in
the one thing that ﬁlled their hearts with such
joy. This noun is derived from an adjective which

means “without a stone,” hence perfectly smooth and
even, metaphorically, a condition that is undisturbed
by anything contrary.
47) “Praising God” was the natural expression
of their hearts for the supreme blessing they had found
in Christ. So also they enjoyed “favor with the whole
people.” Taken as a whole, the people of the city
thought'well of all these disciples. Their fervor in
the Temple worship commended them, and their happy
conduct with praise to God on their lips made the Jews
like them. What a beautiful picture of this morning

hour of the church! The goodness of the Lord gave
his disciples this period of undisturbed peace in which
to grow and increace. The favorable disposition of the
populace helped to bring many to faith. So the Lord
often gives his church days of peace —do we always

use them as did the ﬁrst church in Jerusalem? Soon
the skies would become clouded and the storm of persecution descend to scatter the ﬂock.

In v. 41 we have the passive “they were added,”
here we see the agent in that passive: “the Lord kept
adding together,” 6"; 15 aim; occurs in this sense (1 :16) .

The Lord alone can add new members. Those who lay
stress on numbers bring in many in ways which they

devise.

We want numbers, but-such as the Lord adds

and records in his book, and none, if we can help it,

whose names would be only on our books.

He adds

only by ﬁlling the heart with the gospel. “Day by day”
in a brief space of time the congregation grew from
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3,000 souls to 5,000 men, or some 10,000 souls (4:4).
Those added are signiﬁcantly called “the saved,"
at outdmt. The substantivized present participle is
timeless and expresses quality or condition and nothing more. “The saved” are those who are in a saved
condition. “Such as should be saved” (A. V.) is incorrect and introduces a wrong idea; “those that were
being saved" (R. V.) is also incorrect, for it suggests
the thought that salvation was still in the future;
“those that were saved" (R. V., American Committee)
is still faulty in so far as it introduces the past tense.
An aorist participle would point to the saving act, and
a perfect participle (and this is at times used) to that
actand the saved condition resulting. The present
participle stops with a statement of the quality or con-

dition: “the saved."
A. V. see 3:1.

0n the readings found in the
'

CHAPTER 111
PETER AND JOHN HEAL THE CRIPPLE IN THE TEMPLE

The miracle is notable in itself but is recorded
chieﬂy because of its effect. It aroused the Sanhedrin
to its ﬁrst opposition against the apostles. Luke has
no indication as to the time that intervened between
Pentecost and this miracle. For doing good Peter and
John receive evil.

1) Now Peter and John were going up into the
Temple at the hour of prayer, the ninth. And a
man, being lame from his mother's womb, was being carried, whom they were placing day by day at
the door of the Temple, the one called Beautiful, to
ask alms from those going into the Temple, who, on
seeing Peter and John about to go into the Temple.
began requesting to receive alms.
We follow the preferred reading which has £12 75 aim;
concluding 2:47, and not opening 3:1. The A. V. does
the reverse and therefore concludes 2:47 with 17’, m»,m’a, a dative that is found in several texts. The textual
evidence is in favor of the reading translated in the R.
V. To put the phrase at the head of 3:1 makes it too
emphatic, since the very mention of “Peter and John"
shows that they were “together.” We are prepared
to ﬁnd them so. In his list in 1:13 Luke has grouped
them together (correct the A. V.) ; they act together
in Luke 22:8; John 13:24, 25; 18 :16. 17; 20:2, etc.;
21 :21, 22. So we repeatedly ﬁnd these two together in
the story of Acts. A close friendship unites them. By
nature they were entirely different.

ous, John serene.

Peter was impetu-

Thus they supplement each other.
(128)
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Diamond polishes diamond, writes Rieger, and it may
well happen that each enhances the luster of the other.
God often uses the friendship of believers for the good

of the church, especially the friendship of highly gifted
men; witness the working together of Luther and
Melanchthon.
These two were in the act of going up into the
Temple at the hour of prayer. In 2:15 we ﬁnd mention made of the service held at 9 A. M., here the one
held at 3 P. M. is referred to. The Jews counted twelve
hours for the day, starting with 6 A. M. ; so their ninth
hour was 3 P. M. which was called the evening sacri~

ﬁce. Already in 2 :46 we see how the disciples adhered
to the Temple and its services.

They continued this

practice until the Lord himself eventually made it impossible. The Jews always spoke of going “up” to or
into the Temple, no matter what the elevation was
from which they started. This was said in an ethical
sense. The Temple did not occupy the highest elevation in the city.
2) Simultaneous with their going into the Temple,
as a second imperfect informs us, a lame beggar “was
being carried" into it on some sort of a litter; m is

only our indeﬁnite article “a” man. “Lame from his
mother’s womb” states that he was born lame, had
never walked during the forty (4:22) years of his
life. He seems to~have been injured at birth so that
his ankle bones (v. 7) had not developed or were misshapen. His congenital lameness, especially at the age
he had now reached, rendered him incurable.

The ﬁrst

two imperfects are descriptive of actions in progress.
Peter and John overtook the men who were carrying
the beggar in. This very likely occurred somewhere

in the large court of the Gentiles. The imperfect in
the relative clause expresses customary action as the
added phrase shows: “whom they were placing day
by day,” etc. Relatives or friends did this, and it was

Acts 3:2, 3
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quite a task to carry the beggar such a distance and
back home again. Israel was to have no beggars
(Deut. 15 :4), but the Jews were omitting the weightier

matters of the law such as judgment, mercy, and faith,
Matt. 23 :23. We meet beggar after beggar.
This one had his regular station at the gate called
“Beautiful,” 'Qpcu'a (olipa 01‘ mun), from (5pc, “timely”

and thus “blooming,” “beautiful." Josephus, Wars, 5,
5, 3, describes it as being much higher than the other
gates and as being adorned with magniﬁcent silver and
gold plates. The Talmud calls it Nicanor’s gate after
its donor. This great gate was the only one that led
from the court of the Gentiles surrounding the
Sanctuary and the Temple buildings proper into the
court of the women and through this to the court of
the .men. Opposite this gate was Solomon’s Porch, a
colonnade. Fourteen steps led up to a gallery, that
ran around the three sides of the women’s court, and

ﬁve more steps from this gallery to the gate “Beautiful"; on two sides of the women’s court other less imposing gates afforded entrance. We at once see that,
while it was work to carry the beggar so far and also up
those steps, he certainly had the most promising place
for begging. The inﬁnitive with 701': denotes purpose.
3)

Not waiting until he was deposited in his usual

place but already when Peter and John were about

to go into the Temple, perhaps before they ascended
the steps, this beggar “began requesting to receive

aims." This imperfect is not iterative (R. 884) but
inchoative: the beggar “began to request,” and the
tense also holds us in suspense as to the outcome of
what he began Which was anything but what he expected. The verb itself expresses respectful asking.
There is no reason for connecting this request with the
liberality manifested toward fellow believers by the
Christians described in 2:44, 45, as though the beggar
knew all about that and expected some of that liberath
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to be shown him. This man was begging in his usual
way and was accosting people even before he got to his
regular station. “Began requesting alms" would be
enough ;- “to receive" is circumstantial and indicates

the outstretched hand that is anxious to take whatever
might be offered. Luke draws the picture well.

4)

Now Peter, earnestly looking on him, with

John, said, Look on us! And he began to give hood
to' them, expecting to receive something from them.
A!’ continues the story but introduces a new action
which was so diﬂ’erent from that which the beggar
usually experienced. Peter is the spokesman and later

performs the miracle, but John is with him in both.
This earnest look of the apostles does not mean, “looking through to the innermost bottom of the heart in
order to discover the proper receptivity.” Interpreta~
tions such as that are due to the view that miracles
require faith in advance. This view is here carried
to the point of making Peter and John look into the
beggar's very heart, which Would itself be a miracle.
The simple fact is that Peter and John saw only a
poor, pitiable cripple and his outstretched, begging
hand before them. But why this earnest and intent
look? We know of but one answer. The apostles
had often seen this cripple begging at the gate “Beautiful,” they may even have dropped him a coin now and
then. To heal him had not entered their minds. Why
not? Because the Lord had not put it into their minds
to do such a thing. The apostles did not perform
miracles just when and where they thought advisable.
In every case they were moved to do so by the Lord
and by his Spirit.
It is because the Lord so
moved them that they now ﬁxed their full attention on the cripple whom they had seen so often on
previous days.
Hence also their order to the beggar to look on
them which was uttered with the peremptory and

Acts 3:5, 6
authoritative aorist imperative.
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This beggar must pay

close attention to the apostles.
5) And he does. “He began to give heed to
them,” ('wdxa' (supply n5 may), but only in the same
way as any man might do when his attention is thus
aroused. So little was the thought of faith of any
kind in his mind that he supposed only that something
would now be given to him,~ something more than the
ordinary small coins he usually received. This is one
of a number of plain cases in which faith does not
and is not intended to precede but rather follows the
miracle.
6) But Peter said: Silver and gold is not mine;
but what I have I give to thee. In the name of Jesus
Christ, the Nazarene, be walking!
And having

grasped him by the right hand, he raised him up,
and at once his feet and ankles were made ﬁrm. And
leaping up, he stood and began to walk. And he

went with them into the Temple, walking and leaping and praising God.
Peter speaks of “silver and gold," the more valuable coins, because the beggar evidently expected an
unusually valuable gift from them and because he
thought them wealthy. It is a rather hasty conclusion on the basis of this word to suppose that the
apostles were themselves dependent on alms; for John
had a home and was able to support Jesus' mother
(John 19:27). Peter means, “I have no wealth."
But the cripple has no time to be disappointed, for
Peter immediately adds, “But what I have I give to
thee," leading the cripple to wonder what that might
be. He had his gift from the Lord — miraculous healing as the seal of the gospel message, that deﬁnite form
of healing for this particular person as it was indicated
to both these apostles by the Lord.
Without adding a single word of explanation, without doing anything to awaken or to increase faith,
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Peter utters the command that conveys its own power
of compliance: “In the name,” etc. Here again is

this pithy and signiﬁcant phrase c'v n5 Mpm "3., which
is so often interpreted in inadequate ways. It does
not mean “by the authority of,” etc. (R. 649); nor
does it mean this in some places and something else
in others. See 6mm in 2:21 and this phrase in 2:88.
Here, as always, the sense is: “in connection with the
revelation of Jesus," etc. In addition to what has
been said when considering 2:21 and 38 we may state
that “name” in the sense of “revelation" not only
comprehends Jesus and all his power and grace but
also conveys him to us for our apprehension. Paul
is acquainted with the phrase ‘fin Christ” or “in the
Lord,” and uses it often; in the expression “in the
name of Jesus Chris ’ “name" stresses the vital connection with the person Jesus Christ. The power and
the grace that make him “Jesus Christ” (“both Lord
and Christ,” 2 :36) are revealed in all that truly makes
us know him, that shines out from him, and that is
his NAME, the source from which all blessings, also
this miracle of healing, ﬂow. 0n “Jesus” see 2:22;
on “Christ," 2:36; the two combined in 2:38; on “the
Nazarene," 2:22. “In the name of Jesus Christ, the
Nazarene,” suddenly brought to the cripple’s mind

all that he had ever heard about this wonderful person.
“Be walking!” is the present imperative to express
enduring action; he is to have the power of walking
now and always. Here is no “if” or “but”; here is
no process or slow mending. We all know that even
when limbs are sound, no human being can at once
walk, leap, caper, jump, who has never done so before. The thing must ﬁrst be learned. But the cripple
is not to learn, he is to walk perfectly from the very
ﬁrst instant. Let that feature of the miracle have its
just due. In no way did the miracle depend upon the
man's faith or will or understanding. Of course, he

Acts 3:7, 8
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was to know, to believe, and to act, but all these came
about as a result of the healing, they were not conditions or requisites to the healing.

7)

Peter grasped him by the right hand, the very

hand he was holding out for alms, only in order to raise
him up, to make him stand and to walk at once. If
Peter and John had walked away, the cripple would
have discovered that his feet and his ankles were
normal and that he could walk. But no interval was

to occur.

Peter’s eﬁ'ort raised the man from the

ground; instantly his limbs were ﬁrm, sound, strong,

ready to serve their natural purpose. The member
grasped is properly in the genitive: took hold “of the
right hand.”
8)

Peter did not need to exert much effort, of him-

self the restored cripple, “leaping up, stood and began

to walk" (inchoative imperfect). Luke's description
is vivid. R. 1116 writes: “It is not clear why the
present participle occurs, e‘éiuéums, unless it is to
note that he kept on leaping and walking alternately.”

one would expect the aorist, “having leaped up, he
stood.” The aorist “stood" is constative: without falling he stood upright. Then the imperfect notes that
he began to walk, to do just what Peter had told
him to do.
He accompanied the apostles as they proceeded up

the steps and on through the gate Beautiful, walking,
of course, but also leaping and jumping every now and

then, overjoyed at the blessing given him even without
his asking, praising God who had made him so rich in

Jesus’ name.

But what about us who have enjoyed

sound limbs all our lives? So many blessings, so little

realization and gratitude! The cripple’s ﬁrst walk
took him into the Temple, the very purpose for which
we should use our feet, keeping them always in the
paths of righteousness for his name's sake.
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9) And all the people saw him walking and
praising Gad; moreover, they kept recognizing him
that this was the one sitting for the alms at the Gate
Beautiful of the Temple, and they were ﬁlled with
amazement and excitement at what had come to
him. But he holding to Peter and John, all the people ran together to them at the porch called Solo-

mon’s, dumbfounded.
It seems that v. 9, 10 describe what occurred before
the Temple service, and v. 11 what occurred after it
was over and the people had dispersed.

When Luke

says that all the people saw him “walking and praising
God” he tells us that the man drew general attention
to himself.

Even after the restored cripple had come

to the men’s court he continued walking around instead
of standing still like the other men and kept calling out
words of praise to-God.

10)

Thus everybody saw him.

For a man to act thus was unusual, yet in

itself such conduct would not have attracted so much

attention.

People Would only have wondered as to

what made him act in this way. By means of the iterative imperfect Luke tells us that, as he thus moved
about, group after group recognized him as the very
man they had so often seen “sitting for the alms," the

article to indicate the alms they had given him from
time to time at the Gate Beautiful. They had not seen
him sitting thus with his deformed feet and ankles
this afternoon—here he was among them, walking
around and praising God. Luke uses two nouns to convey the effect; both are strong: otipﬁoc, “amazement”
that came with a shock, and (xenon, “excitement” that

throws the mind off its balance.

They stared uncom-

prehendingly at the change that had come over the man.

11) What happened when the service and the worship were conducted is not stated. But these are evidently now over, and all the men pass out of the Temple

through the court of the women.

Instead of making

Acts 3:11, 12
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their exit by one of the side portals, all those present
stream through the main eastern portal called “Beautiful," down the steps to the court below, “at the porch
called Solomon's,” ('m' with the dative, not into this
porch, but in front of it. This stoa, consisted of a span
of roof which rested on magniﬁcent pillars extended
along the entire eastern outer wall of the Temple area.
It was named after Solomon, because this side of the
Temple area perhaps rested on the old massive foundation walls which rose several hundred feet from the
valley beneath and had been left undemolished since
Solomon's time. As they went out, the healed cripple
clung tightly to Peter and to John. The three got no
farther than this court facing Solomon’s porch. Everybody ran out to this and surrounded them in a packed
crowd. And Ixoapﬂot, “dumfounded” with amazement,
describes the state of their minds; the “greatly wondering" of our versions is far too weak.
12) The beggar clings to Peter and to John.
Attention is centered on all three. Amazement with
its silent questioning looks to them for an answer and
an explanation. The Lord had timed this miracle so
as to bring this whole audience before Peter, literally
compelling him to preach to these people. His words
are straight to the point: Not we have done this but
the risen Jesus. While the question seems to be one
that is wholly about the beggar, Peter turns it into
a matter that is entirely personal to everyone of his
hearers.

God is attesting this Jesus whom they cruci-

ﬁed as the Savior promised by prophecy. Let them
repent and share in his blessings! And again we see
the authority, the mastery, the effectiveness of this sermon, which strikes straight home into the consciences

and the hearts of Peter’s hearers.
Now. on seeing it, Peter made response to the

people: Israelite men, why are you marvelling at
this man, or why are you gazing on us as though
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by our own power or godliness we have made him
to walk? The verb “made response" is used with
reference to any situation that requires an explana-

tion, and here certainly was such a case.
'Av'o'pec is used as it was in 1:16, and 2:14, and

“Israelites" as in 2:22 which employs the religious
name of honor for the Jews with its appeal to their
highest hopes and motives. They are to view this miracle as true Israelites should. Thus they are not to
marvel at this man and to stop with their amazement
— they are to let their thoughts go much farther. The
neuter “at this thing" is out of place because 1015119 is
in contrast with :mzv, persons. So also they are not to
gaze on the apostles "as though" (concessive as, R.
1140) they had made this man walk (object inﬁnitive
with 705, R. 1168) by their own power (effective cause)

or with their godliness (meritorious cause, John 9:31,
33)

The power did not emanate from the apostles, nor

was power given them as a reward of their godliness.
To understand that power these people will have to
look elsewhere.
13)
The God of Abraham and of Isaac and of
Jacob, the God of our fathers, gloriﬁed his Servant

Jesus whom you delivered up and denied before the
face of Pilate, he having judged to release him.

But

you denied the Holy and Righteous One and asked
for yourselves that a man, a murderer, be granted

unto you, but the Author of life you killed, whom
God raised up from the dead, of which we on our
part are witnesses. And on the basis of the faith of

his name this man, whom you behold and know, his
name made ﬁrm; yea, the faith, that through him,
did give to him this entire soundness in the presence
of you all.

This true explanation of "what has come

to this man" (v. 10) all Israelites should know, for it
means everything to them personally.
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Peter is speaking to Israelites, hence he employs
the great covenant name which God gave himself in
Exod. 3:6, “the God of Abraham,” etc. It is no mere
heaping up of words when Peter adds the apposition,
“the God of our fathers,” for he intends to designate
God as the God also of all the descendants of the patriarchs who in times past shared the covenant and the
faith with them. “Our” links also Peter and John with
all these “fathers.” It is to sink into the minds of
Peter's hearers that he whom their nation worshipped
in all past ages in their covenant relation with him,
he it is who as this God and in this covenant of his
“gloriﬁed his Servant Jesus." It is the same gloriﬁcation which Peter preached on Pentecost in 2:30-36,
namely the resurrection and the exaltation at God’s
right hand. Not only the miracle is referred to and
the fact that God goriﬁed Jesus in and by that. For in
v. 15 Peter himself speciﬁcally mentions the resurrection, and in v. 16 the miracle is ascribed to the name
of Jesus, i. e., to the name of this gloriﬁed Jesus. Hui:
is never used in the sense of “Son of God”; this thought
is always expressed by the words nib: 9:05. The marginal note of the R. V., “Child," should be cancelled
here and in all other passages where it occurs. This
«at; is the great Ebed Yahweh of Isaiah, chapters 40-66,
the mighty “Servant" of Jehovah, who is his Son, indeed, but the Son who by his incarnation became "his
Servant” to work out our salvation.
Now comes the personal turn of Peter’s words
which is sudden and startling, direct and crushing.
On the one side, God and what he did, namely gloriﬁed
Jesus; on the other side, these Jews and what they did,
namely denied, rejected, disgraced Jesus. Note the
emphatic ﬁnds: "whom you on your part delivered up
and denied before the face of Pilate, he having judged
to release him.” Note the balance in ,u’u and 86 (v. 14).
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Peter is a master in making these terrible contrasts

between God and the Jews; compare 2 :23, 24, 36; 4 :10,
30, 31. When stating the terrible action of his hearers

Peter names only the chief points and these in the
order in which they occurred: "they delivered Jesus
up" to the pagan governor with the demand that he
be cruciﬁed, they wanted him made away with forever;
then “they denied him before the face of Pilate," boldly,
shamelessly, to his very face,-declaring that he was not
their King (Luke 23:2; John 19:14, 15), disowning
him utterly. And this they did after Pilate “judged”
or declared his verdict that he would release him,
(aim is far stronger than coma and places pagan Pilate

into contrast with the Jews. God gloriﬁed Jesus, Pilate
wanted at least to release him, but the Jews demanded
his death. Even pagan Pilate was better than the
Jews See 2:23 as to how it was possible for Peter to
blame all the Jews.
14) Now follows another and a different contrast
which is suggested by the word “deny.” Jesus they

denied, Barabbas they chose in his place.

“The Holy

and Righteous One” they rejected “and asked for
themselves that a man, a murderer, be granted unto
them." Being murderers themselves, that was the man
they wanted. Note the chiasm which brings the two
verbs that have a similar sound but an opposite sense
strikingly together: ﬁpvﬁaaaﬁ — flréaaooc. Compare what
is said in 2:27 on “thine Holy One.” Holy and
righteous are often found together in theasense of separate from sin and pronounced guiltless by the divine

Judge.

Him who in all his life and his work was

spotless and approved of God the Jews denied and
thereby declared that they would have nothing to do
with'him; but they considered it a favor that a vicious
murderer be released .for them. The middle of atria
is used in business transactions. Here and in Matt.
27:20, and Luke 23:25, the middle brings out the idea
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that the custom gave the Jews a right to ask for Barabbas, while in Matt. 14:7 this form emphasizes the
right of request because of Herod's oath.
15) The word “murderer” leads to another still
mightier contrast (8é). Over against this murderer

Peter places “the Author of life,” 11‘»- dpmbv a}; (mic,
life's cause and originator (Heb. 12:2 ; also C.-K. 179).
A murderer takes life although it be only the earthly
life; this Author of life has divine life in himself and
has thereby become the fountain of spiritual and everlasting life for us. The contrast rises to a tremendous
climax: the one destroys the lower life, the other bestows the highest life. To this climax there is added
the paradox, “you killed the Author of life." How can
life’s own Author be killed? One might ask further,
“How can Jesus become the Author of life by being
killed ” This is one of those great Scriptural statements that cannot be brushed aside by calling it a
praedz‘catz’o verbalis, mere verbal play. “The Author
of life" is a divine name for the person of Jesus, yet
something human is predicated of him. The Scriptures
also have the reverse. And this means that everything
human as well as everything divine may be predicated
of Jesus, no matter how his person is designated,
whether by a human or by a divine name. This can
be done because in Jesus a communication of natures
and also of their attributes exists — he is the Godman.
Luther points out the practical value of Peter's
word for us: “We Christians must know that if God
is not also in the balance and gives the weight, we sink

to the bottom with our scale. By this I mean: If it
were not to be said, God has died for us but only a man,
we should be lost. But if ‘God’s death’ and ‘God died’
lie in the scale of the balance, then he sinks down, and
we rise up as a light, empty scale. But, indeed, he can
also rise again or leap out of the scale; yet he could
not sit in the scale unless he became a man like us
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so that it could be said: ‘God died,’ 'God's passion,’
‘God’s blood,’ “God's death.’ For in his nature God
cannot die; but now that God and man are united in
one person, it is correctly called God’s death when the
man dies who is one thing or one person with God."
Concordia Tn'glotta, 1029, etc. In brief, the entire
value of Christ’s being killed for us lies in his being
the Author of life, God.
Peter now returns to his original contrast: the clash
between the deed of the Jews and the act of God. They
killed the Author of life “whom God raised up from
the dead." And this divine act is more than a contrast
to the deed of the Jews; at one stroke God nulliﬁed all
that the Jews had done. He contradicted and condemned all that they had done; he approved and sealed
his great Servant as being in fact the Author of life,
the destroyer of death. God accepted all of Christ's
work and sacriﬁce as being full, complete, sufﬁcient
and crowned Jesus with inﬁnite glory.
The phrase 3x mpav, like so many other ﬁxed Greek
phrases, needs no article. The absence of the article
also stresses the noun. The expression never means
“out from among the dead" so that all the other dead
are regarded as still lying in their graves. The idea
expressed by this combination is one of separation
alone, R. 598. The phrase occurs thirty-ﬁve times
with reference to Christ, a few times with reference to
other individuals, and also in a ﬁgurative sense. Two
of these passages refer to the resurrection of a number

of the dead, and in them this standard phrase can have
no other meaning than the one indicated. No wander
that the phrase is never used with reference to the

ungodly: such usage, to say the least, would be gravely
misleading. When they are called from their graVes,
this return to life is not an escape of their bodies from
death but an entrance of their bodies into a state that
is far worse than decay in the grave. The idea of this
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expression is not that, when Christ arose, he left all
the other dead behind. God took Christ out of death
and returned him to life. That is what the phrase
means literally and actually.
“Of which we on our part are witnesses" is the
same statement found in 2:32 with the pronoun being
neuter (not masculine); compare 1:8. The mighty
evidence that the power of the cruciﬁed Jesus was still
operative was before Peter's hearers in the person of
the miraculously healed beggar. No personal power
of Peter’s and of John’s had wrought this miracle. It
was like so many that were wrought by Jesus prior to
his cruciﬁxion. How was it wrought? Here are the
witnesses to testify as to the how. By the power of
the risen and the gloriﬁed Jesus.
16) Peter is even more explicit. Besides clearly
stating the ultimate cause of the miracle, he states also
the intermediate, or we may say, mediate cause: “his
name made this man ﬁrm,” made his feet and his
ankles strong and ﬁrm to bear his body, the verb being
used as in v. 7. And united with this “name” is “faith”
in the name. Hence both name and faith are mentioned twice and are thus made emphatic. This takes
us back to v. 6, “in the name of Jesus Christ,” and we
must recall what was said regarding “name" as designating the revelation which brings Jesus to us. Name
and faith are correlatives, the name (revelation) is
intended for faith, intended to awaken trust, to be received and held by conﬁdence of heart. And faith
needs the name or revelation as the sure ground on

which to rest. All other ground is sinking sand.
We thus get Peter’s thought. He gives all the
credit to “his name" for making ﬁrm “this man whom
you behold and know.” The power that wrought the
miracle lies in the name, for it reveals him who himself is in and with his name. Yet the name is not
suspended in the air, the revelation must reveal to
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some heart, somebody must hold to the name and revelation by faith. So Peter adds the thought that the
beggar was healed “on the basis (37!) of the faith of
his name” (the objective genitive); and again, “the
faith, that (faith) through him" gave the man “this
entire soundness in the presence of you all." So the
object of this faith is the name and revelation; but
this faith is “through him,” mediated and brought
about by Jesus- who is revealed by his name. Peter says
that only in this way are he and John connected with
the miracle. It certainly ought to be clear that the
faith which Peter is here speaking of is that which he
and John have and not a faith which the beggar had.
We have discussed this point when considering v. 4.
Yet the view is held that this beggar had to have faith
before he could be healed; that his believing was essential; that his faith cooperated with that of the
apostles, etc. But the whole account, v. 1-7, places this
healing into that class of miracles where faith is intended to follow, and not to precede the miracle. The
view that faith must always precede a miracle is a
deduction from only a fraction of the facts.
Note the emphasis on “this man whom you behold
and know." The man is physical, visible, tangible evidence of the power of the gloriﬁed Jesus as mediated
by his name and by faith in him and his name. And
this man is but a sample of what that power of the
risen Christ does in the hearts of men to this very day.
It is a continuation of the miracle by which he attested
his power and his grace throughout his own ministry.

These attestations, once made, stand for all time. To
demand their constant repetition is to declare that the

recorded attestations do not fully attest, that the seals
which the Lord deemed suﬁicient are not sufﬁcient. We
.note, too, that the miracle justiﬁed the faith of Peter
and of John, justiﬁed the faith of all who through it
came to believe (4:4), justiﬁes our faith today. It is
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unwarranted to regard Luke's account as a myth, to
assert that the early church added its own ideas and
conceptions to some perfectly natural occurrence. If
Luke’s account portrays only the fancies of Peter and
of John or those of the early church, then our faith
is as vain as theirs .was, and the sensible thing to do
is to drop the whole matter and to be satisﬁed with
our ethics.

17)

Peter plainly marks the transition to the sec-

ond part of his address. The ﬁrst part is objective
and states the great facts and, of course, includes also
those of the rejection of Jesus; the second is subjective
and reaches into the hearts of the hearers in order to
win them to repentance. Yet the second rests on the
ﬁrst and could not exist independently. And now,
brethren, I know that you committed it in accord

With ignorance as also your rulers. “Now” is not temporal but logical: taking the situation as it is.

The

word of address, “brethren,” marks the turning point
in the sermon and voices the love that now accompanies
its appeal. “Brethren” is to be taken in the sense of
“our fathers” in v. 13, “fellow Israelites,” and not as
“Christian brethren.”
Peter says that he well knows that what these
hearers of his as also their rulers had committed
(«piece is often used with reference to evil acts) was

done “in accordance with ignorance.” But he does not
thereby retract his previous statement regarding the

ungodliness of their action (v. 13-15). It was directly
against God, and not one particle of the damnableness

of it all can be subtracted.

Kurd. ayvom refers to the

Old Testament distinction between sins for which sacriﬁces can be made (Num. 15:27-29) and sins for
which the sinner’s soul is cut off (Num. 15:30, 31-);
sins done “ignorantly,” sins done “presumptuously”
(“with a high hand”) . On the former note Lev. 4 :2, 27 ;

5:18; 22:14; and notably Heb. 9:7 compared with
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10:26;

Jesus made this distinction when he hung on

the cross, Luke 23:34; Paul repeats it in I Cor. 2:8;
Peter speaks of the sins committed prior to conversion as being done in ignorance, I Pet. 1:14. The point
to be noted is that pardon is possible for such sins; and
of that Peter intends to assure his hearers.

The pop-

ular notion that ignorance excuses sin so that it is
without guilt is wholly un-Biblical.

18)

Moreover, what things he announced in

advance through all the prophets’ mouth that his

Christ suffer, God did thus fulﬁll. This presents another consideration for Peter’s hearers, hence 8i,
“moreover.” He restates in other words what he has
said in 2:23. Not by accident did God’s Christ suffer.
If the Jews did not know what they were doing by making Jesus suffer, God knew what he was doing when he
gave “his Christ" as a lamb for the slaughter, as the
sacriﬁce for the sins of the world. In fact, God had
announced in advance “through all the prophets’
mouth,” making them all speak with one mouth and

voice, that the Messiah was to suffer. Only thus could
his Messianic work and purpose be accomplished. And
what God had thus announced this he, indeed, did fulﬁll in just that way. The JeWs acted in ignorance, God
with full intelligence. Peter states the facts as they
are. God did not cause the ignorance. But God’s grace
and wisdom work in spite of human ignorance, yea,
in and through that wicked ignorance they bring about

its cure and deliverance from its guilt.

0n “Christ”

see 2:36; “his Christ,” sent by God and wholly his,

is used in 4:26; Luke 9:20; Rev. 11:15; 12:10. The
Greek prefers to place oil-row in the emphatic position at
the end. God gave Jesus to suffer as his Christ and
thus also gloriﬁed him (v. 13).
19-) This rich gospel and effective law lead straight
to the gospel call: Repent, therefore, and turn
again for the blotting out of your sins, in order that
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there may come seasons of refreshing from the
presence of the Lord, and that he may send the
Christ who has been appointed for you, Jesus;

whom heaven must receive until the time of the
restoration of all things, of which God made utterance through the mouth of his holy prophets from
of old.
The double command, to repent and to turn again.
points to the necessary result (aim) of Peter's address.
He had dispelled the ignorance of his hearers, they
saw the wickedness of their killing Jesus and the
blessedness of God’s making him their Messiah. This
should surely draw them to repentance unless they
intended to continue their opposition to God in full
consciousness and thus place themselves beyond pardon. “Repentl” is explained in 2:38. “Turn again"
merely re-enforces “repent”; it is our “convert" which
is used to indicate the change from sin to pardou in
conversion.
The clause with :1: 16 states what the immediate
purpose of repentance is: “for the being blotted out of
your sins," the passive denoting God as the one that
blots out the sins. See the same ﬁgure in Col. 2:14;
Ps. 51 :9; Isa. 43:25. The aorist indicates one erasure.
The ﬁgure conceives the sins as being written into a
record, which charges them against the sinner. The
reality back of the ﬁgure is God’s recalling to mind the
sins and bringing them to judgment; blotting them out
means that he forgets them so that all trace of them
is removed. 0n “remission" see 2:38.
The clause with am: 5» states the purpose of repentance that follows upon the blotting out of the sins;

a» is seldom used with this conjunction (B'.-D. 369, 5),
and its presence here in no way modiﬁes the sense as

the older grammars suppose. “Seasons of refreshing
or cooling from the presence of the Lord (Yahweh)"
are longer or shorter periods of spiritual enjoyment
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when men who repent and are justiﬁed are given times
in which to feel the sweetness of God's grace in Christ
Jesus without disturbance. They come from God's presence or countenance like sunshine and pleasant breezes.
The old legalism of Pharisaism knew nothing about
such seasons, for all work-righteousness is like the
drive, heat, and sweat of slavery. Difﬁcult times, even
ﬁery trials, alternate with such pleasant seasons. Chiliasts think that these seasons are the millennium, and
the absence of the article with both nouns is overlooked
by them: Erfﬁschungszeiten, “refreshment seasons."
Nor do they notice that Peter makes these seasons the
proximate purpose of repentance and not one that is
remote.

20) The ultimate purpose is that the Lord (Yahweh) “may send the Christ who has been appointed for
you, (namely) Jesus.” The participle means, “to take
to hand” and thus “to appoint" (M.-M. 556) ; the perfect passive states that, once having been appointed.as

the Messiah, he remains so. “Jesus" is an apposition
which states who this appointed Christ or Messiah is.
Compare 2:36. The Lord will send Jesus at the end of
the world, and what that means is next stated. Peter
also shows how the purpose of our repentance centers
in the great Parousia of Jesus. Chiliasts overlook
the fact that Peter places the refreshing seasons ahead
of the sending of Jesus for his great return (1:11).
21) Peter makes the matter plain by means of the
relative clause. The Greek i‘w oﬁpavtv Siéaaoac may, however, be understood in two ways, the accusative being
either the subject or the object: “who must receive
heaven,” or, “whom heaven must receive." Luther
chooses the former, our versions the latter.

Some

think that the latter translation conveys the idea that
heaven received Christ’s human body and nature in
such a manner as to conﬁne them to that place and
thus to make it impossible for him to be present any-
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where else. It is said that he was like Elijah who,
when he is in heaven, is nowhere else and who, when
he came to Jesus on the mount, was there only and
not in heaven. But the thought is that heaven had to
receive Jesus until the day of his return and not that
he received heaven for that period of time. Ag:
stresses the necessity of God’s plan which gloriﬁed
Jesus, permitted him to work with divine power on
earth until the consummation is reached, and then sent
him' as appointed for us (am, as believers).
Thus Christ rules from heaven in glory “until the
times of the restoration of all things,” those times

(6;: = xpémv) of which all the prophets of old have
spoken. ’An’oxardwams means placing things back into
their former condition: “in the regeneration, when the
Son of man shall sit on the throne of his glory," Matt.
19:28. Compare Rom. 8:18, etc. II Pet. 3:13. “We
look for new heavens and a new earth, wherein dwelleth righteousness." Rev. 21 :1, 5: “I saw a new heaven and a new earth.” “Behold, I make all things new.”
Paradise will be restored. Here again ix,» xpémv has
no article, but the plural does not speak of separate
times with intervals between them but refers to eternity but speaks of it in a human way as “times”; for
after the restoration has been effected, it will remain
forever.
Peter’s expression has been misunderstood.

though the Greek terms “seasons”

(periods)

Al-

and

“times" always have distinct meanings, these two

words have been identiﬁed in this passage and referred
to the millennial era. At least the term "times” has
been referred to this era. So also not only are the
seasons placed after the sending of the Christ, but this

sending is placed after the times. The old fancy of
Origen has also been revived that “all things" must
include even Satan and all the damned.
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If Jw refers to mivrmv, it becomes restrictive: “only

all those things which.” It must refer to xpévmv: “those
times which the prophets have made utterance about”;

the genitive is due to the antecedent and is attracted
from a. God mentioned (iAa'Amnv) these times of the
consummation through the mouth of the old prophets,
compare Isa. 11:6-9; 35:1-10, etc. Here, as in v. 18,
we have 8.0: which is so signiﬁcant for the Biblical conception of Verbal Inspiration. God is always the
speaker, the prophets are always the media or instruments “through" whom he speaks. It is the “mouth"
of the prophets which God uses, for the very words

they speak are those desired by God, and the “mouth”
is mentioned although the written word is referred to.
The prophets are called “holy" as being set apart and
belonging to God who makes them his mouthpiece.
The neat Greek phrase d1r' atom, literally, “from the
eon." means all along during the past era of the world.
The noun denotes an age or eon and includes both the
time and what transpires in and distinguishes that
time.

The R. V. gives a long circumscriptive transla-

tion: “which have been since the world began"; far
better is that of the American Committee, “from of
old."
Peter opens a grand prospect to his hearers which
is far beyond his own former conception and that of
all other Jews and their earthly Messianic kingdom.
Repent, etc., and there shall follow cancellation of all
sins, then seasons of spiritual refreshing, ﬁnally
Christ’s glorious return, and the fulﬁllment of all
prophecies concerning the ﬁnal restoration. The aposties were never afraid to place their admonitions on
the mightiest possible base or to appeal to the most
powerful motives.

22)

Peter instances Moses. Deut. 18:15, 18, 19.

Moses said:

A Prophet will the Lord God raise up

. for you out of your brethren like me.

Him shall you
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hear according to all things whatsoever he shall
utter to you. Moreover, it shall be, every soul which
shall not hear that prophet shall be utterly destroyed
from the people.
This is not lu’v solitan‘um (R. 1151), for Si follows
in v. 24, which balances Moses and all the prophets
since Samuel. In v. 23 86 is a part of the quotation.
The quotation is freely reproduced from the LXX by
slightly changing the order of the words in the ﬁrst
part and following the Hebrew in the second part. 0n
quoting see 2225. Moses had special importance for
Peter’s hearers. This passage of Deuteronomy was
well known and was also by the Jews referred to the
Messiah. Peter quotes it for two purposes: as presenting Jesus the Prophet-Messiah foretold by Moses,
and as emphasizing the admonition to repent, this
being what the Prophet-Messiah has to say to all
Israelites. Moses “said” means in his writings.
“The Lord God” is used for the Hebrew as in 2:39
and implies his covenant relation and his power. What
God told Moses about the Prophet, Peter repeats as
being told to the Israelites by Moses. “Out of your
brethren” has peculiar force. When did God ever raise
up a prophet for the Israelites from any people except
their own brethren? Why, then, add the words that
this future prophet would come “out of their brethren"? This is a reference to the human nature of Jesus,

but by mentioning it in such a peculiar manner God implies that there will be something about him that is
far higher than his Jewish birth. The phrase points
to this Prophet's deity. Therefore also he will be only
like Moses and not like all the other prophets. Moses
was a mediator-prophet, the mediator of the covenant
made on Sinai, for which task a man was sufficient.
The promised Prophet would also be a mediator but
of a still higher covenant, the one that superseded the
ﬁrst and centered in‘Golgotha. The Jews kept looking
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for this prophet although in their own way, John 6:14;
Luke 17 :16. Jesus himself referred to this prophecy
of Moses’ in John 5:46, 47.
Hence also the gravity of the command and the
threat. “Him shall you hear l" the genitive of the
person after a verb of hearing, the future tense with
the imperative sense of laws: thou shalt; thou shalt
not. The sense is “hear and obey” by doing exactly
what he says. Peter adds the next phrase and clause
as interpreting what this command includes: hear
“according to all things whatsoever he shall utter to
you.” The aorist is constative and sums up all his
utterances into a unit, while “all things as many as”
distributes them as to their number. The indeﬁnite
an (iv conveys the thought that, no matter what this
Prophet may say, unquestioning obedience is demanded.
Certainly, all of God's prophets must be obeyed; yet of
none is this said with such peculiar emphasis as of
this supreme Prophet.
23) Hence also the threat is made prominent in
the same strong manner. 'Eam, like iyémo, is used
without a connective; and “every soul” is to be taken
in the sense of “every person." In ﬁns iv with the subjunctive there lies the idea that someone may, indeed,
not hear that Prophet, may dare to reject the message
that he brings by the disobedience of unbelief. Such
conduct shall be fatal for him. His doom is sealed in
advance. The Hebrew reads, “I will require it of him";

the LXX, “I will execute vengeance upon him.”_ Instead of either of these expressions Peter uses the
strong formula which occurs frequently in the Pentateuch beginning with Gen. 17:14: “shall be utterly
destroyed from the people.” He shall be sundered

from the Mk, from God’s people, by the death penalty
without forgiveness, to be cast out and rejected forever in the ﬁnal judgment. The threat could not be
made stronger The moment we realize wherein all

Acts 3:31,

147

the things Jesus came to proclaim centered, namely
in faith and forgiveness, we see how absolutely fatal
the rejection of unbelief necessarily is.
24.) And, on the other hand, all the prophets
from Samuel and those in succession on, as many as

made utterance, also announced these days. After
pe‘y in v. 22 we now have 8!, for which “on the other
hand” is cumbersome yet reproduces the idea. Moses
on the one hand, and not merely one but all the others
on the other hand. In one grand chorus they proclaimed “these days," those of the great MediatorProphet foretold by Moses, who would grant the sea-

sons of refreshing until the times of the restoration of
all things, the days of the entire Messianic era. Peter
attributes to all the prophets a vision of the New Testament era up to and including the Parousia. All their
prophecies related to these days in one way or in
another; for none of them would have prophesied if
these days had not been promised.
The prophets after Moses are reckoned from the
time of Samuel and his school of prophets. Samuel
was not only himself great, he also founded a school
of prophets, for which reason the Talmud calls him
magister prophetarum. The adverb «19:55:, “successively,” “in succession or due order,” is made a substantive by the article. If “those in succession" are
Samuel’s pupils, the construction is quite regular. Samuel and his pupils in order after him would justify Peter’s making the count begin with them and their great
teacher, “as many as made utterance” would include
the rest. The alternative is to ﬁnd a mixed construction
here: 1) “all the prophets from Samuel on, as many
as have spoken"; and 2) “all the prophets, Samuel and
those in order, as many," etc. The two statements would
be combined into one, which is not satisfactory. I Sam.
2:10 contains a notable prophecy which names “his
Anointed.” When we are thinking of Samuel we should
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not forget his anointing of David, the type of Christ,
and his relation to the kingdom that began with Saul.
25) All that has been said about Moses and the
prophets Peter now drives home. You yourselves
are the sons of the prophets and of the covenant
which God covenanted with your fathers, saying
to Abraham, And in thy seed shall all the families
of the earth be blessed. This appeal to the highest
motives is powerful. Nothing could be more eifective
psychologically. The pronoun “you" is emphatic, and
the predicate with the article makes it identical and
interchangeable with the subject (R. 768); in other
words, there are none others who are sons of the
prophets. The connotation in “sons" as compared with
“children" is that of legal standing, of heirship, and
thus of succession in carrying on that for which the
fathers stood. Peter says, “you are the sons,” meaning that this honor and this high position now rest on
these his hearers. All that the prophets gave them as
sons is theirs to have, hold, and pass on. In all the
world none others are found who have a right to this
position. The prophets are the spiritual fathers of the

Israelites and even the physical fathers of their blood.
“And of the covenant" is added in order to bring
out the idea of the full blessedness, greatness, and no;
bility of this sonship. The position which was once
occupied by the prophets as their fathers they now hold
as their successors. More than this, the fathers had
only the promises of the covenant, these sons are to
have the great fulﬁllment of those promises. Being
sons and heirs, the inheritance is now to be paid out
to them. Acclaim; is the Hebrew b‘rith, noun and verb
being the same: “the covenant which God covenanted.”
The middle voice also corresponds with the noun: God
disposed of what was his, dispos' 'l of it as he saw ﬁt
(is is attracted from 77v).
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Always it is God who covenanted and never Abraham. It is always God's covenant and not Abraham’s;
nor are the two ever coordinated. God did the bestowing, Abraham only received. This covenant was “with
your fathers,” m5: being'used to indicate living relationship and intimate intercourse (R. 625.) Since it
was made with Abraham, the covenant included all
the fathers, for they were Abraham’s sons and heirs
even as Peter’s hearers now are.

Peter quotes the words of the covenant from Gen.
22:18, but deviates from the LXX by placing “in thy
seed” ﬁrst and by substituting “all the families”
(warpuu’) for “all the nations” (ion), which is evidence
that Peter translates the Hebrew independently. Gal.
3:16 establishes the vital point that 75 Wépfu of this
covenant promise is Christ; in that passage Paul
stresses the use of the singular rather than the plural

wippam.

God said “seed," not “seeds.”

The great

covenant blessing of redemption and salvation was in
connection with (av) Christ and not in connection with
all the descendants of Abraham. That Seed, that great
son of Abraham, had now appeared, and all the blessing promised in him was now actually present. Abraham and the fathers had died in the faith and the hope
of it, seeing it from afar and thus appropriating it;
Peter’s hearers have it right before them. The healed
beggar is a sample of that blessing; Peter’s sermon is
the alter of all the spiritual riches of that blessing.
With rarpuzi Peter echoes rpoe rain.- mn'pas in its connection with so: vial. The word refers to families in the
widest sense as being derived from one father as the
head. We might translate “tribes or clans.” But “of
the earth" extends the covenant promise and blessing
beyond Judaism (1:8), and this universality is intensified: “all the families of the eart ."
We challenge the claim that Gal. 3:16 does not
apply, and that “seed” is a collective term for the
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descendants of Abraham, so that they bring the blessing to all the families of the earth. That is the contention of the Jews today: they, the Jews collectively,
are the Messiah for all nations, Judaism is the salva-

tion of the world. Isaiah’s Ebed Yahweh, Servant of
Jehovah, is Jewry. The commentators do not, of course,
have this in mind; they refer to Christ but associate
him with the Jews as a nation. Not only is salvation of
the Jews (John 4:22), it is still bound up with the
Jews. Zahn writes “that the redemption of humanity
depends on whether Israel after its errings will yet
ﬁnally reach the goal of its destiny,” i. e., in a ﬁnal,
national conversion. We, of course, cannot agree with
such views.
26) To you ﬁrst God, having raised up his
Servant, sent him blessing you in turning each one
from your wickednesses. After the strong and: at the
head of v. 25 we now have the equally strong may at the
head of this verse: “you,” what you are by reason of
God’s past grace -— “to you," what comes to you by
means of God’s present grace. Note the three great
words placed together: “to you— ﬁrst — God.” “First"
places Peter’s hearers at the head of the vast host and
the procession of “the families of the earth." They
alone had the “Seed," the great “Servant” of Jehovah
in their midst, «at: as in v. 13. “Having raised him
up" refers to the entire ministry and mission of Jesus
as God’s Servant and is thus construed with “sent him
to you."
The present tense caAoyoBvra causes the grammarians
some diﬁiculty. R. 1116 and 1128 regards it as expressing purpose and assumes that the context makes
this clear. Such a signiﬁcance would seem to call for
the future participle or the present inﬁnitive. The
present participle is descriptive of az'miv, “him," and
is durative because he blesses continuously. Its present tense is without relation to the aorist of the main
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verb. ’19:! up with the inﬁnitive is a favorite usage of
Luke’s although it is Semitic (R. 1072). It is usually
temporal, “while,” but also has other meanings Linden
dadurch dass (B.-D. 404, 3). Here we translate, “By
turning each one,” etc. This is the turning of repentance as in v. 19. The supreme blessing for any sinner
is that Christ turn him “from his wickednesses."
'Aa’om’pc'dww is regarded as intransitive by B.-D. 308:
“in that each one turn from your wickedness.” But this
gives the sentence the unsatisfactory sense: Christ
blesses when each one turns. The inﬁnitive is transitive: Christ blesses by turning each one. Peter individualizes, for conversion is a personal matter; Christ

turns us, but so that we ourselves turn. Jer. 31:13.
Peter is using Old Testament phraseolog‘y when he
speaks of turning from wickedness; note Ezek. 3:19;

18:27; 33:14; Jonah 3:10. With gmpé Peter uses no
soft words; it is “wickednesses” in the sense of Boshez'ten, Schurkerei, active and vicious evil. The plural
leads us to think of all the fruits of unbelief. To turn
from them means to turn to Christ in a new life. At
this point Peter is interrupted by some of the very
wickedness against which he was warning. Yet he had
said enough to bring a host of his hearers to faith.

CHAPTER IV
Pam AND JOHN Barons THE SANH-RIN

1) News of what had occurred (the healing) and
of what was now occurring (the preaching) reached
the Sadducees, and they at once interfere with strong
measures. Now while they were speaking to the
people, there suddenly stood by them the priests and
the commander of the Temple and the Sadducees,
thoroughly vexed because they were teaching the
people and proclaiming in connection with Jesus the
resurrection from the dead. And they laid hands on
them and put them in ward for the Inorrow; for it
was already evening.
Peter did the speaking. “They speaking” means
that he acted also for John. The address was just
about completed. Before anything further could happen such as happened in 2:87, the authorities swoop
down on the scene and arrest Peter, John, and the beggar. The verb denotes sudden, unexpected appearance
and is used with reference to the sudden standing of
angels beside someone. So absorbed was everyone that
the approach of the authorities was not noticed.
Luke names in order: “the priests, the commander
of the Temple, and the Sadducees.” But this mention
of “the priests” in the ﬁrst place, and the fact that
they were few, in no way debars us from thinking that
they were the ones who had charge of the service on
this afternoon. Their authority was less than that
of- the commander and of the Sadducees; To think of
these “priests" as priest police, and to assume that
there were two kinds of police: one that was composed
(152)
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of priests and another of Levites, on no stronger evidence than the appearance of icpcis in ﬁrst place in this
passage of Acts, is venturesome thinking. These were
the regular priests, one of the twenty-four groups that

had been selected by lot, whose time of service had been
appointed for this day. Somebody had reported to
them, and they, in turn, had informed the higher
authorities, and so it came about that they were present with these authorities.
“The commander of the Temple” called the sagan,
was at the head of the entire police force of the Temple
which was composed of Levites. In the story of the

arrest of Jesus these Levite police are called {nu-qpém,
“underlings”; they went about armed with clubs. Luke

uses the plural wpannoi (Luke 22:4), from which we
conclude that the commander had several lieutenants
under him. The chief commander, Zahn claims, ranked
next to the high priest, but that he, too, was a priest
we decline to believe unless convincing evidence is
furnished. Josephus mentions the commander in Ant.
20, 6, 2; Wars, 6, 5, 3. On an errand such as this present one this commander would not appear without a
detachment of Levitical police. That is so selfoevident that Luke does not need to mention these “underlings" when he names the authorities that appeared.
“The Sadducees” were members of the Sanhedrin,
such as happened to be at hand when Peter addressed
the people. They are the persons that instigated the
arrest. This Jewish sect rejected the mass of oral tradition taught by the p0pular schools, claimed that this
life was the whole of existence, that there are neither
angels nor spirits, and that there is no resurrection
of the dead. Although they were few in number, the
Sadducees wieldeda tremendous inﬂuence because they
commanded wealth and social position and because
the family of the high priest and a number of other
priests belonged to their group. “The doctrine of. the
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Sadducees is this, that souls die with the bodies; nor
do they regard the observation of anything besides
what the law enjoins them; for they think it is an
instance of virtue to dispute with these teachers of
philosophy whom they frequent. But this doctrine is
received but by a few, yet by those still of the greatest
dignity,” Josephus, Ant. 18, 1, 4. They were the aristocrats, the freethinkers and skeptics among the Jews.
They were coarse in manners and lived in Epicurean
luxuriousness.
2) What brought them to the scene was the fact
that they were “thoroughly vexed" because Peter and
John were teaching the people and proclaiming the
very doctrine they were opposing, and were doing this
tv n; 'Invoﬁ, “in connection with Jesus,” namely by proclaiming that Jesus was risen and by furnishing as
evidence of his living power the miracle wrought on
the lame beggar. Peter had not yet preached the general resurrection, but these Sadducees drew the correct
conclusion that, if Jesus was risen, their whole contention about the impossibility of the resurrection was
null and void. Jesus had already answered them, Matt.
22:23-33, but his answer had left them obdurate. 'Now,
when right here in the Temple, under their very eyes,
theresurrection was being taught “in connection with
Jesus" whom they had brought to the crass, they rise
up in their might to decree a summary stop. Note

that Luke adds in vexpdiv with a second article so that
this phrase receives the emphasis (R. 776) : “the resurrection, that (namely) from the dead.” The dead,
no, they cannot arise! 0n the phrase itself see 3:16.
3') Luke’s account is summary. Whether any
charges were preferred, whether an altercation ensued,
whether the people took the matter quietly, is not said.
He states only that these authorities made short work
of it, arrested and locked up Peter and John and the
beggar. The Greek has the expressive phrase, “they
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threw their hands on them," meaning, of course, that
not the authorities themselves did this but their “underlings” at their command; so in 3:15 Peter said to all
the people, “You killed the Author of life.” Strong
men took them by the arms and hurried them away.
Tripp‘s is “custody,” “ward," “imprisonment.” Zahn
has located the place of conﬁnement on the basis of
statements found in the Mishna and places it in one
of the vaulted halls above a certain portal; but all we
can say is that the place was not the same as that

mentioned in 5 :18. Evening had come, not, indeed, sunset but late afternoon. Thus it was too late to summon
a session of the Sanhedrin in the hope of having it-take
care of the business on hand. The Jewish law forbade
trials at night, a law that was most ﬂagrantly violated
in the case of Jesus but was here observed.
4) But many of those that heard the Word believed; and there came to be a number of men about
ﬁve thousand. The aorists are historical and register only the facts. Peter’s success was phenomenal.
This is a ﬁne example of apostolic evangelization. But
remember that these were Jews who knew their Scripture's and not Gentiles or people to whom the true
religion is still unknown. Even these Jews needed

further instruction, 2:40.

The apostles always laid

a thorough foundation. Note that “they heard the
Word," Rom. 10:17. Thus early “the Word" signiﬁed
the sum of the apostolic doctrine; in 2:42 it is called
“the teaching” or “the doctrine.” ‘
Luke says that the entire number of believers in
Jerusalem increased from over 3,000 souls (2:41) to
5,000 men, not counting women and children of whom
there was, of course, a due proportion. A count must
have been made so that Luke could obtain this ﬁgure.
It was too difﬁcult to count all the souls, at least Luke
could obtain only the ﬁgure he here recorded. He
might have made an estimate of the souls. But his
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aim is accuracy with no intention of making the ﬁgure
as large as possible.
5)

Now it came to pass on the morrow that

there were brought together their rulers, and the

elders and the scribes in Jerusalem and Anna,
the high priest, and Caiaphas and John and
Alexander and as many as were of high-priestly
kindred.

Luke's Hebraistic iyc'ym may be followed by «at and
a ﬁnite verb, by a simple ﬁnite verb, or, as here, by
the accusative with the inﬁnitive as the subject. The
Sanhedrin was brought together by a summoning of

its members. Only those “in Jerusalem” were summoned and not thOSe living in country places outside
of the city. The phrase modiﬁes the nouns. The Sanhedrin is often designated by naming only two of its
constituent groups; a little more impressive is the naming of all three: “the high priests, the elders, and the
scribes.” Here Luke refers to the high priests in a
special way (v. 6) and thus varies the designation by
calling the ﬁrst group at dpxovue, “the rulers.” He surely

has in mind the group that is otherwise called by the
general term “the high priests." “Rulers" beﬁts them
in a special way since they had the leadership in the
Sanhedrin, Caiaphas being the presiding oﬂicer who
had the executive power in his hands. There is no reason for including lay rulers who were not priests in this
ﬁrst group. These were classed as “the elders.” They
were important laymen who had been elevated to a
position in the Sanhedrin because of their standing and
their experience in judicial matters. The scribes were
the rabbis, graduates of the schools, who were chosen
because of special ability in interpreting the Tora,
i. e., the Law, the Old Testament. All or nearly all of
them were Pharisees as were also the elders. The
entire number that made up the Sanhedrin was 70 or
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72 although not all members were needed for transacting business.
6) Kai particularizes by naming four of them
individually and by summarizing the rest of this special high-priestly group. This is an exceptional construction in Luke's writings but becomes almost necessary after the statement in v. 1 that “the Sadducees"
had brought about the arrest; v. 6 tells us who the chief
Sadducees were, namely all those of high-priestly connection.
Here, as elsewhere, Annas is mentioned as being
especially important. He is named ﬁrst because of his
age; Caiaphas was his son-in-law. Annas had been
high priest from the year 6 to the year 15. Then several other high priests followed in quick succession.
After these Caiaphas held the ofﬁce from 18-36. Having been high priest, this title was still accorded to
Annas, no doubt also because he continued to wield
great inﬂuence personally and through his family. His
son Eleazar had been high priest after him, his sonin-law now held this ofﬁce, fOur other sons attained
the high priesthood at a later time (Josephus, Ant.

20, 9, 1), so that a regular dynasty of the house of
Annas was established. The name Annas was common, hence an addition was needed to mark the Annas
here referred to. He also had a son by the name of
Annas.

Caiaphas was a rare name; we know of only

this one individual who bore it; hence no further distinctive mark was needed. The Talmud also laid down
the principle, that one might promote an individual to
a sacred ofﬁce but not demote him. This idea may well
have been operative already at this time when the
Romans interfered with the high priesthood so that
the oﬂice was no longer held for life.
We really know nothing deﬁnite about John and
Alexander. Zahn identiﬁes John with Jonathan, the
son of Annas, high priest after Caiaphas in 86, who
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was soon replaced by his brother Theophilus, was
offered the same ofﬁce again but declined in favor of
his brother Matthias, and was ﬁnally murdered in the
Temple by bandits. When Luke wrote, all this was
history (recorded by Josephus), and this circumstance
would explain why “John” is placed third by Luke, if
he is, indeed, this Jonathan and son of Annas. All that
can be said about Alexander is this, the fact that a
Sadducee bearing such a name reveals the foreign
inﬂuences at work among the sect.
Luke mentions still others who belonged to the
high-priestly ytm, “kindred,” which some take in a
wide sense as referring to relatives of former high
priests, but'which seems to refer to relatives of the
present high-priestly family. These, Luke suggests,
were the real leaders of the Sanhedrin, all of them Sadducees, all of them foes of the resurrection and of any
preaching about Jesus as having risen from the dead.
These most powerful judges, whose verdict was absolutely determined in advance, the two former ﬁshermen from Galilee had now to face.
7) And having stood them in the midst, they
began to question, In connection with what power,
or in connection with what name did you do this
thing? The judges sat cross-legged in a half-circle
on a raised platform. Temple police brought in Peter.
John, and the beggar. They were compelled to stand
on the loyver ﬂoor “in the midst," the judges facing
them from all sides.

This was the exact manner in

which and the exact place where Jesus had stood when
facing this court. What memories, what anticipations
must have crowded into the apostles' minds! Caiaphas
must have presided as he had done when Jesus was
tried. But no crime is charged against them, no row
of witnesses confronts the disciples. This is Only a
judicial investigation; the apostles are asked to make
a statement regarding themselves. All present know
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what that statement will be, one that gravely incriminates themselves together with this court, most especially with its dominating members, the high-priestly
Sadducean connection. The imperfect “they began to
question" is descriptivevand at the same time holds us
in suspense as to what the answer will be.
The English cannot reproduce the pointed foiro
{unis at the end of the question: “this thing -—-yo'u,’-’
fellows like you. The pronoun has an emphasis of
scorn. “This thing” declines to describe it in any way,
for that would bring into prominence the greatness and
the beneﬁcence of the deed of the apostles. Not what
they had done is asked about, for who could condemn
the, restoration of a congenital cripple; the way they
had done what they had done, the means by which

they had done it, are assailed. Sometimes mice is qualitative, sometimes it is not (B. 740). We may here
render: “In connection with what kind of power, or

in connection with what kind of name?”

The San-

hedrists know that the apostles will be compelled to
say that the power and the name have reference to
Jesus. Now also the Jewish exorcists claimed to do
wonderful things by using the formulas of their day,
the names of the patriarchs or the name of Solomon,
and this. procedure was considered proper and orthodox. The question thus implies that, if some other
power and especially some other name was used by
the apostles, they lay themselves open to the most
serious charge. Jesus of Nazareth was regarded as a
rank blasphemer in the eyes of the Sanhedrin because
he had called himself the Son of God. To use his power
and his name for healing, no matter what the blessed
result, was using the power and the name that were
as blasphemous as this blasphemer himself.
The question with its repeated and thus emphatic
“what kind of” is shrewd; it is like a noose thrown
around the necks of the apostles. The end certainly
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does not justify the means. Damnable means dare not
be used even if, through them, good or apparent good
is done. That is the point of the double question. The
Sadducees could not, of course, unlike the Pharisees
in the Sanhedrin, claim that Beelzebul was the source
of Jesus’ power and name, for they denied the existence
of angels and of spirits. Yet Josephus, Ant. 18, 1, 4,
informs us that they were base enough, when it served
their purpose, to “addict themselves to the notions of
the Pharisees because the multitude would otherwise
not hear them.” The question is here put in a shrewd
way so as to gain the support also of all the Pharisees
who had their own view of the wickedness of Jesus’
power and name. Note that here and in 2:38'and in

Peter's answer c'v «all,» 6515me means “in connection with"
what name?
8) Then Peter, ﬁlled with the Holy Spirit, said
to them: Rulers of the people and elders, if we on
our part this day are judicially examined on a good
deed to an impotent man, in connection with what
this man has been saved, let it be known to you all
and to all the people of Israel that in connection with
the name of Jesus Christ, the Nazarene, whom you
cruciﬁed, whom God raised up from the dead, in connection with this One does this man stand here be-

fore you whole.
Peter again speaks for himself and also for John.
It was not necessary to state explicitly that on Pentecost Peter was ﬁlled with the Holy Spirit when he

preached as he did; nor was there need to state that
he spoke by the Spirit to the multitude before Solo.
mon’s Porch. But here this fact must be noted because
it is the ﬁrst fulﬁllment of the Lord’s promise given in
Matt. 10:19, 20. Peter's wonderful defense is not
to be credited to his keen powers and his great courage.

He and John had "not lain awake all night planning
what to say.

They had not even known what turn
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things would take. It is the Holy Spirit who puts this
telling defense into Peter’s mouth. Peter merely uses
a shorter formula when he names only the rulers and
the elders when addressing the Sanhedrin. Both are
most honorable terms; in fact, either could be used
alone as a designation of the entire court. Like Jesus,
the apostles acknowledge and submit to the authority
of the Sanhedrin. Peter used even the most respectful
form of address.
9) In the conditional form of the answer: “if we
this day,” etc., there lies a ﬁne intimation that no just
grounds exist for instituting the examination now
being made. The emphatic ﬁnds, “we on our part,”
takes up in a digniﬁed way the emphatic and scornful
{gaze of the question. The verb dvaxpt'mu is used in a forensic sense to indicate a preliminary judicial examination on the result of which further legal action may
depend. Peter thus tells the Sanhedrin what it is doing; its president had failed to do so. The latter had

used only roam, “this thing," in his question of examination; Peter is proud to state what “this thing” really
is because of which he and John are being subjected to
judicial probing: “a good deed to an impotent man"
(the objective genitive, R. 500). The articles are
purposely omitted in order to emphasize the quality
of the terms and to generalize the phrase. Any good
deed done to any helpless man, a restoration of such
a man, speaks for itself. Not only this good deed but
any and all like it ought to be beyond criminal suspicion and inquiry by any court. The Sanhedrin should
investigate crimes and not good deeds. Yet if this
high court must know “in connection with what this
man (pointing to the beggar) has been‘saved (and
thus now stands before them as saved," Peter is certainly ready to' furnish the fullest information, and

this high court may then decree whether any criminality attaches to the means used for the man’s wonder-
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ful restoration. 'Ey n’m is neuter because it includes
both “power” and “name” in the question; the R. V35
marginal translation “in whom” is inexact. All ﬁve
3v, beginning with those in the question, are identical
in force and mean neither “through,” “by,” nor “in,"
but, “in connection with,” which is the original sense
of this preposition. This sense also gives it so wide a
range. Sphere illustrates its idea, for c'v draws a circle
around two concepts.
10) We have noted Peter’s tone of authority in
2:14, 36; here it appears again and is expressed with
the same imperative: “let it be known to you and to all
the people of Israel.” So little is there to hide that
Peter courts the utmost publicity and would have the
world of Judaism know the exact facts regarding this
beggar's restoration. The Sanhedrin wants the name
stated that is involved in this miracle; triumphantly
Peter complies: it is “in connection with the name of
Jesus Christ, the Nazarene," that this man stands here
before their very eyes twig, sound, whole, no longer
crippled. By. naming this name Peter does not need
to specify the power in regard to which he also had
been asked. All Palestine knew about that power because of the miracles which Jesus himself had wrought.
‘
The old view is still held that in these “name"
phrases dropa means “authority,” R. 649, or that the
phrase is a mere circumlocution. It is, of course, the
Hebrew b‘schem, B.-D. 206, 3; but in these phrases
and in other connections NAME always denotes revelation; see the discussion in 2:21, 38 ; 3 :6. We believe
“in or on the name.” The name is inserted before the
person as making him known to us, as the means for
apprehending him, of connecting ourselves with him.
Note the resumptive a wing in this verse: “in connection with this One" as named and revealed. “Nazarene” is repeatedly used to identify Jesus in the popu-
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lar way (2:22); and, as in 2:38, “Jesus Christ" designates him as the Messiah (2:36, “Lord and Christ”).
The two relative clauses name Jesus as Christ more
fully, and the asyndeton makes them the more striking
by presenting clashing opposites: “whom you cruciﬁed,
whom God raised up from the dea ." Here we have
the same bold contrast we noticed in 2:23, 24; 3:14,
15, which appeals to the conscience when the divine law
reveals the sin. Here again God is shown as nullifying
what the Sanhedrin had done. It had intended to abolish Jesus forever, God raised him up and established
him forever. Here Peter does not add as he did in 2 :32;
3:15: “of which we are witnesses." Their testimony
regarding the resurrection of Jesus would be scorned
by the Sanhedrists. Peter points to the testimony that
even these vicious haters of Jesus cannot deny, namely
the healed beggar standing there before their eyes: “in
connection with this One,” whose name and revelation he has just presented, “this man stands here
before you whole.” The perfect rapc'a'muv is always
used as a present, and mp6, “stands beside,” means.
“stands here."
Peter says this to men like Annas and Caiaphas
here in the midst of their Sadducean following. The
whole Sanhedrin had tried to hush up the resurrection
of Jesus, Matt. 28:11-15. Here it faced them with even
stronger evidence than that which the Roman guard
brought from the tomb. No dead Jesus could work a
miracle such as this; the risen and gloriﬁed Jesus alone
could do that. So Jesus had healed when he was alive;
lo, so he had healed now after this Sanhedrin had
cruciﬁed him!
11) Why did Caiaphas and those Sadducees not
leap up and denounce Peter in blazing 'wrath? Did the
truth thrown into their faces, hurled at their consciences with such unexpected power dumbfound them
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for the moment?
Peter continues:
This One is
the stone, the one considered as nothing by you. the

ones building, the one become corner head. And the
salvation is in connection with not a single other;
for there is not another name under heaven as hav-

ing been given among men in connection with which
we must he saved.

Peter was not defending himself and John. There
was nothing against which to make a defense.

He is

doing his part of witnessing (1:8), preaching Jesus
Christ to these Sanhedrists as to any other sinners
through law and gospel. What this court would do
with him and with John mattered not at all; his one
concern was to glorify Jesus as the Savior, and in this

the Holy Spirit directed his words In his witness he
uses Ps. 118 :22, yet not as a quotation but in order to
recall to the Sanhedrists what Jesus himself had told
them on the basis of this psalm in Matt. 21:42~44.
Jesus had warned them that this prophecy would be
fulﬁlled; Peter points out that it has now been fulﬁlled, both parts of it, viz., what they had done, and
what God had done. But he centers attention on Jesus,
on the unbelief of the Sanhedrists in rejecting him,
and on the deed of God in making him the Savior.
“This One” is resumptive and repeats all that Peter
has said about Jesus. The article with the predicate
“the stone" makes it identical and interchangeable
with the subject, R. 769. The ﬁgure refers to the spiritual temple of God. In their ofﬁce as spiritual leaders
of the Jewish nation God had appointed these Sanhedrists builders of this temple. How they would
function as builders the psalmist had foretold, and
Peter now repeats the thought of the psalmist in connection with this stone, Jesus Christ, “the One consid-

ered as nothing” by them, unﬁt to be used anywhere
in a. building such as they proposed.

They rejected

Jesus and cruciﬁed him. But this very stone is “the
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one become corner head,” the one supreme stone which,
laid at the head corner, governs every other corner
and every angle in the entire spiritual temple and thus
determines the angle at which every other stone is to
be laid. How Jesus became this wonderful stone Peter
has already stated, namely by God’s raising Jesus from
the dead. Note that «'s is predicative: geworden cum
E'ckstez’n, Hebrew, 1*, R. 481. “Corner head” is without articles and thus stresses the concepts themselves;
it is almost a compound.
Sometimes Christ is viewed as the entire foundation (I Cor. 3:11), then again as the cornerstone, as
distinct from the foundation (Eph. 2:20). The latter
is not the former. Peter loved this passage about the
cornerstone (I Pet. 2:4, etc.), for his own name Peter
(rock) always reminded him of this Stone. Will these
blind Sanhedrists at last see their terrible sin and
repent?

12) In plain, literal language Peter presents the
fulness of the gospel with its mighty call to salvation.
The Greek may or may not use the article with an
abstract noun, so that here 7', campio. is usually translated “salvation,” Hcil (Luther) ; yet here the article
speciﬁes. Peter means “the salvation," that promised
in the Messiah. It is this salvation that exists “in connection with not a single other”; iv is used like the ﬁve
in! in v. 7 and 10. No second, no substitute, no alternate
to Jesus exists so that by connecting with (iv) this

other we could secure salvation. The noun “salvation,”
to which the verb “be saved" is added, denotes the
act of deliverance plus the resultant state of safety;
both are wrought by the Equip, Savior; see the participle in 2 :47.

Peter uses the same verb when speaking

of the deliverance of the beggar in v. 9, just as Jesus,
too, had used it in the case of persons healed in Luke
8:48; 18:42; and with reference to the deliverance

from sin in Luke 7:50.

The word can be used in
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either sense, but here, where Peter speaks of the supreme work of the Messiah Jesus, salvation and saving
are to be taken in the spiritual sense.

With ydp Peter explains by restating more fully and
explicitly what he had said. Because of ydp, .2686 cannot mean “neither,” this is true also because no other
ou'nb‘e’ follows. The entire previous sentence is expanded.
Elucidating and fuller restatements are generally in-

troduced with explanatory yap. Instead of “not a single other” (person) Peter says, “not another name
under heaven as having been given among men.” Here
he again uses “name" as he did in v. 10 and as he used
it with such emphasis in 3 :16, there adding the correlative “faith” with equal emphasis; see the remarks on
that passage.
Name” is again the revelation by which the saving person becomes the posseSsion of the person to be
saved. It is the objective means of saving and implies
faith in that name or revelation as the subjective
means. Jesus comes to us by means of his name; that
name awakens faith; and by faith in his name he saves
us. 'AMos' and Efcpos are often used without a special
difference in meaning; and R. 749 thinks that here the
latter means only no “other at all." This absoluteness,
however, lies in the added phrase- “under heaven" and

not in zrzpowitself. We are certainly entitled to retain
the dilference here; “not a single other” who is in any
way like and comparable to Jesus brings us salvation;
and, excluding the other possibility, “not another name
under heaven” that is diﬂ’erent from his and works
on us in a different way.
Instead of a relative clause we have the articulated
perfect participle, articulated because otherwise the
participle would be combined with za-n’v and form a
periphrastic perfect verb form. This participle adds
the very important thought that, to do us any good, the
“name” must be given to us, namely by God .or by
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Christ. Only of a name thus given among men is Peter

speaking, any other name would reveal and comey
nothing to us. Names are intended as distinctions by
which others know us, and the better they know us,
the better they can trust us. The perfect participle
“having been given among men" implies that, once
given, the name remains as our means of salvation.
And here again is universality: “among men," par—
alleling “on all flesh" in 2:17, and “to those afar oil"
in 2:39. The name has been given “among men" in
order to attract and to draw them with its saving
power: “in connection with which we must be saved,"
in: is for the sixth time used in the same sense. This
“we" is not a retraction of “among men," not a limitation of the universality. It appeals to Peter’s hearers
and joins him with them; for he is not oifering an academic or abstract proposition which one might debate
and regarding which one might hold different opinions
but an absolute fact of necessity on which hangs eternal salvation or eternal destruction. Since “to be
saved" includes the act plus the condition, Peter can
freely include the apostles with the Sanhedrin; the
inﬁnitive is constative. The necessity implied in M is
that of the fact: Since salvation is possible only in connection with Jesus, all who desire to be saved must
embrace his name.
13) Now, heholding the boldness of Peter and
John and having perceived that they were people
uneducated and ordinary, they were marvelling, also

they were recognizing them, that they had been with
Jesus. Seeing also the man standing with them, the
one having been healed, they had nothing to say to
the contrary.
The imperfect tenses are descriptive of the situation of the Sanhedrists. Two things made them marvel: the upmm’a of the apostles, the free, assured way
in which they bore themselves and spoke, and yet the
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fact that they were “uneducated,” never having attended a rabbinical school, and besides that they ‘were
mam, ordinary, common people who had nothing but
their own little personal affairs to which to attend.
They held no public ofﬁce of any kind that might give
them some training. They understood that the apostles
had neither the advantage of rabbinical schooling nor
that offered by any other kind of prominence. Associated with this was their recognition of the fact that
they had been with Jesus, and that this experience in
some way accounted for the effective way in which
they spoke and acted. Many, no doubt, had seen these
two apostles with Jesus during the Passover week,
then, however, paying little attention to them. The
Greek retains the tenses of the direct discourse when
it expresses what one perceives and recognizes, hence

chi and also z'pav; the thought of the Sanhedrists was:
“they are uneducated” —“they were with Jesus."
14) Associated with all this they saw standing
beside the apostles the man that had been healed,
whom, of course, they had for a long time known as the
most hopeless cripple but who was now standing on his
feet completely healed—eloquent attestation of every
word Peter had spoken. All of this was too much.
They were checkmated, “they had nothing to say to the
contrary,” there just was nothing that they could say.
Note how the two u used in these verses bind the three
statements into one compact whole.
Here we have a shining exempliﬁcation of the manner in which the Holy Spirit conducts the cases of per-

secuted disciples. Even the Sanhedrists perceived that
a power was sustaining Peter and John. The point
to be noted, however, is not the fact that the apostles
escaped but that, irrespective of this, they so perfectly
maintained the cause of Christ and the gospel. The
very judges who compelled them to appear were converted into an audience for the apostles’ preaching, and
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they preached to this audience without the least timidity or restraint and with all power and effectiveness.
Such scenes occur throughout the Acts; in this way the
gospel reached out to the highest authorities to win
rulers, governors, kings for Christ.
15) But having ordered them to go outside of
the council chamber, they conferred with each other,
saying: What shall we do to these men? for that a
known sign has occurred through them is manifest
to all those inhabiting Jerusalem, and we are not
able to make denial. But in order that it may not
spread farther to the people, let us threaten them

no longer to speak on the basis of this name to any
man.

This was a painful situation. The Sadducees, who
had caused the arrest, had not expected to ﬁnd themselves at such a disadvantage.

Nothing is left to them

but to order the prisoners to step outside and to confer in private. Here o-uvc'dptov designates the hall where
the session was held, where the judges “sat together”;
the word is also used to designate the Sanhedrin itself.
The Greek is picturesque: “they threw together”
(words, Myer), R. 1202, and thus conferred in private,
each giving his opinion.

We need not ask how Luke

obtained the results of this conference, for since so
many were conferring, it was impossible to keep things
secret.

16) Luke reports only the gist of what was said
and decided. “What shall we do to these men?” is a
question of deliberation and doubt, hence the subjunctive is employed. Having arrested these men, they felt
that they must do something to them; but what could

they do? The honest thing to do was to acknowledge
their wrong in having made the arrest; yea, to admit
their crime in crucifying Jesus, to repent. and to ac-

cept him as the Christ. But their very question implies
that these things they will not (10. They must in some
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. way maintain their opposition, the only question being
in what way.
They admit that they cannot deny the reality of the
“sign” wrought through the apostles. It is a “known
sign" and by this time “manifest to all those inhabiting Jerusalem.” The crowds that saw the healed beggar and heard Peter’s address in the Temple court
spread the news over all the city; the Sanhedrists admit this to each other. With ¢av¢p6v supply the copula
{W‘-

This is the blindness of unbelief. The fact that a
known and notable sign has occurred, a sign that signiﬁed something, one that had been wrought “through
the apostles," they being only the medium (8d) of a
higher power, means absolutely nothing to these Sanhedrists personally. They would deny the miracle if
they could; the only thing that, prevents such a denial
is the fact that it is already known throughout the city.
This to their great regret. We see how old the motives
and the policies of unbelief are. The circumstance that
facts are facts and signs are signs means nothing; deny
them, get rid of them in some way; it is deplorable that
they should be known at all, and they must be kept
from becoming better known lest still more people
believe them.
17) 'AMa'. corresponds to [16' in v. 16. The only
thing left to be done under the painful circumstances
is to take effective measures to prevent the further
spread of the knowledge of this sign “to the people”
(tic, not. “among") . The Sanhedrists agree that
proper threatening will accomplish this; yet we must
remember that they were sorely perplexed to ﬁnd anything they might do. The subjunctive is hortative:
“let us threaten them,” aorist to express the one act.
They have in mind a threatening command “no longer
to speak on the basis of this name to any man.” Note
much; not “to make utterance” is to keep still. The
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apostles are not to mention “this name” nor anything
depending “on this name,” no matter what it may be.

The Sanhedrin [intends to muzzle the apostles completely. The phrase “on the name" has the same force
as “in the name,” the preposition varying only the
relation by using the idea of basis instead of that of
connection.

“Name,” however, has the same mean-

ing it had in v. 7, 10, 12; compare 3:16; and the
previous passages 2:21, 38; 3:6. They purposely say
“this name” without mentioning “Jesus.” It has been
well said: sz'e women ilm totschweigen. (They would
kill him by silence.) This signiﬁcant aversionlto pronouncing even the name still exists to this day.
18) And having called them, they passed the
order all through not to make a sound and not to
teach on the basis of the name of Jesus. The threat
was implied. To disobey a strict order of the supreme
Jewish court was at that time a more serious thing
than contempt of court is now. The order is summary
and permits no exception of any kind. “All through"
is to be construed with both inﬁnitives, but rd modiﬁes
only the compound adverb ano'Aou by regarding this as
an adverbial accusative. The present inﬁnitives are
linear and refer to all time to come. They are not
even “to make a sound,” etwas verlauten lassen, on
the basis of the name of Jesus. This includes the teaching, but that is also speciﬁed because the apostles had
been teaching.

“Jesus" is here added, and the usual explanation
given is that the Sanhedrin was compelled to mention this name when issuing its order; yet these are
Luke’s own words, and there is no evidence that
“Jesus" was even here uttered by the Sanhedrists.
One cannot be sure that they did so.

Thus the apostles

were no longer to be apostles, the witnesses (1:8;
2:32; 3 :15) were no longer to testify. The Sanhedrin
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nulliﬁes the order and the appointment of Jesus. The
whole work of the gospel is to be nipped in the bud.
19, 20) But Peter and John, making answer to
them, said: Whether it is right in the sight of God to
hearken to you rather than to God, judge ye; for not
able are we on our part not to utter what things we
saw and heard.
The circumstantial participle (aorist of simultaneous action), “making answer to them,” intends to
mark the importance of the answer to this court order.
The answar is very brief but perfect. No man could
have given a better one. Peter and John act as a
unit. The perfection of the answer lies in the turning
of the question at issue back upon the judgment of the
Sanhedrin itself; in the formulating of that question
in the simple way in which it ought alone to be formulated; and then in the giving of the only answer the
apostles on their part are able to make. The whole
answer is designed so as to focus on the real issue and

to cut 01f any opportunity to quibble about irrelevant
points. The Holy Spirit prompted this answer even as
to its wording.

From the Jewish supreme court the apostles appeal
to God’s own court, to which even the Sanhedrin was
amenable: “whether it is right in the sight of God.”
As the highest religious court of the nation the Sanhedrin itself was always assembled as being in the very
sight of God, and its every act was to have the full
sanction and approval of God. Peter struck home
when he said “in the sight of God." The forensic point
in the words employed by the apostles should not be
overlooked, for both Sixawv and e'vuimov 101'! (9:06 refer to

God as the Judge who pronounces what is Similar,
“just,” “righteous," in harmony with the divine Sim,
or norm of right.

The one thing the Sanhedrists need

to dread is that the divine Judge should pronounce
an action of theirs unjust, contrary to his norm of right.
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So the alternative before the apostles is, “whether
to hearken unto you rather than unto God," or negatively, “whether to disobey men rather than God."
“Judge ye" means that, as far as the apostles are concerned, the alternative is decided, and they are ready to
abide by the consequences. Elucidative ydp explains that
their position has been taken: “not able are we not
to utter what things we saw and heard.” This is a
litotes which puts negatively what is intended very
positively, namely that they are bound to utter these

things. The of: and the F15 cancel each other, B.-D. 431,
1. The inability of the apostles to remain silent about
all that they have seen and heard (the Greek uses
aorists to express the facts, the English prefers perfects to express the relative time of the facts) of Jesus
is moral, spiritual, due to the compulsion of conscience.
In the four Gospels we have a'survey of what the
apostles saw and heard. The emphasis is strongly on

ﬁntie, both because it is written out and because of
its position, verb and subject are reversed: “unable
are we," stressing both. The Sanhedrin may judge
for itself, what the apostles judge they here declare.
Where God is involved, every man must judge for himself, and he is entitled to do so.
There was not a moment's hesitation, not the least
trace

of

fear,

but

complete

outspokenness.

The

apostles do not leave the impression that they may
possibly obey while in their hearts they resolve not to
obey; nor do they evade the issue by saying that they
will think the matter over. They face the issue like
men, squarely, openly.
Compare 5:29. No wonder Luke devotes so much
space (chapters three to ﬁve) to the events which
evoked these declarations that are of the highest moral
import regarding human and divine authority. In
John 7:48, 49 this very Sanhedrin operated with the
directly opposite principle, a principle which now
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receives its supreme challenge. All human authority
must yield to divine authority. It is, indeed, a divine
command that we obey the government (Rom. 13 :1),
but this obedience is never absolute. When the government or any human authority commands what is contrary to God, we are bound to obey God alone. The
ﬁrst members of the church who suffered for this
principle were the Twelve, cf., 5:40; the history of
all the martyrdoms that followed extends from that
time until the present. Tears and blood have ever
anew sealed this great principle in this wicked world. ,
Some individuals have gone too far by having this
principle justify rebellion and revolution. The apostles
offered only passive resistance and not the sword. Like
them, we may use all legitimate means to change the
wrong demands made on us, but beyond that we suffer
in patience any inﬂiction that may result. It is this
great principle that makes for the separation of church
and state, that keeps each out of the domain of the
other. This is the principle underlying true civil and
religious liberty and the liberty of conscience. Endless are the means by which this principle is assailed,
endless the elforts of human authority to supersede the divine. The author has treated the entire
subject in Kings and Priests, see especially pp. 101,
104, 116.
‘
21) But they, having made further threats, released them, ﬁnding nothing as to how they should
punish them on account of the people, because all
were glorifying God for what had occurred. For the
man was of more than forty years on whom this sign
of the healing had occurred.
So the whole proceeding ended in failure. Luke
adds the reason that the Sanhedrists found nothing
chargeable: “on account, or in consideration, of the
people.” They dreaded the effect which harsher
methods might have (in the people, for these gloriﬁed
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God because of what had occurred. The insincerity
and the inner dishonesty of the Sanhedrin is in glaring
contrast with the openness of the apostles. Chrysostom
has a ﬁne passage in which he compares the two: the
Sanhedrists at a loss, the apostles joyful; they afraid
to say what they think, these speaking out openly;
they dreading to have the report spread, these unable
not to say what they saw and heard; they not doing
what they wanted, these declaring what they wanted.
He ends by asking, “Who, then, were in bonds and
in dangers ‘2” The article before the indirect question

of deliberation with mic merely substantivizes it as
being the object of the participle, R. 766.
22) It may well be possible that as a medical man
Luke adds the notable detail of the man’s age although
one need not be a doctor in order to be impressed by
this feature of the miracle. The people, no doubt, remarked aboutthe beggar’s age when they told the story
of his instantaneous healing. With «Adm (and Mom)
5, “than," is omitted when these occur before numbers,
B.~D., 185, 4. The perfect participle is proper in the
phrase in v. 21; “what has occurred," which states the
viewpoint of those praising God; here, in the relative
clause, the past perfect states the standpoint of the
reader. The genitive “of the healing” is appositional
to “this sign," R. 498.
THE PRAYER or THE APOSTLES

23) Luke adds the sequel, which incidentally gives
us an insight into the prayer life of the apostles.
Now, having been released, they came to their own
and reported what all the high priests and the
elders said to them.

There is a question as to who are referred to by
“their own ?" Many interpreters answer, “The believers.” But in v. 31 we learn that all were ﬁlled with the
Holy Spirit and continued to utter the Word of God;

176

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

and in v. 32, we read of the multitude of those that believed. And this multitude, no doubt, includes more
than the “all" of v. 31. Nor did “all” mentioned in
this verse preach the Word. Peter and John came to
their fellow apostles; if a few other persons were
present, they are not considered in Luke's narrative.
The Sanhedrin is usually designated by naming only
two of its classes as is done here where “the high
priests and the elders” are named. And these are
“their rulers and the elders” which were mentioned

in v. 5. Stress is laid only on what these foes of Christ
and the gospel “said" and not on what Peter and John
replied, because the prayer that now follows deals with
what these foes ordered, namely, the cessation of all
preaching. The apostles pray that God may grant

them the ability to go on preaching with boldness (v. 29).
24) And they, on hearing it, with one accord
lifted voice to God and said: Lord Almighty, thou
art he that Inadest the heaven and the earth and the
sea and all the things in them, the One that through
thy servant David’s mouth di’dst say:
For what purpose did Gentiles snort,
And people put care on empty things?
The kings of the earth stood in array,
And the rulers were gathered together
Against the Lord and against his Anointed.
For there were gathered of a truth in this city against
thy holy Servant Jesus, whom thou didst anoint, both
Herod and Pontius Pilate with Gentiles and peoples
of Israel to do what all thy hand and thy counsel
foreordained to occur.
Instead of launching words of indignation against
the Sanhedrin and its unjust demands, the apostles
automatically turn to God, the Omnipotent, lay the case
before him, and ask him to enable them to resist those
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demands. A great critical moment has come: all their
preaching and teaching must henceforth be done in
open violation of the highest legal power and authority
of their nation. They must, therefore, depend wholly
upon the still higher power and authority of God.
“They lifted up voice and said” certainly does not
intend to exclude Peter and John. Here we again meet
the signiﬁcant adverb “with one accord.” There was
no coward among the apostles, no one wavered, all as
one man resolved to disobey the Sanhedrin and to rely
and to call upon God.

The view that the plural conveys the idea that all
those present actually spoke the prayer aloud in unison
is as untenable as to think that in v. 19 Peter and John
spoke in unison. Some even state that this prayer
had been composed and committed to memory some
days before, and that it was a general prayer without special reference to what had just occurred. But
this view is plainly contradicted by v. 29: “look upon
their threats,” which clearly refers to v. 17 and 21;
and by v. 80: “while thou stretchest forth thy hand
for healings,” which certainly refers to the healing
of the lame man on the previous afternoon. No; we
discard such literalism. Luke evidently means that
one of the apostles uttered the prayer, and that all
the apostles lifted up their voice and spoke through his
voice and his words. We pray in the same manner.
The pastor’s voice is the voice of the entire congregation speaking to God.
Aca'lrd'n]: is your “despot,” one who rules with abso—
lute and unrestricted power by his will alone, but the
Greek word does not have the connotation of arbitrariness and tyranny which we associate with the word
despot. In spite of Prov. 11 :26 where the LXX used
the term as a translation for 'Adon, it is a question
whether ’Adcm was the Aramaic word here employed.
The word evidently refers to God’s omnipotence, and
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we might translate it “Lord Almighty." When deciding between the A. V. which inserts the copula: “thou
art (God is not in the text) he that made," etc., and
the R. V. which omits the copula, we prefer the former.
To make all that follows in v. 25. 26 an apposition
results in an unwieldy anacoluthon. We then have an
extended subject without the sign of a predicate. and
the construction continues with a ya’p clause in v. 27.
By inserting the copula a construction such as this
is avoided. The omnipotent power of God is sketched
by describing him as the Creator of heaven, earth,
sea, and all things - in them, and the mind dwells
on each of these tremendously great created objects
somewhat as in Neh. 9:6; Jer. 32:17; Rev. 14:7.
25) Although it is supported by four great‘uncials.
the reading 6 for"! mrpos {Ipaiv 811‘: Ill’ﬂlfuﬂ’os ‘Ayiou aro'paros
AaueiS maids a'ou eimsv is unacceptable both as to form
and to substance. It seems to be an old JewishChristian gloss that found its way into the text. Linguistically it is impossible to construe both the Holy

Spirit and David after the one Sui, to say nothing of
the genitive “our father” which precedes this preposition; nor has anyone discovered why David should
here be called not only God's servant but in addition
"our father,” the latter being placed forward for the
sake of great emphasis. The A. V. renders in a sensible way, “Who by the mouth of thy servant David
hast said," or more literally, “the One that through
the mouth . . . didst say.”

Ilais= “servant.”

It is

so used with regard to Jesus in 3 :13, 26; 4 :27, 30. Ad,
especially when it is used in connection with “mouth,”
describes Verbal Inspiration. R., W. P., supposes that
a second 81a, dropped out in the longer reading given
above, but this still leaves that reading unacceptable.
The critics reject this apostolic testimony to the
Davidic authorship of Ps. 2, and seek to ﬁnd some
other far later author. The testimony of the apostles
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is rejected although it is inspired (v. 31). Like the
Sanhedrists, the critics still regard them as i‘ypa'pua'mt
mi £8157“, v. 13. The Old Testament has no superscription for this psalm, and the critics draw the conclusion that therefore David could not be the author
of it and thereby ignore the old warning that it is
dangerous to conclude anything e silentio. The fact
that the psalm is nevertheless; ascribed to David is
explained by some on the supposition that the term
“psalm" was regarded as equivalent to "song of
David” although this is contradicted by the fact that
many psalms are ascribed to other writers.
We may well regard David himself as a type of
Christ, so that the psalm refers to David’s ascending
the throne of Israel and maintaining that throne .by
the help of Jehovah in spite of all his enemies. But
this is described in a way that is sogrand and comprehensive that it plainly reaches out beyond David’s
person and extends to the Messiah whom David typiﬁed
also in this respect. Meyer paraphrases the words of
the psalm here quoted as follows: “Why do the Gentiles
rage" against Jesus, namely the Romans,‘ “and the
peoples," Israel’s tribes, “imagine vain things,” such
as they cannot successfully carry into effect, namely
the destruction of Jesus? “The kings of the earth,”
represented by Herod, “set themselves in array"
against Jesus, “and the rulers," with Pilate, “were

gathered together” with the :0», and Moi “against the
Lord,” Jehovah who had sent Jesus, “and against his
Anointed.” This psalm, of course, goes beyond the
opposition that was evident at the time of Jesus and
the apostles and includes all opposition down to the
end of time. The greatness of the psalm is evident

from the fact that it is repeatedly quoted in the New
Testament.
26) The 20",, heathen and Gentiles, are paired
with Mot, the plural to denote the tribes of Israel (the
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singular is regularly used as a designation of the people of Israel). The question introduced by imn’ is one
in regard to purpose (“in order that what may
occur ?") and here inquires as to what possible sensible
purpose the heathen could have in snorting against

Jehovah and his Anointed. What end had they in
View? This verb is used with reference to the snorting of horses and thus denotes the pride and the
scorn of strength. These pagans rear, paw, and snort
like wild stallions who show their power as though
nothing could control them. What for? For nothing.
What is the end to be accomplished by these Moi
by bestowing care, thought, and diligence on things
that are uni, empty, without inner reality or sub—
stance? The senselessness manifested by devoting
effort to things that are void and hollow ought to
be apparent. The whole scheme of abolishing Christ
is an empty dream, an insane delusion, and yet cease.
less effort is put forth to realize that dream. These
two lines are full of divine scorn and irony.
The psalm advances to the kings and the rulers
who stand at the head of their people, and in whom
this opposition centers. nape’amaav, “stood by,” is well
rendered, “stood in array.” They ranged themselves
in line for battle; In the same way the rulers “were
gathered together” (in: 722 afmi as in 1 :16 and repeated-

ly) for the same opposition.

Two great xaru'. phrases

("down against") state the focus of all this tremendous though vacuous hostility: “the Lord (Yahweh)

and his Anointed (Xpurro's, Luke 3:22)." They will
not have this man to reign over them, Luke 19:14.
And yet he will reign even over them, over all of

them, if not in grace (which they scorn) then in judgment (which none can scorn), Ps. 2:9. It is one of
those odd fancies that still ﬁnd occasional favor (as
in R... W. P.) that all present sang the lines of the
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psalm, and that Peter then applied them. Luke, however, records a prayer.
27) What the psalm depicted found one of its
most notable fulﬁlments as to both Gentile and Jewish
opposition in the death of Jesus. The conjunction ydp
frequently speciﬁes by introducing an example; it is
like our “for instance." Note that the verb “there
were gathered” is repeated and put into the emphatic
forward position. For the striking feature of the killing of Jesus was this very coalition of his foes, notably
Herod and Pilate, who actually again became friends
in this strange way. Who would have thought it possible? But it occurred “of a truth” —it actually did.
And “in this city," the last place in the world where
one would have thought it possible for Jews and
pagans, a Jewish king and a pagan ruler, to combine
against Jehovah and his Messiah.
’ 1, “on thy holy Servant Jesus," ﬁts the idea of
the trial to which Jesus was subjected. This monstrous
and unholy alliance was directed as the psalm states,
“against Jehovah’s Anointed” who is fully designated
in the prayer. “Servant,” the great ’Ebed Yahweh,
is explained in 3:13. He is here signiﬁcantly called
“holy” in order to manifest how monstrous and damnable this combination against him was. “Thy holy
Servant” shows how Jehovah was involved as the line
of the psalm last quoted states. Instead of saying
“Jesus Christ,” the prayer expands, “Jesus whom thou
didst anoint” and lays fuller stress on this point in the
psalm and again shows that Jehovah is involved. It
is enough to mention the king and the governor, for
all the rest that were implicated in the murder of
Jesus are included in the phrase “with Gentiles and peoples of Israel.” Yes, “of Israel,” a poignant genitive!
28) The purpose of this coalition is expressed,
not from the viewpoint of Herod and of Pilate, but
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from that of God. The enemies of Jesus did not
assemble to do what God had foreordained but to carry
out what their own wicked will intended; and yet they
thereby carried out exactly what God had determined
from eternity. Behind their violence in attempting to
destroy Jesus there stood “thy hand,” the power of
God designated concretly and anthropomorphitically,
and “thy counsel," the will and plan of God regarding Jesus, his Anointed, which through his very passion and death made him the Savior of the world.
The things these enemies did were xmi, “empty,”
as far as their purpose and intent were concerned;
but in God’s hand and counsel these vicious things
were made to serve his purpose and intent. Neither
God’s hand nor his counsel compelled these enemies to
make Jesus suffer and die; their own wickedness did
that. But God’s hand and counsel foreordained in all
eternity that what they did should serve the divine
purpose and end, defeat their purpose and accomplish
his. It is thus that God rules in the midst of his enemies, and when they do their own wicked will most
perfectly. they become mere tools for his high and
blessed will. The depth of thought here so tersely expressed is the product only of divine revelation.
29) And as to things now, Lord, look upon
their threats and give to thy slaves with all boldness
to go on uttering thy Word while thou stretchest
out thy hand for healing and in order that signs and
wonders may occur through the name of thy Servant
Jesus.

Acts alone has the form mn'w, “as to things now"
or simply “now," here referring to the situation that
has just developed. In regard to the threats of the
Sanhedrin the apostles ask only that God “look upon”
them, i.e., take them into account in what he does for
the apostles.

They do not ask for punishment of the

Sanhedrin, nor that God should make its threats null

Acts 4:89, 80
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and void; they do not ask for protection against the
execution of these threats, nor for anything regarding
their own person. All they plead for is the gift of
boldly uttering the Word, irrespective of what the Sanhedrin may do. Peter and John had shown this boldness (v. 13), but the apostles realized that this consisted in more than just manly courage, that it was a
spiritual virtue and thus a gift bestowed by God. The
emphasis is on the phrase “with all boldness."
By calling themselves sci»! can they bow in. humility
before God but also state that they have no will but
his, that they are wholly dependent on him and wholly
bound to his service. The aorist is used in prayers because of the urgency and the intensity it expresses.
As true apostles, men sent and commissioned, they
merely “utter" the Word, Moldy; it is laid upon their

lips and is not the product of their own minds.

And

here again, as in v. 4, “the Word” is used in its comprehensive and speciﬁc sense as designating the
gospel of Christ. If God will help them to keep sound~
ing‘ forth (durative inﬁnitive) the Word, all will
be well.
30) When they ask for signs, no second request
is made, for these naturally accompany the apostolic
Word as its seal even as Jesus had also promised;
hence also there is no at or coordination but only
év 1-9", Luke’s favorite idiom, which certainly does not
here indicate means (R. 1073) but has its usual force,
“while.” Here we have a plain statement by the
apostles themselves that a miracle is wrought only
when God wills “to stretch out his hand” in omnipotent power. In every case (as noted when explaining
3 :4) the apostles waited until God bade them act; they
never depended merely on their own judgment. “For
healing" is a special reference to the miracle performed
upon the lame beggar.
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“Signs and wonders" include all miracles of every
kind such as the Lord’s hand may choose to work. His
hand (power) works them but does so through the
medium of (M) “the name" of Jesus; on 5mm see
2 :21, and the phrases found in 2:38 ; 3:6; 3:16; 4:8, 10.
“Thy holy Servant" is added as it was in v. 27. Some
interpreters construe the inﬁnitive yimou with iv an;
and coordinate it with e'xra'I-cu', but the subject of the
latter is personal, that of the former neuter. Others
construe it with (is, but this makes the inﬁnitive clause
coordinate with a mere man. We construe it as a purpose

clause that is dependent on

“in that thou

stretchest out thy hand"; thus it is parallel with the
phrase eis tam, which expresses purpose.
31) And when they had petitioned, the place
was shaken in which they had been gathered, and
they were all ﬁlled with the Holy Spirit and continued to utter the Word with boldness.
The answer to the petition was immediate and miraculous. We are helped in understanding this when we
remember the great issue (v. 19, 20) with which the
petition dealt. God put his sanction and his seal upon
the principle uttered in this prayer, did it for all time
to come. Menu is the common verb to express begging
for something either from men or from God. The
shaking of the place is sometimes assumed to have
been due to an earthquake; but when an earthquake
occurred, as at the death and at the resurrection of
Jesus, this is stated, see also 16:26. This shaking had
no natural cause but, like the manifestations at Pentecost, was due only to the Holy Ghost. The sign
was one of omnipotent power in the divine presence.
The verb “they had been gathered together" may be

considered the periphrastic past perfect (R., W. P.)
or the imperfect plus a perfect participle: “they
were,” namely “as having been gathered" and thus
still being together.

Acts 4:81, 82
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A new measure of the Holy Spirit was bestowed
on them. The wider we open our hearts, or the wider

God is able to open them, the more of the Spirit we
receive; verbs of ﬁlling are followed by the genitive.
Although it is added only as a coordinate fact by means
of mi, it is the result of this being ﬁlled with the
Spirit that they all “continued to utter the Word with
boldness," the very thing asked for in v. 29. The imperfect tense is not inchoative (R., W. P.), for they
had been speaking with boldness all along, and the test
was now whether they would allow the threats of the

Sanhedrin to intimidate them or not. By the Spirit's
help they continued their public preaching openly and
freely as though the Sanhedrin had never made a
threat. They obeyed God rather than men and committed the consequences to God. This was spiritual
heroism.

THE SECOND PICTURE on THE MOTHER Commuter:
AT JERUSALEM

32) Compare 2:44-47. After the ﬁrst great inﬂux
of members Luke describes the excellent condition of
the congregational life; now after a second great inﬂux

and after a notable victory over their opponents he
again shows us the condition of the church. Now
of the multitude of those that believed there was
one heart and soul; and not one was saying that
anything of his possessions was his own, on the contrary, for them all things were common.
Viewed outwardly, the congregation consisted of

a great n'Ar'ﬂos' or “crowd” that was made up of a vast
variety of people, old and young, rich and poor, with
many differences in occupations, gifts, temperament,
inclinations, etc. The 3,000 won at Pentecost came
from many lands and had different native languages.
Luke’s last count was about 5,000 men (4:4). Make
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your own estimate of the total membership when the
women and the children are included. What held all
these people together was their one faith; they were
“those that believed," the aorist participle stating only
the fact of their believing.
Faith is the inner and essential bond of union in
the church. The Communion of Saints is such by faith
alone. Mere outward connection with a church body
does not constitute true membership although it may
lead to that. This is a spiritual state in the soul and
not a matter of outward arrangement. Faith, of
course, produces many visible results, for those who
believe show their faith in many ways, and all these
manifestations are valuable, but valuable only as
evidences and fruits of the inner state, the precious
saving faith itself.
The outstanding feature which Luke can report is
that of this host of believers “there was one heart and
soul.” As in a living body only one heart beats, and
as it is animated by only one dwxﬁ, so it was true of
this great body of believers. KapSc'a and my; naturally
go together as the pulsing heart and the breath of life.
The Greek word for the heart designates the center of
the personality, the seat of thought, feeling, and volition; in English the word heart connotes chieﬂy the

feeling.

The- Greek lIva-r; characterizes the soul in so

far as it animates the body, it is the “life” of the body.
Luke presents the fact that this great outward body
of the congregation had one living personality in it.
Its whole active life was one. in thought, feeling, and
will. “They all wanted one thing: to be saved eternally; they all thought one thing: only to be faithful to the Lord Jesus; they all experienced one thing:
the comfort of the Holy Spirit.” Besser. This means
that, despite the great number, no divisions, no factions, no contentions existed.
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In this regard the mother congregation of Christendom serves as a model for all time, a rebuke to
all her daughters who followed heresies and errors
and caused rents in the church, and a rebuke likewise to all members in any congregation that cause
strife and disturbance; but a shining example for all
congregations that hold in unity to the one faith
and doctrine (2:42) and in one mind to the things

that make for peace. The condition of the ﬁrst congregation was one that made for healthy inner and
outer growth.
We have already discussed how “for them all
things were common,” see 2:44, 46. Here the additional feature is added that-even in this matter “not
one was saying or claiming that anything of his possessions (literally, of the things belonging to him) was
his own." Everyone regarded his possessions as not

being intended for him alone but to be employed for
all as need required. Even in the matter of personal
possessions all were one heart and soul. This is truly
remarkable, especially in so large a body. “Not one" -—
usually one or at least a few are opposed to such an
arrangement. This is especially true where money is
concerned. Selﬁshness shows itself, often in shameful
ways, and will not let true generosity and Christian
love ﬂourish. We have already shown that even here
in Jerusalem no communism was practiced and have

answered the attempts to misconstrue the motives that
animated these ﬁrst Christians; see 2 :44, 45.
33) And with great power the apostles continued July to give the testimony of the resurrection
of the Lord Jesus, also great grace was upon them
all.
In v. 31 the uttering of the Word with boldness
refers to the preaching before the general public in

the city in order to win new believers.

We have.
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pointed out that Luke says this regarding the apostles
and not regarding any and all of the believers. The
fact that these latter also testiﬁed in their private
capacity is taken for granted. When Luke now adds
that “the apostles continued duly to give the testimony
of the resurrection" we again see that this was their
ofﬁcial task; am: in the verb always denotes a giving
that is due to an obligation that is to be met. The
obligation is indicated by the word “testimony" or
witness, which recalls the fact that the apostles were
the divinely appointed “witnesses” (1:8).

We know

that many others had seen the risen Lord; yet here
the apostles alone act as the public witnesses. The
fact that the others testiﬁed in private is selfoevident.
Yet we are not friendly toward the restriction which
some introduce at this place by claiming that the testimony here mentioned was given only to the congregation — why not also to others? The answer usually giv—
en, that Luke here writes only regarding the believers,
overlooks the fact that the apostles had the appointment
“duly to give the testimony” in all Jerusalem, etc. Tobe
sure, as in 2:42, they diligently testiﬁed and taught in
the congregation; but they also reached out beyond it.
About this testimony the believers had gathered,
about it new believers would gather.

From it sprang

their faith and their love. They needed to have it
preached to them ever anew. The resurrection is the
crowning work of God in accomplishing our redemption. It was the ﬁnal proof of the deity and of the Messiahship of Jesus. It attested the full efﬁcacy of his
life, his suffering, and his death in removing the bar-

rier that separated us from God (sin) by satisfying
every claim of his holiness and righteousness. It
showed also that the gloriﬁed Savior lived and ruled

as the Head of the church to keep and to bless it to
eternity.

To this day it is Sunday, the day of Christ’s

resurrection, which assembles the hosts of his believers
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to the worship of his name. With the close connective n’ Luke unites this preaching with its result,
namely “great grace upon them all,” namely divine
grace through the channel of this testimony, God’s
unmerited favor which built up the faith and the love
of all. In 2:47 we have a different context, and there
xa'ptr means the favor and the good will of the general
public.
34) In 2 :44, 45 Luke wrote only brieﬂy regarding
the manner in which love manifested itself in the congregation; here he returns to the subject and adds an
instance of how things were done. For there was
not anyone needy among them; for as many as were
owners of lands or of houses, making sales, kept
bringing the proceeds of the things disposed of and
laying them at the feet of the apostles; and it was
distributed to each according as anyone was having
need.
Here ydp brings evidence of the grace that rested
on them: not one in need of the necessities of life.

There were many beggars among the Jews. We meet
them constantly (3 :2 is a sample). The believers had
none. The model here given has been followed by the
church since that time. Every congregation takes care
of its poor and unfortunate, and we need not add how
extensive the arrangements are for doing this work
through entire church bodies and in regular institutions. Even the world has learned something from the
church in this line.
The rich came forward, “owners of lands and of
houses.” The present participle and the two imperfect verbs are iterative (R. 884) and express what
occurred from time to time (R. 1116). The prices
or proceeds of the sales were brought into the assembly
and deposited beside the feet of the apostles. They
seem to be represented as sitting on a platform and
at this time managed the distribution of the funds thus
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voluntarily brought in. The idea to be expressed is
certainly not that the rich sold all of their property
and thus made also themselves poor. What Luke conveys is that the amounts brought in were large, each
seller going to great lengths in disposing of some of
his property, and that sales were made only at intervals, when new funds were required.
35)

Another iterative imperfect reports the dis-

tribution; it is a form of Madcap. and the passive singular has an indeﬁnite subject: “it was distributed.”
i. e., by the apostles who still managed everything without assistants. In this simple, though effective,
fashion every case of need received proper relief.
36) Luke adds an illustration of this way of giving but singles out Barnabas for the special reason
that we may thus early take note of this man, since he
came to occupy an important place in the advance of
the church. An illustration is in place at this point so
that we may properly understand the following narrative which records a ﬂagrant case of deception in this
very matter of charity. And Joseph. the one called
besides Barnabas on the part of the apostles. which
is,

when

interpreted,

“son

of

consolation,"

a

Levite, a Cyprian by race, he, having a ﬁeld, on selling it, brought the money and placed it at the feet

of the apostles.
The elaborate manner in which Luke introduces
this man is due to his future importance. His introduction is ﬁttingly connected with a noble act of his
that was performed in the early part of his Christian
career. He had the common Jewish name "Joseph"
which had been given him at the time of circumcision.
Since many others had the same name, it is not surpris«
ing that he bore also another name. This second name
was “Barnabas" and, as we shall ﬁnd, completely superseded his original name.
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We restrict ourselves to the main points regarding this second name; those interested may examine
Zahn on our passage who has an elaborate investigation. Luke writes a emanate, the aorist participle, and
not imdoﬁmor, the present. The latter would mean
that Joseph was always called Barnabas, the former
means that he got this name from the apostles, and
an: is the correct preposition, “from." not imi, “by."

One of the apostles must have called Joseph by this
name; originating thus, everybody (not only the
apostles) called him by this name. Luke translates

the name for Theophilus. Why? Because Theophilus
is not merely to know its meaning but is at the same
time to see how a name that had such a meaning was

given this man by the apostles. Luke is the last man
to dispense mere etymological information. The interpretation or rather translation of Barnabas is “son of
consolation.” Luke mentions all this regarding the name
in advance of the statement that Joseph was a Levite
in order to bring together everything regarding the
name. The fact that Joseph was “a Levi ” is again
no mere biographical item without further relevancy.
Joseph was the ﬁrst Levite to be won for the gospel by
the apostles, won immediately after the Sanhedrin had

uttered its dire threats to Peter and to John. His conversion was the ﬁrst breach in the hierarchical walls
and, coming at just this critical time, brought great
consolation and encouragement to the apostles. That is
why they gave him the new name. one which caused his
original name to be discarded.
The onomastic debate with regard to “Barnabas" is
rather severe and has taken on renewed energy.
The charge that Luke mistranslated is rather beside
the point since he was for so long a time and so well
acquainted with Barnabas himself. And at least some
of the Twelve most certainly knew Barnabas intimately. Meanings such as “son of prophecy," “son of a
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prophet,”- “son of consolation” in the sense of preaching in a comforting way, or Deissmann’s “son of
Nebo,” an idol whose downfall Isa. 46:1, 2 prophesied,
ﬁnd no support in Luke. If Joseph’s preaching gave
him his name, why did he preach so early, and why
was he called “son" and not, as one should expect,
“father of consolation"?
The fact that he was a Cyprian by race is added
because he and Paul made their ﬁrst missionary journey to Joseph’s homeland, the island of Cyprus. He
was thus a foreign-born Jew. His father seems to
have given up his station as a Levite and to have
moved to Cyprus; see the list of foreign-born Jews in
2:9, etc. Joseph. however, remained a Hebrew Jew
and, like Paul, did not become a Hellenist. The fact
that he was at this time in Jerusalem, aside from
other reasons, may be explained by the circumstance
that his relatives, his sister Mary and his cousin Mark.
lived here. It is only a conjecture that Joseph was
one of the Seventy, a conjecture that disagrees with all
that may otherwise be safely assumed.
37) The genitive absolute, “a ﬁeld being for him,"
i. e., “he having a ﬁeld," shows that he possessed
wealth; he was like those mentioned in v. 34. The
statement regarding what he did with this ﬁeld is
worded exactly like that in v. 34, 35, and only uses
the aorists instead of the iterative tenses. The singular we xpﬁpa, instead of the usual plural, seems to signify
the sum of money as a whole.

CHAPTER V
ANANIAS AND SAPPHIRA

The deceit of Achan, Josh. 7 :1, etc., and his severe
penalty, which occurred when Israel ﬁrst entered
Canaan, are recorded as a warning for the entire Old

Testament Church. The deceit of Ananias and of
Sapphira, which happened when the Christian Church
began in Jerusalem, and their severe penalty are
recorded as a warning for the entire New Testament
Church. The ﬁrst danger to the young church came
from the outside when the Sanhedrin struck at Peter
and at John. This had been safely met, and the church
continued on in its successful course. Now follows the
second attack of Satan from within the sacred circle
of the congregation itself: the hearts of two disciples
had become false, two hypocrites are unmasked. Rich
members, also Barnabas, sold land or property and
laid the proceeds at the feet of the apostles to be used
for the needy. Ananias and Sapphira do the same,
but their act is in reality the absolute opposite, and
judgment overtakes them. Here God’s attitude toward all hypocrites in the church is recorded whether
his judgment strikes them at once or is delayed for
a time.
1)

Now a man by name Ananias with Sap-

phire, his wife, sold a property and held out for
himself something from the price, his wife also
knowing it together with him; and having brought

some part, he placed it at the feet of the apostles.
Because of the gravity of the oﬁ'ense the names of
the offenders are not withheld; ‘n's' is used like our
(193)
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indeﬁnite pronoun.

Throughout the account Ananias

is linked with his wife who was not the jewel (sapphire) after which she was named. They both sold
the property. It is usually assumed that this parcel
of ground (v. 3) was all they owned, but the indeﬁnite

«ﬁlm, without the article, makes the impression that
this property was only one of their possessions. Nor
did Barnabas or any of the owners mentioned in 4:34
sell all their real estate for the beneﬁt of the needy.
2) Selling the property and retaining a part of
the price were but two elements of one transaction.
The whole procedure was planned in advance. In order
to place the matter beyond question the genitive absolute, “his wife also knowing with him," is added. We
cannot agree with those who think that the idea of
retaining part of the price came to these two people
only after the parcel had been sold, that perhaps the
sight of so much money stirred the cupidity of the
couple, that thus an originally right motive went
wrong. No sinner should ever be painted blacker than
he is, but on‘ the other hand, no sinner should be whitewashed to hide some of his blackness. Here there was
no change of mind, no yielding to a sudden impulse.
The heart of husband and wife had grown cold and
dead in regard to faith. Their sin was not merely
cupidity but the worst and the boldest type of
hypocrisy. Satan had entered where Christ could not
remain.
Husband and wife were “one heart and soul"

(3 :32) in evil. Whereas the one should have restrained
the other, neither did so, but each aided and abetted
the other, both were equally guilty. This premeditation,
this conspiracy made the sin so terrible. They had to
talk the matter over, had to say to each other what was
in their hearts, had to tell each other what to do and
how to act so that nobody should know. For such con.
duct calousness is required ; theirs were two seared con-
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sciences. Neither had scruples or compunctions of conscience. And thus Ananias carried out the deed.
We must imagine that the congregation or a part
of it was assembled for worship. The apostles are
present to lead and to teach. Ananias has the bag of
money with him; and when the time came to make the
offerings. he went forward and in the sight of all
deposited the bag. “At or beside the apostles’ feet”
(the same expression used in 4:34, 37) represents the
apostles as seated on a platform. To those who looked
on. Ananias appeared as a second Barnabas. Words

of praise, at least thoughts of commendation, accompanied the act of Ananias. He acted with perfect
assurance, certain that no one could possibly detect his
deception. He never thought of God or of Christ who
were present in that assembly according to their
promise. And so the deed was done.
The supposition that Ananias aimed at attaining
more than praise, that he aspired to a leadership such
as Barnabas had gained, cannot be substantiated from
Luke’s account. Why Barnabas received his second
name is explained in 4:36; that he sold all his possessions is not stated nor is it to be assumed; he became
prominent at a later time and only for this reason is
he here cited as an example. The mere juxtaposition
of Barnabas and Ananias with its contrast of sincerity

and base hypocrisy involves no more than is thus indicated, which also is certainly enough.
3) But Peter said: Ananias, for what reason
did Satan ﬁll thy heart for thee to belie the Holy
Spirit and to hold back for thyself something from
the price of the land? Was it not, remaining (unsold), remaining for thee? and sold, was it not

still in thy power?
Why didet thou put this
aﬁair in thy heart? Thou didst not lie to men, but
to God!
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Ananias had just laid down the money and had
most likely added a few words that expressed his intention. He, no doubt. expected Peter or one of the other
apostles to answer with words of acceptance and personal commendation. Instead of this there came the
exposure of his fearful sin like a bolt out of the clear
sky. How did Peter gain such complete knowledge
about the sin of Anan‘ias? One answer to this question is found in 1 Cor. 12:10, “and to another discerning of spirits.” In the case before us Peter had even
more, namely the direct revelation of the Holy Spirit
concerning Ananias and his wife. Did this revelation
include the judgment to be visited upon Ananias?
Peter announces the judgment upon Sapphira but not
that upon Ananias. We can get the answer by inference only since we do not have a direct statement
by Luke himself. It seems that the revelation given
to Peter included the judgment awaiting both Ananias
and his wife. Why should God have revealed less than
this to him? Sin and judgment belong together. Was
Peter to be dumbfounded by the sudden, terrible death
of Ananias, frightened, perhaps, that he had helped to
kill him?
But why did Peter not announce the judgment upon
Ananias as he did that upon Sapphira? The eXplanation is not acceptable that he did not know that Ananias was to die but from his death concluded that
Sapphira was likewise to die. So Peter would speak
partly as a result of revelation and partly on the basis
of deductions of his own. In a matter of life and
death that cannot be considered likely. It seems rather
that Peter spoke only such words to Ananias that the
Spirit inspired him to speak, and that the Spirit withheld the announcement of the death of Ananias in

order to make it absolutely clear to all those present
that this judgment was wholly a divine act and not
one that was in any way due to Peter, or one in which
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he served even as an instrument. After this was clear
from the ﬁrst instance, Peter could announce the
Spirit’s judgment in the second case without leaving
the slightest impression that he was inﬂicting the
penalty or was the agent in the inﬂiction.
The questions asked by Peter assume complete
knowledge against which denialds impossible. Peter's
questions are unanswerable. Ananias has no excuse to
offer and can state nothing in extenuation of his guilt.

So the sinner is always dumb before God: “and he
was speechless,” Matt. 22:12; or if he should venture
a defense he would be condemned out of his own
mouth. “Why did Satan ﬁll thy heart?" refers the
guilt back to its real source and implies that Ananias
could and should have resisted Satan. With 8m: Peter
asks for the reason — Satan's reason was the damnation of Ananias—what reason could Ananias have
had? "Filled” means that Satan took complete control
of the man, and that his was done with the full consent
of Ananias.
Here again (4:32) “heart” is the center of the personality, including especially the mind and the will.
When Ananias became a believer, the Holy Spirit ﬁlled
his heart and cast out and kept out Satan and his
power. But Ananias had turned away from God’s
Spirit and had once more opened his heart to Satan
and to all his devilish suggestions. How a man, once
won for God, can again turn to the devil is a mystery
no one can solve. We know the fact only too well but
we cannot understand how any sane man’s will can so
turn to his own destruction.
The two inﬁnitives do not denote purpose, do not
state the intentions of Ananias; they express result
(R. 1089) : “so that thou didst belie and didst hold back
for thyself.” The deed has gone far beyond its original
intent, it is fully accomplished (two aorists). “Belle”
is followed by the accusative as in the classics: in v. 4
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it governs the dative. The sin of Ananias is here
truly described. All sins are, indeed. committed
against God.'and those of believers especially against
the Holy Spirit. Ananias permitted Satan to inﬂuence him to the extreme and to beguile him to carry
out a deed that emanated wholly from Satan and to
oﬂ‘er it as a deed that was prompted wholly by the

Holy Spirit; yea. to present this deed to the Spirit himself, in the very church where the Spirit wrought, be.
fore the special agents, the apostles, through whom
the Spirit wrought, a deed which the Spirit was to
accept as being wrought by him when it was wrought
wholly by the power of Satan. Thus, deliberately,
mockingly, Ananias belied the Spirit and attempted
to palm oﬂ’ a devil's work on the Spirit and hoped that
the Spirit would not detect the deception; yea, he
would leave the impression that the Spirit had produced this devil's work!
The second inﬁnitive deﬁnes the lying act more
clearly: “to hold back," etc. It is dreadful enough
to sin and to admit that we followed the evil one; but

what shall we say of him who sins and then not only
pretends that the Holy Spirit prompted his sin but

also that it is a divine work and then proceeds to bring
it to God as a holy oﬁering?
4) The sin of Ananias was altogether gratuitous.
It was without rime or reason. The double question is
so compact in the Greek that we cannot translate it
into English with a like compactness. Ananias was
entirely free to keep his land for himself or to sell
it. The present participle pivov, “remaining," means:
“remaining as it was, unsold and in thy possession”;
and the imperfect aim: “was it not remaining for
thee," no one asking thee to make a change? The
interrogative particle at, here found in its strong form
otxi, brings out the fact. Ananias was compelled to

answer “yes"; he knew that he could have kept his
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land. he sinned‘with full knowledge. The enclitic ad
is accented and placed before the verb because it has
a strong emphasis: “was it not remaining for thee,"
wholly and entirely for thee alone.
The question is extended. But now the aorist
neuter passive participle wpaot'v (from mn'pdoxw) speaks
of the land as “sold.” Although it had been sold,
nothing was changed: “Was it not still in thy power?”

The imperfect I'm‘iipxe expresses continuance, “still it
was in thy contro ” (étouaia) for thee to do with it in
all honesty and uprightness as thou mighte'st wish. He
could have retained the whole sum he had received for
the land, and no one could in the least have blamed

him; or he could have brought as an offering for the
needy any portion of the money, small or large, as
he might have desired; the only requirement set was

that he make no false pretense about it. Did Ananias
know this? Most certainly. Again the deliberateness
of his lie is revealed.
“Why didst thou put this affair in thy heart?" the
middle 59w, “put it there for thyself.” T6 «pawn rein-o

is not merely this idea or plan but the whole transaction as now carried out.

“Why,” 1! 3n, quid est

quad, “what has occurred that" (R. 965), asks about
the terrible change that has occurred in the heart
which made it possible for Ananias to lend his heart
to this deed. To place in the heart means more than
“to conceive” (our versions) ; “heart” includes the will
as the center of the personality, and Peter does not
refer only to the conception but also to the entire
execution of the plan. Something had occurred in
this man’s heart: Satan had usurped its control. And
thus he lied not merely to men but to God himself.
The deed is considered only with reference to God.
Ananias is sadly mistaken when he thinks that he is
dealing with men; he is dealing directly with God
himself. He could and should have known that.
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This is in a way true of every sin, especially of every
conscious sin; but it is most directly true of every act
of hypocrisy, in all matters of worship, wherever God
is directly concerned as here in this lying offer to God.
Peter's word to Ananias undoubtedly identiﬁes God
and the Holy Ghost. This is often denied, and the
claim advanced that the lie was made to God indirectly
through the Holy Ghost, the latter serving only as the
medium. But this virtually declares that the Holy
Ghost was as ignorant of the fraud as men were. God
is not behind the Holy Ghost as he is behind the
apostles and the church so that whatever is done

against them is done mediately also against God. The
Holy Ghost is God; the sin was committed against him
as God. The old dogmaticians and the church are
right when they here ﬁnd a clear expression of the
deity and the personality of the Holy Spirit, the Third
Person of the Godhead.
5) And Ananias, hearing these words, having
fallen down, expired; and there came great fear on
all those hearing it. And having arisen, the younger
men wrapped him up and, having carried him out,
buried him.
With the words ringing in his ears, the Myoc, the
things Peter was saying, Ananias suddenly collapsed
and expired (this verb is used only in Acts but is
found also in LXX and in Hippocrates). Neither
Peter nor the words he uttered killed Ananias. All
natural explanations such as a stroke of paralysis,
heart failure, etc., that was superinduced by the sudden
shock at ﬁnding himself exposed, prove insufﬁcient
when they are applied to two persons as must be done
here, the death of the second being announced the.
moment before it occurred.

Why was Ananias granted no time for repentance?
We have no warrant to inquire into the secret counsel

Acts 5:5, 6
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of God in either this or any other case. That question
belongs in the domain of divine providence where
hundreds of things are beyond our comprehension.

God alone knows when and how to interfere with his
judgment.

He is not accountable to us, and no ques-

tioner should forget this truth.

His mercy, like his

judgment, is beyond question. , Even if he were to
uncover these to us, our poor minds would not be able
to grasp them. Was Ananias lost? “Not to desire
to know' where the best of all teachers wants us not
to know, is a wholesome and faultless ignorance.”
Gerhard. As far as we are concerned, the object of
this judgment upon Ananias is to inspire us with fear
that we may guard ourselves against the machinations
of the devil. This was the effect produced upon the

ﬁrst church.
The present participle “those hearing" = “the
hearers,” i. e., those present who heard what Peter
said. In v. 11 more is said. This fear was the effect
of the power and the judgment of God that were
manifested in so sudden a manner. It was awe
for faith, fright for the ﬂesh. On the latter, the
third use of the law, compare 0. Tr., 965, etc., 9 and 19.
6) The dead body must be removed and buried.
Why was Sapphira not called to her dead husband’s
side; why was he buried immediately without her
knowledge? The answer appears in the sequel: the
same judgment awaited her.

But we must remember

that all this is an act of God’s Spirit and not of Peter
nor of the apostles.

It was proper that “the younger

men” should attend to this sad task. In v. 10 they are
called “the young men,” and the change of words indi-

cates that no oﬂ‘icers of the church are referred to as
some have supposed. The next chapter will tell us about
the ﬁrst oﬂicers. The two words used do not signify
youths or boys but men between twenty and forty years
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of age. The implication is that older men were also
present as well as the apostles (v. 2) and not merely
Peter. The entire account reveals a full assembly;
When bodies are not embalmed in Oriental countries burial is greatly hastened; in the case of the Jews
this hasty burial made possible also the early cleansing
from the deﬁlement contracted by touching the dead.
Burial took place on the day of death or, if the hour of
death was late, the next morning. The wrapped body
was carried to the cemetery and buried without a cofﬁn.
The writer witnessed such a Jewish funeral procession
at Jerusalem: men marched in ranks, the body was
wrapped in its garments and carried on a bier of two
long poles with bands stretched across them. N0 covering hid the body, several men carried the poles on each .
side. In a manner similar to this Ananias was car-

ried out.
7) Now there occurred an interval of about
three hours, and his wife, not knowing what had
occurred, came in. And Peter answered to her, Tell
me whether you disposed of the land for this much?
And she said, Yes, for this much.
Lulte regularly records only the facts and leaves
their combination and relation to the reader. It has
been well said that this manner of writing expects a
good deal on the part of the reader. Our historians
are prone to relate everything and to leave very little
to the reader.

So here we should like to know why

both had not come together, why the interval was three
hours, why Sapphira came at all, etc. Was she worried
because of her husband’s long absence? The text supplies nothing. Was it all planned with a. view that
Ananias should precede her and receive the plaudits of
the congregation, and that Sapphira was later to furnish the occasion for a second congratulation? It
almost seems so.

Acts 5:7, 8
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The three hours have been regarded as being the
interval between the regular Jewish hours of prayer,
but this was longer, the morning devotion being held
at nine, the evening devotion at three. All that Luke
states is that Sapphira was ignorant of what had hap-

pened three hours before and came into the assembly
in the usual way. She must have known that the meeting was to_continue for so long a time or longer. Were
there matters other than worship that required so
long a time, or did teaching take up so much time?

We see no reason for making slim-4pc a nominative absolute that is merely inserted to mark the time (B.-D.
144; R. 460), so that c'yc'vcro :«u’ plus the ﬁnite verb
is the idiom Luke often uses; why not let this
nominative be the subject: “there occurred an interval," etc.?
8) Sapphira probably looked about the room for
her husband. “Answered to her" does not imply that
she asked a question to which Peter replied. The verb
is frequently used with reference to a statement called
forth by a situation. So here it means simply that
Peter had waited for Sapphira to enter in order that
he might address her as he did. Before she sat down,
Peter called to her. “For this much,” genitive of price,
gives the impression that the sack of coins had been
left untouched where Ananias had deposited it on the
platform, and that Peter now pointed to it and Sapphira recognized it. One should think that the question, asked in this manner, should have made the
woman hesitate. Why did Peter ask so signiﬁcantly
in regard to the actual amount: “for so much"? That
question must have struck her conscience since she
knew that it was not for so much but for more. But
no, Sapphira is not startled. She clings to the agreement made with her husband to say “for so much,” and
Satan is supporting ‘her as he did Judas when Jesus
gave him a ﬁnal warning. With all- positiveness she
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aﬁ‘irms, “Yes, for so much l” This was loyalty but of
the wrong kind. With this word Sapphira forfeited
her opportunity for repentance. This ﬁnal “yes" to the
sin was yes also to her judgment.
9) But Peter said to her: Why was it agreed
for you to tempt the Lord’s Spirit? Lo, the feet of
those that buried thy husband at the door, and they
shall carry thee out! And she fell at once at his
feet and expired; and, on coming in, the young men
found her dead and, having carried her out, buried
her beside her husband. And there came great
fear on the whole church and on all that heard
these things.
Peter’s question is an exclamation of grief, 11 57:.
as in v. 4. He reveals some new features of the sin.
They had deliberately agreed, had formed this conspiracy with resolute purpose. The impersonal passive
may have the dative as it is found with a passive or
after miv. By carrying out their agreement they have
deliberately tempted the Lord’s Spirit. The aorist inﬁnitive states a result; it is like the two inﬁnitives
occurring in v. 3: “so that you tempted.” This Israel
had done in order to see whether the Spirit would permit its wickedness to pass unpunished, Num. 14:25;
Ps. 95:8, 9. We need not say that Ananias and Sapphira intended their act to be such a temptation of
the Spirit whom the Lord (Jesus) had sent; it was
this, nevertheless.
Sinners often call their sins by mild but untrue

names. When the light of God falls upon them, all
shams disappear. Every imitation of faith and of love
tempts the Spirit, challenges him. Will he know, will
our cunning not deceive him? “Be not deceived, God is
not mocked.”
“Behold the feet,” etc., needs no verb to complete
its sense for it is an exclamation. The footsteps of the
returning young men were heard. Now, only a moment
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before her own death, Sapphira learns that her husband is already buried. “They shall carry thee out”
states only the fact. Why this was said to her and not
to Ananias also is discussed above.
10) Her death ensued on the instant. When the
young men came in they found another such sad task
awaiting them. The ﬁrst two and the most awful hypo.
crites in the Christian Church were buried side by side.
It is often asked whether they committed the sin
against the Holy Ghost. This may be safely denied
because an outstanding mark of this sin is blasphemy,
a feature that was absent in the case of Ananias and
Sapphira.
11)

The eﬂect produced by these two deaths that

had occurred in the very assembly of the congregation
must have been tremendous. Luke again notes the fear
and its greatness; not, however, fear of the apostles

but of the Spirit before whom the lies found in every
heart are open to view, and who is able to smite the sinner in the very midst of his sin. This fear came “upon
the whole church."
Here Luke for the ﬁrst time uses ('KKAnoia with reference to the body of the believers in Jerusalem, whether
they were gathered in an assembly or not. It is so
used in Matt. 16:18, but in a still wider sense, for it
refers to the body of believers of all future time. In
Matt. 18:17 the word denotes the local congregation.
This double use continues to this day. The term is
derived from c'xxaMiv, “to call out,” as when a herald
calls out the citizens to meet in assembly. The assembly of Israel was called its ecclesia, 7 :38. “All
those that heard these things" were the people who
were not connected with the congregation.

In v. 5 the

present participle denotes the immediate hearers who
were present in the meeting; here the aorist participle
refers to those who later learned of the matter, and the
preceding ecclesia. restricts these to outsiders.
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THE THIRD PICTURE or THE MOTHER CONGREGATION
IN JERUSALEM

As he did in 2:43-47; 4:32-35, Luke pauses also
at this point to present a survey of the congregation
and brieﬂy notes the main features of the great and
continuous progress.
12) Now through the hands of the apostles
there continued to occur many signs and wonders
among the people. And they were all with one
accord in the porch of Solomon. Yet of the rest no
one dared to join himself to them, but the people
kept magnifying them.
What has been recorded in the previous brief descriptions holds good for the present account and need
not be repeated. Some new, notable features are added,
especially the signs and wonders (see 2:19 on the
terms) of which Luke records that they were many,
«am being placed emphatically at the end. These
were miracles of grace and of healing, and we note
that Luke places them in strong contrast with the one
miracle of judgment he has just recorded. The singular “through (the) hand,” the phrase being little more
than a preposition, denotes only agency in general, but
the plural "through the hands” points to the actual
placing of the hand or the hands upon the suﬁ‘erers. In
Luke's ﬁrst description of the congregation signs and
wonders were noted (2:43); these have now greatly
increased.
The usual meeting place of the entire congregation
was “the porch of Solomon" (see 3:11) before which
Peter and John had been arrested. Here “all” (ammc,
stronger than mivm) kept meeting “with one accord.”

Although they had been threatened never again to use
the name of Jesus, the apostles used it right here in
the Temple court. Thus far those threats had remained empty. The long, roomy colonnade afforded
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ample space for the assembly of the thousands of Christians. Although all of them were Jews, they now constituted a separate body and thus met “with one
accord.” This spacious porch was also ideal for the
work of the apostles in ever making new converts.
Here the Jews gathered daily in multitudes, and the
Christians, too, joined in the regular services so that no
outward division as yet appeared.
13) Yet the Christians were a distinct body and
were recognized as such with the result that no outsider ventured to join himself to them. This concurs
with the fact that the people kept magnifying them
(compare 4 :21 and 2 :47) and speaking highly of them.
Had it not been for this general favor and praise, undesirables would have crowded in and disturbed the
gatherings of the believers in all sorts of ways. To
whatever degree the miracles prompted this high regard, the effect here described is not that “the rest,”
the Jews generally, stayed away from the gatherings
of the Christians; they were evidently drawn by the
preaching and the teaching that went on diligently

here in Solomon’s porch.
14)

Moreover, the more were believing ones

added to the Lord, crowds both of men and women.
MEMov refers to this magnifying on the part of the
people, and Bi adds the statement as something that
went beyond what has just been said. The attitude
of the people helped in producing new believers. Many
would at any rate have been won, but now this occurred

the more.

In 2:47 the Lord kept adding; the parallel

is now passive, “believing ones kept being added to
the Lord.” In 4:4 Luke could still state ﬁgures, but
only with reference to the men, 5,000 of them; but
now all count has been lost, no ﬁgures could be secured,
and all that Luke can write is that “crowds both of men
and of women” were added to the thousands already
in the faith. Why this manner of expression should be
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called popular exaggeration is hard to see; “crowds"
does not mean “little groups.” A general movement set in which was due to the favorable attitude
of the people as such. Luke considers maraiov'res and
“were being added to the Lord” quite sufﬁcient for the
intelligent reader who will understand that these people believed in the Lord (Jesus) and were brought to
such faith by the preaching of the apostles. Since
2 :41 baptism has not been mentioned, but it certainly is
understood that all new believers were, like those 3,000,
received by baptism.
A few oddities must be noted. The section from
12b to 14 has been considered an insertion by a

strange hand, or a marginal note that was introduced
into the text, or a section transposed from 4 :31. Why?
Not on the basis of textual evidence but because v. 15
is supposed to be a continuation of 12a. Yet v. 15
properly joins v. 14 and could not ﬁttingly be connected with 12a. B.-D. 365, 1 considers v. 14 a parenthesis and calls it harsh because v. 15 is said to match
illy with v. 13. There is no parenthesis. At this point,
too, we can see how unwarranted is the opinion that
in v. 13 “Mica“ signiﬁes “to join” in the sense of

believing, and that “dared not join” refers to a certain party that kept entirely aloof. Here in v. 14 we
see how Luke expresses this kind of joining: “were
added unto," the same verb he used in 2:41, 47. Verse
13 speaks of intrusions, men fastening themselves on
the assemblies of believers in order to harass them.
15) So that they kept carrying the sick even
into the street and kept placing them on little beds
and pallets in order that, as Peter came, at least the
shadow might overshadow some one of them.

More-

over, there kept corning together also the crowd
from the cities around Jerusalem, bringing sick and
any oppressed by unclean spirits, who continued to
be healed all.
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'nan with the inﬁnitive expresses actual result.
The claim that we must connect this verse with 12a
overlooks the fact that, the more signs and wonders
occurred, the less reason was there to carry the sick
into the streets. Luke intends to show that the people
magniﬁed the Christians, and that numbers of men
and women came to faith, and; that the result of this
circumstance was that they kept carrying the sick out
even into the streets, etc. This, as Lukes states it, was
a result of the attitude of the people, of their tremendous conﬁdence; not, as some regard Luke as saying, a result only of the occurrence of many miracles.
The present inﬁnitives denote iterative action. With
the feminine «Annie: supply 6806:.
The diminutive

wwlpcov denotes a little bed, and xpdpam (kpa'BBaros) a
pallet or camp roll. The sick were carried out into the
street and then deposited on some sort of a bed to
await Peter’s coming. No distinction is here made between rich, soft beds and hard, poor couches.
The sick were arranged in this manner in order
that they might be directly in the path of Peter so that
he could not avoid seeing them and could heal them
without losing time by going to their homes. The idea
to be expressed is that he did so heal them. For xiv
(note the crasis for «at an), which has come to be a
mere particle (B.-D. 374), states that “at least,” i. e.,
if no more were done by Peter, his shadow might over-

shadow some one of them here and there and evidently
thus transmit the healing. Some texts have the future
indicative after ha, a construction which is found in
the Koine.
This trust that even Peter’s shadow would heal
them has been called superstition or faith coupled with
superstition. The question has also been raised as to
whether healing was actually thus transmitted. If
Peter's shadow had not healed, the fancy that it might
heal would have at once been dissipated. Many un-
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fortunates asked Jesus to touch them and to heal them
in this manner; to ask for the touch is not more superstitious than to look to the shadow. In Mark 6 :56 the
touching of even the garment of Jesus healed; in Acts
19:12 the handkerchiefs of Paul accomplished a like
miracle. The physician Luke describes these effects
and in no way suggests that the apostles or Jesus
found anything superstitious or wrong in this faith.
The important feature in all these healings is the fact'
that contact was in some way sought with the person
transmitting the healing. The 810'. in v. 12 states that
the Lord used the apostles as the personal media for
the signs and wonders. It was throughout his power
that wrought the healing.
More must be added. All healings emanate from
the Lord and his will; the apostles are no more than
his instruments. Once this is understood, we shall
not lay stress on the will or the consciousness of the
apostles. In Matt. 9:20 it was the will of Jesus that
healed the woman who touched the tassel of his robe
from behind. It is his will that operated through the
apostles, through their hands (v. 12) and through
Peter’s shadow. As far as‘ the will of the apostles
was concerned, this was wholly in accord with the will
of Jesus. The rich outﬂow of healing power from
Jesus at this time meets the abundant faith that sought
this healing power and manifested itself in such striking ways. Here faith in Jesus’ power preceded the
healing; this was not the case in 3:4 and in other
instances—see the discussion on this passage. No
man who came to Jesus or to the apostles in faith remained unhealed, and not a few were healed without
previously having had faith in order to be brought

to that faith. All this, too, was at ﬁrst faith only in
the power of Jesus to heal. That was enough to begin with; but this incipient faith was to advance to
the higher faith which would rely on him for healing
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and for saving also the soul. This subject must be
studied in its entirety; those who busy themselves with
it merely as they happen upon it here and there will
naturally draw inadequate and wrong conclusions.
16) For the ﬁrst time the history of the church
reaches out beyond Jerusalem proper, namely to the
towns around the capital (arépaé is an adverb with the
genitive and is like the preposition mp1). Even from
these places the sick were brought in. As he does in
his Gospel. so here in Acts Luke differentiates and
describes the demoniacs and never for a moment confuses them with people who were suffering from
ordinary ailments. Here he mentions them for the
ﬁrst time in Acts and calls them “oppressed by unclean
spirits,” agitated, vexed. Note that imi points 'to these
spirits as being the personal agents; and “unclean,”
ﬁlthy, vile, points to their unholy character. 0n the
entire subject of demoniacal possession see the comment of the author on Matt. 4:24; 8:28; Mark 1:23;
Luke 4:33.
The idea expressed in aims is “any such,” no matter who they were or how severe their case. They continued to be healed all, ammc, as in v. 12, is stronger
than the simple mime, “all altogether,” without a single
exception, the word being placed emphatically at the
end. Note the imperfect tenses throughout the entire
paragraph, all of them are descriptive and picture
what wasgoing on at this ,time; they are also continuative and iterative. These open tenses at the same
time imply that something is to follow that interfered with this grand work and progress. In fact, that
is why Luke places this sketch at this point of his
narrative.
Peter continues to stand out pre-eminently. This
may be due to the fact that the apostles had not as yet
scattered but remained together and moved about and
acted as one body. Thus Peter spoke for all and in
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the case of the healings acted for all; note v. 29. The
people thus looked to Peter and trusted that even his
shadow would cure the unfortunate. Neither the other
apostles nor Luke see an undue assumption of authority on Peter’s part in this fact, on the contrary, all
feel that through Peter they are acting as a uniﬁed
body, and that is the way in which they intended
to act.
Here the promise of Jesus regarding healings and
signs was fulﬁlled in a notable manner; the miracles of
the apostles appeared as a direct continuatiou of the
extensive healings wrought by Jesus himself. His power in and through the apostles thus in the most manifest way connects their work with the work he did
during the days of his earthly ministry. The success
was phenomenal. It now seemed as though the entire
population of Jerusalem and that of even the surrounding towns would soon be won for Christ; and
once the capital became Christian, what might not be
expected from the nation as a whole?

THE TWELVE ARRESTED AND MIRACULOUSLY RELEASED

For some time the Sanhedrin tolerated the bold disobedience of its peremptory orders not to speak or
to teach in Jesus’ name and with growing concern
watched the growth of the Christian movement. The
members of this body were, however, convinced that
this could not be permitted to continue much longer
unless they were ready to abdicate their position in
favor of the apostles. The tension increased until
ﬁnally, without an especial cause or occasion, the cord
snapped.
17) Now, having arisen, the high priest and all
those with him, the local sect of the Sadducees, were
ﬁlled with passion and laid hands on the apostles
and put them in a public ward.
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These same Sadducees caused the arrest of Peter
and of John in 4 :1, 2. This time the high priest takes
the lead, and he and his following take summary
action. “Having arisen" means, “having proceeded
from inaction to action"; he and his followers refused
to remain inactive. Because in 4:6 “high priest" is
appended to the name Annas, it is supposed that this
same individual is referred to also in this place and
Luke is accordingly charged with inaccuracy. But
in 4:6 the names are arranged according to seniority,
and “high priest” indicates only the general status
of Annas. Neither there nor here does Luke make
Annas the ruling high priest, for Caiaphas held this
position.
These Sadducees have the leading position in the
Sanhedrin and maintain it also 'in this case by ordering
the arrest on their own authority and afterward
call a session of the Sanhedrin. Our versions translate, “which is the sect cf the Sadducees”; R., W. P.,
“the sect of the Sadducees" or “the sect which is of
the Sadducees." But the high priest and those with
him were only a small part of this sect, nor were they
a little sect within the sect of the Sadducees. Hence
these translations are unacceptable. Moulton (in R.
1107) puts us on the right track when in 13 :1 he translates the same attributive participle, “the local
church”; a papyrus has this participle in the sense,
“the current month.” So Luke means “the local sect
of the Sadducees.” Atpuuc means “choice,” a chosen
opinion or tenet, and thus the party holding that
tenet, “a sect” ; it often has a connotation of reproach.
First the motive. then the act. They were ﬁlled
with passion, ﬁlled to overﬂowing, could not longer
contain themselves. The noun means “hot steam";
it is derived from (in, “to boil.” That this was “envy”
(A. V. margin) or “jealousy" (R. V.) is a deduction
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made from what is regarded as the general situation,
but this is too narrow. These Sadducees were wrought
up because the apostles were boldly continuing their
preaching of Jesus. We have their own statement for
this in v. 28.
18) On this occasion all the apostles are summarily arrested; of course, by the Temple police on an
order of these Sadducees. Where and how this was
done we are left to surmise. We have only one clue
in v. 26, where the Temple commander and his men
proceed alertly because they were afraid of the people
present. We thus conclude that the arrest mentioned
in this verse was made at a moment when the people
were absent. The culprits were placed “in a public
ward.” Since Luke always writes with great care and
exactness, it is fair to conclude that this was not the
same place of conﬁnement as the one referred to in
4:3, but was one of the common jails, in regard to the
location of which we are left uninformed. Thus at one
sudden stroke and without the least warning the
leaders of the entire church in Jerusalem were snatched
away. Lodgment in jail was no more pleasant or
honorable in those days than it is in ours; the procedure seems to be a deliberate attempt to subject the
entire leadership of the believers to public disgrace.
Criminals are summarily arrested but not decent men.
Peter and John seem to have been placed only under
guard for the night; the Twelve are now thrown into
jail under lock and key. A
19) But an angel of the Lord, during the night,
opened the doors of the prison and, after leading
them out, said, Be going and, having taken a. stand,
so on speaking in the Temple to the people the words
of this life! And having heard it, they went at dawn
into the Temple and began to teach.
To say that Luke is less vivid here than he is in
the similar account in 12 :6-10 is to overlook the great

Acts 5:19. 20

215

differences in the situations. Peter was to be executed,
was fastened in chains and most heavily guarded in
a far stronger prison; the Twelve were conﬁned in
the common jail. So Luke has less to say here, but
what he says is surely vivid enough. We make no
apology as far as the veracity of Luke’s account is concerned. We ﬁnd no legendary element in the narrative, no clothing of any fact 'in symbolical form,
no friendly jailor or courageous Christian who released
the apostles. Meyer is correct: Das ist einlegende
Schwindelez’.
Some time during the night (the phrase needs no
article) an angel appeared in the prison where the
apostles were conﬁned, miraculously opened the locked
doors from the inside, and himself led the apostles out
(note the close connective n which makes the whole
action but one procedure). The guards saw nothing.
Twelve men witnessed this act, saw and heard the
angel, and were not deceived as to his identity. Some
say that this release amounted to nothing since the
apostles were promptly rearrested. But the rearrested
apostles were in a position that was far different from
the one that obtained at the time of their ﬁrst arrest.
The outcome of this affair was turned in favor of the
apostles by this miracle; the time of peaceful development for the church wasyet to continue.
20) The angel leaves the apostles with speciﬁc
directions which in point of boldness, were like an open
challenge to the Sanhedrists who had caused their
arrest. They are to go and to take their stand or position in the very court of the Temple where they had
been preaching constantly, and are to “continue to utter
all the utterances of this life” to the people. Both
Add" and ﬁrjpam'say nothing about the subject matter
to be uttered, they make plain only that the apostles
are to speak as they did before. The subject matter
is contained in the emphatic qualitative genitive “of
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this life,” the divine («5. In John 6 :68, Peter had confessed regarding Jesus, “Thou hast utterances of life
everlasting.” The demonstrative does not refer “in
sense” to ﬁﬁpam (R. 497, ”706) but is placed correctly:
“this life," the one you are preaching in connection
with the resurrection of Jesus, the one that is so objectionable to the Sadducees, the one that is salvation
indeed. We do not need the capital letter of the R. V.
even as it is not needed in John 6:68, nor the appeal
to the Aramaic as though the angel had said, “these life
utterances," and Luke had misconceived the sense.
“Utter the utterances” implies that they were given to
the apostles by the Lord, and “of life” that they conveyed this life to men.
21) One text adds: “and each one went home,"
which is certainly true. It was still night, the Temple
gates were still locked, the time still too early to carry
out the angel’s order. But sub lucem, “under the
dawn,” when the gates were ﬁrst opened for the early
service at dawn, the apostles entered the Temple courts
and began their teaching (inchoative imperfect). This

was God’s answer to the Sadducees.

Rejecting “this

life” themselves, they were resolved to prevent all
others from accepting it even as Jesus had said in regard to the Pharisees, Matt. 23 :13.
Now the high priest having arrived and those
with him, they called together the Sanhedrin and all
the eldership of the sons of Israel and sent to the
jail in order that they be brought. But the underlings, on coming, did not ﬁnd them in the prison; and
having returned, they reported, saying, The jail we
found as having been locked in all safety, and the
guards standing at the doors; but on having opened,

inside we found no one.
Granted that the addition of the words “having
arisen ear ” in a very few texts reports a fact, the
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reason for this very early appearance of the high priest
and his coterie would not be due to the fact that the
high priest ofﬁciated in person at the early morning
service; we should rather suppose that this early beginning was made in order to hasten on their way the
messengers that were to summon the members of the
Sanhedrin. Luke never 'reports irrelevant matters,

and this functioning of the high priest at the early
service would be one of these. napd in the participial
form refers to the Temple which has just been mentioned.
The twofold designation, “Sanhedrin and all the
eldership of the sons of Israel,” has led to the conjecture that two bodies were summoned, or that the
eldership was called in as advisory, in the capacity of

assessors. But no historical evidence for such a second
body has been found. The Sanhedrin was certainly
large enough in itself. We have a similar twofold

designation in Mark 15:1. In each instance a plenary
session in indicated. xuvéspmv refers to the function of
the body sitting together and taking counsel; while

'rqaowt'a indicates its dignity as being composed of
yépome, old and honored men; hence it was also called
the presbytery. “Sons of Israel" is only a more digniﬁed term than “of the people." The Sadducees were
presenting a case of major importance and they,
indeed, had no less than twelve men to present as
criminals.

The Sadducees summoned the members of the high
court and then also sent a detachment of Temple police

to bring the prisoners from the scapmﬁpmv or jail.
These Temple police were Levites, were a large body
that was generally armed with clubs, were under the
orders of a chief commander who, in turn, had lieutenants under him. They are usually termed im-qpe'fae,
“underlings.” The high priests and the Sadducees
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imagine that they have everything in their own hands
and are fully determined to crush the entire move.
ment. They were due for a rather rude awakening.
22) The detachment of "underlings" proceeds on
its errand. Luke states only the facts that they did not
ﬁnd the apostles in the jail and that they returned and
made due report to their superiors.
23) Here we learn more although the report, too,
states only the facts in the-succinct way of military
reports. First of all, they report that they found the
jail still duly locked in all safety, the perfect participle
bringing out the thought that, once locked, it had remained so until these underlings themselves unlocked
it. Secondly, they also found the guards standing at
the doors. In other words, on arriving, they found
nothing whatever amiss—locks and guards were in
order. But now comes the shock: “on having opened
up, inside no one did we ﬁnd." The twelve prisoners

had vanished into thin air. One can imagine the expression on the faces of the Sadducees when they heard
this report.
24) Now when they heard these words, both
the commander of the Temple and the high priests,
they were much perplexed concerning them as to
what might have occurred. But someone, having
come, reported to them, Lo, the men whom you
placed in the prison are in the Temple standing and
teaching.
Only the commander of the Temple police and the
high priests are named because they. had made the
arrest; the rest of the Sanhedrists now learned of
the matter for the- ﬁrst time. The commander is
named ﬁrst because he was responsible for all his men
through whose ﬁngers these prisoners had slipped. The
preposition M in the verb intensiﬁes it: “thoroughly
perplexed concerning them,” i. e., the words or state.
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ments just made. In the indirect question: 1! av 'yc'vm-ro
mas-o, we have an instance where a misconception of the
meaning may mislead not only some translators but a
few grammarians. Neither the sense nor the grammar yield the translation, “whereunto this would
grow" (our versions, Luther, R., W. P.). This translation would require the present optative. The aorist
optative compels us to translate, “what might have
occurred" (B.-D. 299, 2: was do. 10th geschehen sei;
wie das zugegangen sei). The perplexity was caused

by what had just been reported and the astonishment
as to how in the world such a thing could have happened. It was not as yet caused by a regard for the
future and what might happen.
In the New Testament the direct discourse is preferred to the indirect, hence so few examples of indirect
discourse with the optative occur, and these occur only
in Luke’s writings. They represent the potential optstive with a» which is taken over from the direct question without change, B.-D. 385 and 386. Only the
apodosis is used in these indirect questions, the protasis, d with the optative, does not appear.
25) In the midst of this perplexity there comes a
messenger with the news that the men whom the Sanhedrists had locked up were in the Temple this very
instant, back in their accustomed places, standing there
as usual and proceeding with their teaching of the people. This messenger was, no doubt, a Le'vite, at least
someone who knew all about the arrest of the previous
day. But note that the news reaches the perplexed
Sanhedrists just at this psychological moment as
though the Lord had timed it so. If the Sadducees had
heard ‘ this news sooner they might have kept it to
themselves; now it came to the ears of the entire San-

hedrin and certainly had its effect.
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THE TWELVE BEFORE THE SANHEDRIN

26) The situation had taken on an unexpected
complexion. Then the commander, having gone
with the underlines, brought them, not with
force, for they were fearing the people lest they
be stoned.
The chief commander had not thought it necessary
to go to the prison in person, now he ﬁnds it decidedly
necessary to go to the Temple court, for the situation
has become delicate. He takes with him the Levite
police who have just made their astonishing report.
The texts with the reading 57w describe, those with
ﬁyayw merely state the fact. From the prison the
apostles were to have been brought “with force” like
prisoners who are being haled before their judges;
nothing of the sort is now attempted, “not with force,"
but the apostles are brought as men who have been
requested to appear. They accompany the commander
of their own accord; not a hand is laid upon them. And
Luke states the reason (ydp) : the commander and his
men feared the people, crowds of whom were again
listening to the teaching. That was real fear “lest they
be stoned."
We see no reason for being in doubt in regard to
the construction of this clause; it is not a purpose

clause that is dependent on the phrase “not with force”
(R., W. P.) ; but it is dependent on “they were fearing”
and states what was feared. See R. 995; B.-D. 370.
Sections of the Temple were still being rebuilt; in fact.
this rebuilding was not completed until shortly before
the war and the ﬁnal destruction of the entire Temple.
So stones were at hand as in John 8:59; 10:31. The
Jews were also extremly excitable, and when they
were suddenly aroused knew no limits in their mob
violence. Here we see the high esteem which the
apostles enjoyed among the common people; it was
highly dangerous to make a false move against them
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in the presence of the people. And all this occurred
while the great Sanhedrin was kept waiting.
27) Now, having brought them, they made
them stand in the Sanhedrin. And the high priest
inquired of them, saying: With an order we gave
orders to you not to be teaching on the basis of
this name; and lo, you have ﬁlled Jerusalem with
your teaching and intend to bring on us the blood of
this man!
While the Sanhedrists were seated on a semicircular platform, the apostles were literally made to
stand (the verb is transitive) “in the Sanhedrin." So
John and Peter, and so Jesus, too, had stood. Caiaphas presides, and it is he that “inquired.” But
the form of his address is not a question, it is an
assertion in an accusing tone that demands a reply
in defense.
28) Not a word does Caiaphas breathe about the
manner in which the apostles escaped from the prison
—he surely had his suspicions regarding that. It
would have been a ﬁne thing for him and for the other
Sadducees, who did not believe in angels, to hear it
attested by twelve witnesses before the whole Sanhedrin and all the Pharisees who were in it, who did believe in angels, that an angel had opened the prison
and had led them out. So not a word regarding that
subject. But a strong word regarding the awful crime
of the apostles who had ﬂagrantly disobeyed the
strictest orders of the august Sanhedrin in no way
ever to be teaching iwi «n; dvo'pan 101579, with “this name"
and what it stands for and reveals as the basis (see
2:21).
“With an order we gave orders” is the Greek reproduction of the Hebrew inﬁnitive absolute and yet follows similar Greek constructions which, by adding
the cognate noun, emphasize the force of the verb:
“we issued strictest orders to you,” R. 581. The inﬁni-
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tive is properly durative: “not to be teaching.” Here
we again see the unwillingness of these foes of Jesus
even to utter his name “Jesus"; “this name,” “this
man” is all that they can bring themselves to say. Sic
moechten ilm totsehweigen. Fugit appellare Jeeum;
Petrus appelwt ct celebrat. Bengel. The high priest’s
feeling on that point is correct, for this name will prove
his destruction.
.
But what have the apostles done? “You have ﬁlled

Jerusalem with your teaching!” No less. And this is
true in fact and not an exaggeration. The perfect is
extensive (R. 895) ; it reaches from the past to a point
in the present; the accusative indicates what is ﬁlled,
and the genitive that with which the ﬁlling has been
accomplished. “Jerusalem” has the article, dos Jermsalem (German), it is feminine because it is the name
of a place. This very teaching, this reprehensible doctrine (2:42) the apostles have spread over the entire
city in bold violation of the Sanhedrin’s stringent command.
Thus far Caiaphas kept the judicial tone, his words
sounded like a stern indictment. Now the judge turns
defendant and speaks in behalf of his own personal
cause and even in an injured tone. He is recalling the
bold words of the people that were, no doubt, ﬁrst
uttered by him personally and then caught up’by all
of them when Pilate refused to assume the guilt of
Jesus’ blood as recorded in Matt. 27:25. But he is
now thinking only of himself and of the Sanhedrin.
When they stood before Pilate they were morally certain that there would be no such guilt and boldly
oﬂered to take it upon themselves if such guilt there
should be.
Why should that oﬂ’er and especially the word
“blood” have remained in this high priest’s mind now
to be recalled in the presence of apostles? Why should

he say, “you intend (the verb expressing purpose,
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R. 878) to bring on us the blood of this man" if no
guilt attached .to the shedding of his blood and to
the part the Sanhedrin had played in that shedding?
This is the secret working of conscience which makes
a coward of this hardened criminal. He sees frightp
ful intentions in the hearts of the apostles and in the

growing success of their work. They were resolved to
dethrone the high priest, to overthrow the Sanhedrin,
and thus to wreak vengeance on them for “the blood
of this man.” His blood is haunting this Jew, has gone
on haunting Jews ever since; but all they do is what
Caiaphas here does: betray the thought and charge
men with trying to execute it instead of repenting before God.
29) Answering, however, Peter and the apostles
said: It is necessary to obey God rather than men.
The God of our fathers raised up Jesus whom you
on your part laid hands on, hanging him on
wood. Him as Leader and Savior God exalted with

his right hand to give repentance to Israel and re. mission of sins. And we are witnesses of these things,
also the Holy Spirit whom God gave to those obeying
him.

The indictment is met by a perfect defense. The
singular “answering” presents Peter as the speaker,
and the plural “they said" makes the words of Peter
the words of all the apostles. First of all, Peter summarily restates what he had said already in 4:19, 20,
with the difference that now the great principle is
stated abstractly in the briefest form: “It is necessary to obey God rather than men.” The “we" of our

versions is due to the awkwardness of the English; the
Greek expresses the general idea that “one must obey,"
the German, man muss gehorchen.
This dictum is axiomatic for all except atheists and
agnostics. Its tremendous signiﬁcations have been
fully discussed in connection with 4:19, 20. But in
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any given case of supposed conﬂict between these two
authorities “God” and “men," how are we to determine
that God really says and orders what men object to,
deny, and forbid? Peter answers this question in a
full and direct way for the apostles. The Sanhedrin
would readily admit the general principle, but it would
deny that, by ﬁlling Jerusalem with the name of Jesus,
the apostles were obeying God and thus rightly placing his authority above that of the Sanhedrin. This,
then, is the real point. Men who have erring consciences convince themselves in some way of their own
that they are obeying God, whereas, like the Sanhedrin here, they are not but are, perhaps, doing the
very opposite. This is not the case with Peter’s
defense. We may test it today. The apostles were,

indeed, obeying God when they disobeyed the men of
the Sanhedrin.
30) For God did these things with regard to Jesus
and made them and the Holy Spirit the witnesses.
They must, therefore, testify and, if men forbid, must
obey God rather than men. “The God of our fathers”
is a designation that has strong connotations. First,
all the hopes and the expectations of our godly fathers
rested on God’s Messianic promises. Secondly, they
were our fathers, and we ought to be their true children by sharing those promises and those hopes now
that they have been fulﬁlled. Thirdly, “our” refers to
the Sanhedrin as well as to the apostles; the very pronoun is a call to faith.
The emphasis is on what God did, for the apostles
are obeying God rather than men. And now Peter
once more uses two fearful contrasts that were
employed so crushingly in 8:13-15, and 4:10: God
raised up the Jesus you killed. Your action was
directly against God; he nulliﬁed what you did, yea,
elevated Jesus into his eternal oﬂice. Thus, in the
most eﬂfective way Peter at this Very moment does his
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part by testifying as God’s witness and by ﬁlling even
this hall of the Sanhedrin and the ears of all the Sanhedrists with the name of Jesus.
It is contended that the statement, “God raised up
Jesus," does not refer to the resurrection but to the
entire act of sending Jesus for his work. Peter cannot mention the resurrection before'the cruciﬁxion.
Moreover, we are told that we here have the proper
chronological order: God raised up Jesus by sending
him; the Jews cruciﬁed him; God exalted him (by raising him from the dead and by enthroning him in
heaven). But this is specious; Peter is not following
chronology but is hurling contrasts at the Sanhedrists.
The strong asyndeton in v. 31 is not a parallel to the
relative 5v in v. 30; a relative and then an asyndeton
do not denote a chronological succession. No; Peter
at once announces the mighty deed of God: raising up
Jesus from the dead. Everything turns about this central act of God’s. As he had done in 4:10, he compels
especially the Sadducees in the Sanhedrin who deny the
resurrection to face this fact of the resurrection of
Jesus. And whereas the Sanhedrists avoided the very
name as though even to pronounce it brought deﬁlement upon them, Peter joyfully utters this blessed

name and sounds it forth into the ears of these Sanhedrists.
There stands the great fact: God raised up Jesus.
And here stands its opposite: “whom you laid hands
on by hanging him on wood," the modal participle
which expresses action that is coincident with that of
the verb. The ‘verb is expressive of exactly what the
Sanhedrists did although they used the hands of others.
Moreover, it agrees with the participle: “by hanging
him on wood," int Elihu, which is usually translated,
“on a tree.” The expression is Jewish for the Jewish
thought that is expressed in Dent. 21 :23; Gal. 3:13,
that one who was executed by being hanged on a beam
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of wood was by that act declared to be accursed. The
Jews suspended the dead body of a criminal after
execution; so Christ’s dead body hung on the cross.
Not only did the Sanhedrin bring about the death of
Jesus, a death that was shameful in the eyes of Romans (cruciﬁxion), but they inﬂicted upon him the death
of those who are accursed by God (suspension on
wood).
31) The succession of thought is by no means
chronological, for with the emphatic mam Peter in
typical Greek fashion resumes all that he has just
said about Jesus in v. 30. He is not adding a third
act in a series of three but is stating what God’s act
in raising up the Jesus whom the Jews hanged as one
accursed really signiﬁes, namely that “by his right
hand God exalted him as Leader and Savior." God’s

right hand always signiﬁes his power and his
majesty; on this dative with the same verb compare 2:33.
Because épmév and owrﬁpa are without articles they
are predicative: God exalted him “as Leader and
Savior”; the idea is not that of purpose “in order to
be a Leader," etc. The two terms, taken together,

state what Jesus is.

In 3:15 we have épmés with a

genitive while here this deﬁnitive title is absolute. In
an effort to ﬁnd one English term that will ﬁt both
passages many translators use “Prince,” German
Fuerst, although the connotation in these translations
is not that associated with the Greek word. Archegoa,
like “Savior,” refers to what Jesus does for us; he is
a fountain, source, author, beginner for us and, as we
see from “Savior,” the beginnerrand author of salvation for us. In 3 :15 we say “Author of life,” here, if
we had a similar genitive, we could say “Author of salvation," and this is indeed the sense. “Prince" would
indicate that we honor his royal position, that we do
something for him; it may also imply that he is not
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yet King. 0n the idea contained in “Savior” compare
4 :12 (3 :47).
Christ’s exaltation always refers to his human
nature which is in the unto with the divine. The term
includes the resurrection which was already a gloriﬁcation and also the sessio in heaven. But only through
the medium of the human nature by which Jesus lived
under the law, suffered, and died for our sins is he now
our Leader and Savior, bringing us to the salvation he
has prepared for us.
God exalted him as such an Author of salvation
for our sakes, “in order to give (inﬁnitive of purpose,
eﬂective aorist) repentance to Israel and remission of
sins." This shows how the salvation is made ours. It
is wholly by a gift of grace, 105 Mm; both repentance
and remission are given. The former is wrought in
the heart through the Word, the very Word Peter is
here preaching so eﬁ‘ectively; the latter is given

through the divine declaration of justiﬁcation which
absolves the repentant sinner from his sins. The two
are simultaneous but always occur in this order and
never in the reverse order. The moment repentance
is wrought in the heart the act of remission follows in
heaven. 0n pmivota and on 54mm see 2:38. “Israel”
is mentioned as the recipient of the gift in the sense of
1 :8. The gift was intended for Israel in the ﬁrst place,
and Peter had only Israelites before him.
32) These are the profound things that God has
done for this most vital purpose. “And we are witnesses of these things" or “of these said things.” The
idea contained in “witnesses” is not only that the
apostles themselves saw these said things and could
thus testify regarding them. Seeing the nature of these
things and their divine purpose, it would be absolutely
criminal if they, the witnesses, did not testify and proclaim them to all Israel. Such negligence would cer-

tainly be disobeying God in the most wicked way.
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When the Sanhedrists attempt to silence them these
Sanhedrists disobey God. The apostles cannot permit
themselves to be thus silenced, for that keeping silent

would imply putting the authority of men in the
place of that of God. The logic and the moral rectitude
are as clear as crystal.
When Peter adduces the Holy Spirit as another witness in the relative clause, “whom God gave to those
obeying him,” he intends to state that the testimony of
the Spirit is mediate, he using the believers as his
media. The idea is not that they are all to preach and
to teach as the apostles did, but it is much broader.
The apostolic office is kept distinct (1 :22). The Holy
Spirit is in the hearts as a gift of God to all who by
faith in Jesus obey God. All that the Spirit has
wrought in these obedient ones is the Spirit's living
testimony to Jesus and to what God has made Jesus to
be. The fact that Jesus is the exalted Savior is
apparent in every believer who has Jesus and his salvation in his heart and confesses these by lip and life.
The apostles are not only God’s witnesses, their testimony is accompanied by the great fact that is before the eyes of all men, namely that all those who are
with the apostles have God’s Spirit in their hearts, and
that he speaks in and through them. “Those obeying
God” include the apostles, although their service as
special apostolic witnesses is not excluded. “Obeying”
recalls the same verb used in v. 19. What about these
Sanhedrists?

They are evidently not among those

who obey God with the blessed obedience of faith; they
have closed their hearts against the gift of the Holy
Spirit, against the gift of repentance and remission,
against Jesus, God’s Savior.
This apostolic address is far more than a defense
against an indictment. Peter preaches law and gospel
to the hearts of the Sanhedrists, if possible, by God's
grace in Christ, to convert and to save them. Note
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that he speaks to these Sanhedrists about the Holy
Spirit as though the Holy Trinity were known to them.
This knowledge of the Trinity is assumed already in

the preaching of the Baptist and thereafter with never
a Jewish objection based on unitarian conceptions of
God being uttered. The claim that the Old Testament
did not reveal the Trinity to the Jews is without basis
in fact.
33.) Peter’s words reached the heart. But they,
having heard, were sewn in two and were intending
to make away with them. We have the same strong
ﬁgure in 7:54. We prefer to retain it instead of
modifying it: “were cut to the heart” (our versions).
The verb is passive and states what Peter’s words inﬂicted. Here the inﬂiction was not salutary, but note a
similar passive in 2:37 where it had a salutary eﬁect.
The verb states only how pained the Sanhedrists were
by the truth concerning their murder of Jesus and their
hostility to God; it does not say anything about the
rage of these men. The next verb, “they were intending” (to be understood in the same sense as in v. 28
and not “took counsel," A. V.), states that the Sanhedrists Were forming the purpose in their hearts to
“make away with" the apostles, to murder them.
~ From the treatment accorded Jesus as well as that
accorded his apostles We note the type of men that
constituted the supreme court and the highest leadership of the Jews: men who had committed murder and
were ready again to commit murder.

Would it not have been wiser for Peter to have
toned down his words? Many have adopted that sort
of wisdom and by doing so have persuaded themselves
that they were better witnesses than Peter, more
obedient to God than were the apostles. They have
never sawn a sinner in two by a preaching of the
law. They convert painlessly. Alas, their conversions

are only counterfeit. Both verbs are imperfects, both
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describe conditions, both imply that something deﬁnite
followed. If the reading {sometime be preferred to
«‘ﬁoJAom, the former would indicate a little more
than intention, namely an openly voiced resolution on
the part of some of the Sanhedrists to make away with
the apostles. “Were intending," in fact, implies as
much, for the intention could not be known unless it
was expressed in words.
34) Now one in the Sanhedrin, a Pharisee, by
name Gamaliel, o lawteaeher, in honor with all the
people, having arisen, ordered to put the men outside
for a little while.
“One in the Sanhedrin" means a member of that
body. “A Pharisee” describes him as being a member
of the party that was opposed to that mentioned in
v. 17 and even more fully in 4:5, 6. This point is of
great importance for the sequel. The Sadducees were
thwarted by this Pharisee and his followers in the Sanhedrin; a compromise was effected, the apostles were
only scourged. “By name Gamaliel’,” the common
dative for introducing names, at once shows to all who
know anything about this famous teacher what weight
a word of his would have. He was not only “a lawteacher” but one “in honor with all the people”
(ethical dative), famous among the Jews. This important personage, as was the right of any member of

the Sanhedrin when an executive and private session
was desired by him, ordered the prisoners to be taken
out ﬂpaxwi , “for a little,” the neuter adjective used
as an adverb.
implant“, from the Hebrew pharash, means “a
separatist.” This designation came to be the name of
a member of the Jewish party that is prominent everywhere in the New Testament. Organized after the
exile, this party insisted on the strictest outward observance of all legal regulations and also of the tradition that added a mass of rabbinical regulations to the
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Mosaic laws. They were extreme formalists who
ignored everything spiritual in the Scriptures, under
their formalism hid much that was morally vicious,
and yet were proud of their holineSs. They 'were
honored as being holy by the people generally, were
absolutely self-righteous and thus violently opposed to
the doctrine of grace and liberty that was proclaimed
by Jesus. They are accurately described by Jesus himself in Matt. 23:13-39.
This Gamaliel was the grandson of Hillel who was
famous in Jewish tradition. Hillel ﬂourished about
37-4 B. C. We know nothing about his son Simon; but
Simon's son Gamaliel, whom Luke introduces here, was
one of the seven men who were accorded the title
“Rabban.” He developed his grandfather's teaching
and founded a dynasty of famous men which continued for about four centuries. This Gamaliel, called
“the old,” to distinguish him from his grandson of the
same name, must have been famous for many years
before the incident recorded in this passage. Saul was
a pupil of his (22 :3), and it is just possible that Saul

himself was present (but not as a member) at this session of the Sanhedrin and heard Gamaliel’s address.
Much has been made of this Pharisee in Christian
tradition and legend. Zahn loves to trace such things,
see his Apostelgeschichte, 219, etc.
35) And he said to them: Israelite men, take
heed to yourselves about these men, what you are
about to do. For before these days, there arose
Theudas, claiming himself to be somebody, to whom
there was inclined a number of men about four hundred, who was made away with, and all as many as
kept on obeying him were dispersed and came to
nothing.
Gamaliel addresses his colleagues in the same
honorable fashion as did Peter the Jews in 2:22, and
in 3:12. He counsels caution and advises that his col-
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leagues forget not to consider their own interests in
case of any precipitate action into which their passion
may otherwise lead them. Many, no doubt, thought
that he was referring to the danger from the people
(v. 26) who held the apostles and believers generally
in high esteem (v. 13), but Gamaliel has a different
self-interest. He bids his colleagues look farther. Yet
his own view and his conclusions proved to be entirely
wrong. The Lord, however, used his spurious wisdom
to extend the great work that was going on in Jeru-

salem with full vigor.
36) He sketches brieﬂy the career of a certain
Theudas, who was known to his colleagues, who claimed
himself to be somebody, secured a following of 400
men for his rebellion, and was soon killed with the
result that those who still adhered to his ideas were
dispersed and faded into nothing, ad m'hilum. His
entire movement ran its full course without aid from
the Sanhedrin. We see the drift of Gamaliel’s argument: this Jesus-movement will most likely fade out
of itself. Why should the Sanhedrin dip its hands into
the blood of these twelve men who still “keep on obeying" Jesus as the followers of Theudas did even after
he was slain?

But this little bit of history recounted by Gamaliel,
which Luke records without comment as to its correctness, has become the occasion for considerable debate
because of statements made by Josephus. In his Ant.
20, 5, 1 he, too, reports about a certain Theudas who
incited a rebellion and came to a miserable end; but
this man appeared about thirteen years after the time

of Gamaliel’s address. Gamaliel mentions 400 men as
constituting the following of the man whom he has in
mind, Josephus writes of this man that “he persuaded
a great part of the people.” Not a few conclude that
Josephus is right, and that something is wrong with
Luke’s account. To make this conclusion more plaus-
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ible they date Luke and Acts late enough so that Luke
could have read Josephus. And Luke is then thought
to have invented this part of Gamaliel’s address. Men
like Ramsey, Robertson (Dulce the Historian, 160; W.
P.) . and others still think that at least a problem exists
and themselves propose to wait until it has been
solved. There is no problem whatever in regard to
Luke who never read a line of Josephus. Any problem
there may be pertains only to Josephus whose mistakes
and inaccuracies Zahn, among others, has sufﬁciently
pointed out. Whether Josephus speaks about this
Theudas mentioned by Gamaliel, confused the dates,
or reports about another Theudas who was active
thirteen years later, leaves Gamaliel’s statements
unaffected.
37)
After him there arose Judas, the Galilean,
in the days of the enrolment and drew away people
after him; he also perished, and all as many as kept
obeying him were scattered abroad.

This refers to the enrolment for taxation mentioned
in Luke 2:1, 2. Gamaliel’s expression “in the days of
the enrolment" speaks of this as a well-known period.
Judas, born in Gamala in Gaulonitis, is called “the
Galilean" because of the scene of his revolt which was
of far greater proportions than that of Theudas. But

he, too, perished, and his following, too, was dispersed
so that his efforts likewise ended in nothing.

Usually little is said in regard to Josephus and his
account of this Judas, but in this case Josephus’ account is worse than that in regard to Theudas. Zahn
charges Josephus with heillose Verwirmng regarding
Judas and other men of like aims as well as in regard
to the taxation under Cyrenius in Palestine. Josephus
produces a tangle by duplicating Judas, so that he mentions one who was active during the taxation at the
end of the life of Herod the Great and another who
was active toward the close of the ﬁrst century. We
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need not enter into the details which pertain only to
Josephus and not in the least to Luke. We add only
that the rebellion was of grave proportions, that Judas
sought royal honors, and that Josephus, both in the
case of Theudas and of Judas, suppresses the Messianic claims that helped to attract the following of
these men.
'
38) In view of these two plain historical instances Gamaliel offers what has become his famous
counsel of indecision: Be careful —do not decide—
wait, wait and see! And as to now I say to you,
stand away from these men and let them be! For
if this counsel or this work is of men, it will be over-

thrown; but if it is of God, you will not be able to
overthrow them -— lest perchance you he found even

ﬁghting God.
Tavﬁv, “as to the things now,” as to the present situa-

tion, this, namely, in view of the two historical instances that were well known to all present, Gamaliel
advises his colleagues “to stand away from these men"
and not to think of killing them and “to let them be,”
which we may also translate, “to dismiss them."
Gamaliel then makes plain his method of reasoning.
There can be only two possibilities. He takes up each
and draws the conclusion. First, if this counsel or
this work—call it what you please—is “of men,"
has its origin and its source of strength only in weak,

erring, deluded men, “it will be overthrown.” That
is undoubtedly true. Every religion that is built and
founded on men will go down in failure. The only
oversight in Gamaliel’s statement is that he did not
say when it will be overthrown. He and his colleagues
may be dead and gone by the time this human thing.
if it be human, is ﬁnally overthrown. The question
for Gamaliel was as to how long he could wait. How
long have some pagan religions endured?

Mohammedanism?

How old is

God will overthrow every false

Acts 5 :89
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religion and every false religious movement in the end,
but can we sit down in indecision until this ﬁnal proof
is produced?
39) The other alternative is equally faulty. If
it is “of God," has its source and strength in him, “you
cannot Overthrow it." “Lest perchance" requires that
we supply in thought: “Take heed, lest,” etc. ; and mi
is elliptic: “not merely ﬁghting men but even ﬁghting
God.” Shall they, then, do nothing? Shall they sit
on the fence and wait and wait, afraid to strike for
God lest they strike against God? This counsel has
been called wise but it offers only the folly of indecision
where decision is imperative. And with its indecision
there goes hand in hand the implication that God has
not supplied us with means to make the true and safe
decision, so that only the ﬁnal fate of any religion can
decide whether it is of God or of men.
Gamaliel belongs to that class of men whom the
most convincing evidence does not convince. They still
demand other evidence, more and more signs, Matt.
12 :39, etc. Their answer to all the evidence furnished
by Christ is: “Yes —- but!" Gamaliel lacked one
thing: the consciousness of sin. The veil of his Pharisaic work-righteousness blinded him to his guilt.
Peter’s call to repentance did not move him to contri~
tion. So this wise Jew continued in his folly.
R. 1018 compares the two conditional sentences

employed by Gamaliel, ﬁrst, e'tiv with the subjunctive
followed by the future indicative (expectance) ;
secondly, d with the indicative followed by the future
indicative (reality), and ﬁnds that Gamaliel is giving
the beneﬁt of the doubt to Christianity. This, however, is not the case. The conditional forms used keep
the balance and incline neither way. The reason for
using these forms lies elsewhere. In the one case
Gamaliel rightly thinks of the future: “if it shall (turn
out to) be of men” ; in the other case he just as rightly
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thinks of the present: “if it is of God."

Both are

suppositions on his part just as all conditions are

suppositions and nothing more. In the one case Gamaliel supposes something future with a future result; in
the other something present with a future result. He
has not a mite more certainty for the one case than for
the other — yes, masterly indecision.

40)

Now they obeyed him; and having called

the apostles, after administering a hiding, they gave

orders not to be speaking on the basis of the name
of Jesus and released them.
Literally, “they were persuaded to him,” the Greek
for, “they obeyed.” No one of the Sanhedrin arose
to point out the fallacy in Gamaliel’s argument, and no

one called attention to the fact that by rejecting and
crucifying Jesus they had already decided that this
entire movement was not of God. The Sadducees lost,
the Pharisees won. This friction between the two parties explains much, particularly also the scourging
administered before the apostles were released, scipamc,
literally, “after ﬂaying them." They were stripped
and given thirty-nine blows with rods across the back
(Deut. 35:3; II Cor. 11:24; compare, Matt. 10:17,
and Acts 22:19). This severe treatment was not so

much to be a punishment for what the apostles had
done but rather an emphasis on the renewed order not
to be saying a word “on (the basis of) the name of
Jesus” (see 4:17, 18). To be beaten thus was no small
disgrace; before Roman judges Roman citizens dared
not be treated thus. The Jews had no such restrictions.
41)
They, therefore, were going from the
presence of the Sanheclrin rejoicing that they were
deemed worthy to be dishonored on behalf of the

Name. And every day in the Temple and from house
to house they were not ceasing to teach and to proclaim as good news Jesus the Christ.
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0: ﬂy only is Luke's favorite turn of expression, see
1:6; a 8¢’ need not follow. The imperfect with its
present participle is beautifully descriptive and pictures the apostles going from the presence of the Sanhedrin and rejoicing as they went. The scourging took
place in the presence of the Sanhedrin; Jesus, too, was
scourged in the presence of Pilate. Gamaliel also
went away, but certainly not rejoicing. If this work
was “of God," would not forbidding it and scourging
its agents be ﬁghting God? But there was no doubt in
the hearts of the apostles.
Note the sharp oxymoron (bringing together con.
tradictory terms) in “deemed worthy to be dishonored." These disgraceful stripes the apostles considered badges of honor. In the great and blessed ﬁght
for God they had not been undecided and inactive like
Gamaliel but had done their part valiantly and as
true soldiers of the cross bore honorable wounds to
attest their noble loyalty. This was the ﬁrst instance
of what Paul writes in I Cor. 4:9: “I think God hath
set forth us the apostles last of all, as men doomed to
death; for we are made a spectacle unto the world,
and to the angels, and to men.” “On behalf of the
Name” makes 6mm emphatic, for from the beginning
(4 :7) everything had turned on this “Name,” the term
being used as explained in 4 :2; 2:21. Here it is used
in an eminent sense.
42)

Never for a moment did the apostles cease

their blessed work.

“Every day” they continued, and

this openly “in the Temple” where the Sanhedrin and

the Temple police could see and hear them, and, of
course, also «117' oixov, which is distributive, “from house
to house," and not merely adverbial, “at home.”

They

continued to ﬁll Jerusalem from center to circumference with the Name. They scorned to work only in
secret. They knew no fear. The imperfect, “they
were not ceasing," with its complementary present par-

238

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

ficiples is still descriptive, and “were not ceasing”
(negative) is a litotes for “were ever continuing."
The ﬁrst participle, “teaching,” is made more speciﬁc
by the second, “proclaiming as good news Jesus the
Christ"; n‘w xpumsv is predicative: “as the Christ."
Here we have the ﬁrst instance of caawwccaoar in the
Acts in the full sense of preaching the gospel, and with
it the mighty name “Jesus" and its full signiﬁcance in
“the Christ," the Messiah of God (2:36). This “name"
ﬁttingly closes the present narrative.

This was the opposite of indecision. This was the
divinely wrought certainty that had long ago made the
ﬁnal decision. This was the joy that came from that
certainty.

The apostles never for a moment com-

plained of the injustice they had suffered at the hands
of the authorities; they did not boast of their own
courage and fortitude or concern themselves about
defending their personal honor against the shame inﬂicted on them. If they thought of themselves at all,
it was only that they might prove faithful to the Lord
by working for the honor of his great blessed Name.
All else they committed into his hands.

CHAPTER V!
THE ELECTION or run SEVEN

In chapters six and seven we have the story of

Stephen. There is no reason for thinking that a special document Was intercalated at this point by Luke
or by some redactor. There is a perfect connection
with the preceding. After being told about the great
growth of the congregation and of its manner of taking care of the needy, we now learn that this work
grew beyond the capacity of the apostles, and thus
we come to Stephen, one of the seven deacons who is
forever distinguished as the ﬁrst martyr of the Christian Church. This fact justiﬁes Luke for allotting so
much space to Stephen and to his address in this account. At the end of the narrative about Stephen we
catch our ﬁrst glimpse of Saul.
1) Now in these days, the disciples multiplying,
there'occurred a murmuring of the Hellenists against
the Hebrews because their widowa were being overlooked in the daily ministration.
Nothing of note occurred after. the agitation reported in the previous chapters. The apostles continued their great work strenuously and without interference. The genitive absolute reports their continued
great success: “the disciples multiplying.” It has
been conservatively estimated that at this time the
total number of the disciples was between twenty and
twenty-ﬁve thousand. This vast increase, Luke intimates, occasioned the murmuring, subdued complaint,
of the Hellenists against the Hebrews, that the widows
of the former were being overlooked in the daily dispensation of support, which is beautifully called the
_ (239)
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scaxom’a or “ministration” which freely renders service
and help for the beneﬁt of those concerned. Here Luke

calls the believers manna, "disciples," from pavﬂdm,
“to learn," but not in the sense merely of “pupils"
who are still under instruction but rather in the sense
of those who have already learned. And even this is
not enough, for this learning was not merely intellectual, it involved the acquirement of the very spirit
of the teacher. These disciples had become like their
Master, they were following in his footsteps.
The 'Equ-m' (a word not found until it was used
by Luke) were not "Eancs, “Greeks,” either by extraction, by religion, or in the broader cultural sense.
They were Jews fully as much as the other class that
is called “Hebrews.” We read of all sorts of Hellenists
in 2:9-11 and ﬁnd their synagogues mentioned in 6:9.
They had been reared in foreign lands, had replaced
the Aramaic with the Greek language, and thus read
their Scriptures only in the LXX translation. In the
diaspora the second and the third generations lost
their Aramaic to a great degree as the inscriptions
on their tombs show. Yet they in every way remained
loyal Jews. Among them there were proselytes
(2:10) , but these had completely adopted Judaism and
thus are also designated as Jews. These Hellenists
were scattered over the entire Roman world.
The 'Eﬂpaiot were the Jews of Palestine and of the
great eastern diaspora, Babylon, etc. Their native
tongue remained Aramaic, they used the Hebrew

Scriptures in their synagogues, their Greek was for
the greater part imperfect, and they took a certain
pride in being “Hebrews” (II Cor. 11:22; Phil. 3:5).
There was, however, no clear dividing line between
these two great classes of Jews. Jesus, who lived
only in Palestine, needed no interpreter but himself
spoke Greek to Pilate. 0n the other hand, Paul, who
who was reared in Tarsus, perfectly preserved his
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Aramaic and knew his Hebrew. So also the attitude of
the tWO classes is devoutly Jewish. “To Hellenize"
meant to adopt Greek or pagan modes of life, and this
corruption had contaminated the Jews, even some of
' their aristocratic priests, but the Hellenists we read
about in the New Testament had not Hellenized themselves in this manner.
:
The complaint was not directed against the apostles
although they must be classed as “Hebrews." It seems
asthough the majority of the congregation consisted

of Hebrews, and that the apostles had used assistants
from this class for dispensing the needed charity.
How this had been done, and how widows of the Hel~
lenists had thus come to be overlooked, we are unable

to say. We see only that the complaint was justiﬁed.
How much party feeling between Hellenists and
Hebrews was involved is difﬁcult to say.
2)

And the Twelve, having called to them the

multitude of the disciples, said:

It does not please

us that we, having forsaken the Work of God, keep

ministering to tables. Look out for yourselves, therefore, brethren, seven attested men from yourselves,
full of the Holy Spirit and of wisdom, whom we shall
appoint for this need. But for our part, we will continue steadfast in the worship and in the ministration
of the Word.
'
The apostles function as the leaders of the congregation. They act promptly and do not let the case
become acute. Although they are apostles, they make
no decision of their own a law for the congregation.

There is not the least trace of popery; they deal with
the members as brethren. The TWelve called the meeting and not Peter. In order to do so they must have
discussed the matter among themselves and naturally

would offer some proper plan for the congregation to
adopt. But this amounted only to making a motion
in the meeting and seconding it, after which all voted.
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Luke does not need to say that only those who had
attained the proper age took part in this meeting in
accord with the spirit of the Fourth Commandment,
Eph. 6 :1; Go]. 3:20; likewise, he need not mention the
fact that only the men voted in accord with the Jewish
practice which was based on Gen. 2:18-23; 3:16, and
was for this very reason the apostolic practice, I Tim.
2:12-14. This point has now become controversial, but
exegetically neither the apostolic practice itself nor
the grounds on which it rests, God's creation and thus
nature and the condition produced by the fall, can be
controverted.
Perhaps Peter spoke; if this was the case, he did
so merely for all the Twelve. The personal pronoun

innit lends force to the impersonal oi": dpca'rdv am. so
that this means: “It does not please us.” The matter is well stated: “that we, having forsaken the Word
of God,” i. e., the preaching and the teaching of this
Word, the essential task to which the apostles were
called by the Lord, “keep ministering to tables," to
dispensing food for the needy. We now have Smowiv
to correspond with the smm’a used in v. 1. The
apostles were, indeed, “to minister,” but in distributing the Bread of life and not in attending to the distribution of ordinary food supplies. The words are
general. Therefore it is impossible for us to learn
just how the apostles had been ministering to tables.
Yet we may safely say that “tables" does not refer
to the love feasts that were taking place at different
houses and preceded the Eucharist. The food for these
feasts was brought by the participants who readily
shared with the needy. Luke has already informed
us that this ministry refers to administering and distributing the large sums of money that were derived
from the sale of property. From this fund the daily
ministration was made.

Acts 6:2, 3
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At ﬁrst the apostles shouldered this extra task
without much difﬁculty. But now it had grown to
undue proportions and interfered with their essential
work. The fact that some widows were thus overlooked was only one evil result; the apostles point to
one that is still worse; their being forced into a task
that really does not belong to their oﬂice. This point
is worth noting. The theory that all ofﬁces in the
church are derived from one central ofﬁce and really
constitute parts of it ﬁnds no support here. This
theory has led to such ideas as that when the janitor
rings the bell, sweeps the church, lights the lamps,
he is only substituting for the pastor. The apostles
have a different view and clearly state what the obligation of the Christian ministry is. Other tasks may
arise, but these are extraneous, to be turned over to
other hands. The apostles were not delegating a part
of their divine ofﬁce to others —— they could not. They
were relinquishing tasks that were not a part of this
ofﬁce, that were interfering with that oﬂice. To be

sure, these tasks, too, need to be performed. but this
necessity does not make them a part of the divinely
instituted ofﬁce of apostles and pastors.
3)

The selection of the men for this task is left

to the congregation.

If these men were to serve as

assistants to the apostles in their apostolic work, the
selection would have been made by the apostles. So
Paul selected his assistants, and we know that he
declined Mark's services.

But these men were to be

the aids of the congregation in the ministration at
tables, and so the congregation was properly told itself to choose them. The apostles merely make the
proposal, suggest the necessary number, and name the
Qualiﬁcations the men should have. And we must note
that the congregation freely adopted these restrictions.

Just why seven were proposed no one knows.

It is, of
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course, a sacred number, but here practical considerations evidently governed. If these men were to have
been assistants of the apostles, we should expect the
number to be twelve and not seven. It is only a conjecture to say that at this time seven special meeting
places were used by the congregation. The reason for
selecting seven seems to have been obvious to the congregation, but what this reason was we cannot say.
The present participle "attested,” “witnessed to,”
is qualitative and the present tense for this reason.
Men who were known for their character and their"
ability are referred to ; this was naturally consented to.
Likewise, the requirement that they should be “full
of the Holy Spirit and of wisdom.” It is well that
“wisdom" is added, for this helps us to understand
just what is meant by being full of the Holy Spirit.
All the disciples had the Holy Spirit, all had received
one gift or another from him. The men needed for
the task here considered ought to have one notable gift
in an especial measure, namely to such a degree as to
be recognized by the members generally. This was
“wisdom,” the ability and the readiness to apply
Christian knowledge to the practical affairs of life.
We at once see how necessary this gift of the Spirit
would be, and how the congregation readily agreed to
look for men only of this marked type. Moreover,
where the Spirit gives wisdom, other gifts will also be
present.

“Whom we shall appoint for this need” has no
emphatic “we" and in no way implies anything hierarchical. After the election of the men by the congregation the apostles, who had ‘had this work in their
hands thus far, would turn it over to them. The idea
that a ﬁtting ceremony would be included was only
natural (v. 6).
4)

After this arrangement has been made, the

apostles expect to devote all their time to what proper-
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245

ly constitutes their divine ofﬁce which they summarize
brieﬂy as “the worship and the ministration of the

Word."

The term wpoawxﬁ is frequently used in this

wider sense of worship of which prayer constitutes
the prominent part. That the newly created oﬂice,
like everything else belonging to the life and the
activity of the congregation, would be under the guidance and the leadership of the apostles and their divine
ofﬁce, goes without saying.
5) And the word pleased before the entire multitude; and they elected for themselves Stephen, a
man full of faith and of the Holy Spirit, and Philip,
and Prochonss, and Nicanor, and Timon, and Parmenas, and Nicolaus, a proselyte, an Antiochian,

whom they set before the apostles. And praying,
they placed on them the hands.
We may say, “the proposition" was accepted by vote.
The construction with ('vu'nrwv is the language of the
LXX, and 77va is like the Latin placm’t when a vote
is taken. The entire assembly unanimously voiced its
agreement.

The election was held, but we do not

know in what manner except that the apostles do not
seem to have made the nominations. The two most
prominent men, as the following record describes
them, are placed at the head of the list; we know nothing further concerning the rest. Stephen is especially
distinguished as “a man full of faith and of the Holy
Spirit." If ”Mpg: is the reading adopted, this word
is regarded as indeclinable (B.-D. 137, 1). In v. 3
the order is: “full of the Holy Spirit and of wisdom";
here: “full of faith and of the Holy Spirit." First the
source, and then the fruit; again the fruit, and then
its source. What Luke means by “faith" we see in
the following: the power of personal conviction expressed in most convincing wisdom (v. 10). Stephen's
address before the Sanhedrin is the sublime expression
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of that faith. Philip became the evangelist and is not
to be confused with Philip the apostle.
All'the men chosen bear Greek names, but it would
be a hasty conclusion to state that all were Hellenists
when we remember that two of the apostles, who were
certainly Hebrews, had Greek names, namely Andrew
and Philip. We, therefore, decline to draw the conclusion that, since the complaint came from the He]lenists, the Hebrews generously turned the whole work
of ministration over to the Hellenists. Some of both
classes of Jews were elected, the only fair and proper
course. The one named last was even a proselyte. To
select one of this class was also wise. When Luke
adds that he was an Antiochian, some think that this
manifests Luke’s personal interest in Antioch as being
the home city of himself and of Theophilus (Robertson, Duke the Historian, etc., 22). The truth lies
rather in this that, as he does in the case of Stephen,
Luke writes with a view to what follows. Antioch was
to become the great missionary center. More serious
is the idea expressed by a few of the fathers and by
some recent scholars that Nicolas became apostate and
founded the Gnostic sect 'of the Nicolaitans mentioned
in Rev. 2:6, 14. He would thus be mentioned last .by
Luke as a kind of traitor, like Judas. But the sole
evidence furnished for this view by Irenaeus, Tertullien, etc., seems to be the name. It ought to be understood that decidedly more evidence is required in a
matter of so serious a charge.
6) “Whom they set before the apostles" makes the
impression, that it took some time to effect the election,
and that the apostles entrusted the election entirely to
the congregation. They, too, were the ones to be satisﬁed. After the election had been held, these seven
were certiﬁed as the congregation’s choice.
Luke continues with a plural participle and a verb,
but evidently not the congregation but the apostles
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laid their hands on the seven and installed them in
their ofﬁce. The word “apostles" is not written because Luke has just mentioned them. The Lord’s
blessing was invoked upon the elected men, and the
hands were laid on them in this Old Testament symbolical act, which transferred the ofﬁce with its duties
and privileges and pictured the bestowal of the divine
blessings that were necessary for this important work.
Compare Num. 27 :18; Deut. 34 :9. This rite was freely adopted by the early church; we read of it in 13:3

in connection with missionaries, and in I Tim. 4:4;
5:22; I! Tim. 1:6 in connection with elders. We still
use it in connection with conﬁrmation and ordination.
It was always symbolic and never charismatic.

The entire account shows that these seven men
received only the ofﬁce of deacons, their duty being to
care for the poor and the needy as almoners.

The

preaching and the work of the Word remained wholly
in the hands of the apostles (v. 4). The idea, often
voiced, that after Pentecost the believers as such
preached is without support in Luke's account. so
also the idea that, because Stephen argued with the
Jews in their synagogues, and Philip became an evangelist, their diaconate included public preaching and
teaching, and their installation was an ordination,
goes beyond the facts as Luke reports them. These
seven were in no sense presbyters of the Jerusalem
congregation: they were not elected for that purpose.
What is later reported about Stephen and about Philip
has nothing to do with their oﬂicial duties in the congregation. These activities were the result of gifts
and of opportunities that extend beyond their special
ofﬁce. The ofﬁces that came into being in the apostolic
church were not ﬂuid but well deﬁned.
7) And the Word of God continued to grow;
and the number of the disciples went on multiplying
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exceedingly; also a great multitude of the priests
were becoming obedient to the faith.
Luke inserts this little account of the progress
made in Jerusalem in order to show that neither the
attack of the Sanhedrin nor the defect that had
developed in the congregation in any way checked its
growth. Compare 2:41 ; 4:4; 5:14, and now 6:7. The
imperfect tenses describe and at the same time show
steady continuation. “Continued to grow” speaks of the
Word of God as a living thing; and it, indeed, grows
as it enters and ﬁlls more and more hearts. “Went
on multiplying exceedingly” is not an exaggeration
as the clause with u proves which adds that “a great
multitude of the priests” were won. These had held
off the longest but were now coming in numbers. To
speak about plebeian priests contradicts the fact that
all the priests were on the same level who were divided
into twenty-four courses, each taking its turn in the
Temple and portioning out the different tasks. There
were no ranks or grades among them. “Were becoming obedient to the faith” is an expression similar to
the one found in 13:8; Rom. 1:5; 16:26. We see no
reason for not understanding «ions in the objective
sense, namely as that which faith holds, Christ, the
gospel, salvation in Christ. To understand the word
in the subjective sense, faith in the sense of the action
of believing, raises unnecessary difficulties.
STEPHEN BROUGHT 'ro TRIAL

The Lord’s hand had restrained the enemy for a long
time. Finally the awful blow fell that was to scatter
the congregation far and wide. It fell suddenly and in
a way that was altogether unexpected: one of the
deacons was brought to trial.
8) Now Stephen, full of grace and power, was
doing great wonders and signs among the people.
But there arose some of those out of the synagogue
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called that of the Libertines and of the Cyrenians
and of the Alexandrians, and of those from Cilicia
and Asia, disputing with Stephen. And they were

not strong enough to withstand the wisdom and the
Spirit by whom he was speaking.
Once again Luke draws attention to the spiritual
qualiﬁcations of Stephen, he was “full of grace and

power,” for Stephen is the ﬁrst man in. addition to
the apostles to perform miracles, “great wonders and

signs," the two terms being combined as usual (see
2:19). "Many” could not be added, for Stephen's
career was cut short; but “great" is added in order to
indicate that Stephen's miracles were of the same
quality as those of the apostles.
In v. 3 and v. 5 note “wisdom, faith, and the Holy
Spirit,” two personal effects and their divine source.
Now “grace and power” are added. Both are direct
gifts of a different kind that are plainly charismatic

in their nature and enable their possessor to work
miracles. This is not xatpm in the sense of pardoning
grace, for that Stephen had when he ﬁrst came to
faith, but the special favor Dei that was connected
with the 36mm: or power bestowed on him at this
time as something exceptional and not granted to the
other deacons: the ability to perform miracles. In
other words, the Lord singled out Stephen (grace) as
his instrument through whom he wrought miracles

(power) when and where the Lord desired (compare
3:4). The congregation had made him a deacon, the
Lord made something far greater out of him. As
stated in connection with v. 6, the latter had nothing
to do with his work as a deacon. We add that Luke
does not say a word about Stephen’s being a preacher
or a teacher. He had neither a mediate nor an immediate call to that work.
9) From Luke’s account we gather that Stephen
was assailed by a number of Hellenistic Jews because
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his wonders and signs drew especial attention to him.
Why they did not attack one or the other of the apostles but selected Stephen is not indicated. Luke states
only the fact. The usual view is that Stephen made
hold to invade the synagogues of these Jews and thus
forced disputes regarding Jesus as the Messiah. The
opposite is true. These Jews arose against Stephen
and forced a dispute upon him, not in a synagogue of
theirs, but in such a place where they were able to
meet Stephen, probably in the court of the Temple
or somewhere on the street. Stephen was a Hellenist as were his attackers, and this may have
caused them to single him ‘out although Luke does
not say this.
We must note that am 76v 3:: . . . ml nay dad indicates two general groups, and that “synagogue,”
although it is often used as a designation for a building, must here have its original meaning: “gathering,
congregation, mob.” The word is applied only to
the ﬁrst group; the Libertines, Cyrenians, and Alexandrians formed a congregation, not so “those from
Cilicia and Asia” — at least Luke does not say so. The
fact that Luke does not refer to a building appears
also from the circumstance that no synagogue would
be called by a name that included three nationalities;
on the other hand, no grammarian has supplied “synagogue" with either the ﬁrst three nationalities alone
or with all ﬁve. How 11., W. P., can say that Luke
may have referred to ﬁve synagogue buildings, is
rather difﬁcult to understand. By using and Luke
excludes a reference to even two synagogues. The
Talmud speaks of 480 synagogues in Jerusalem, but if
there had been that many or even a thousand, this
would not aﬁ’ect what Luke here states.
Luke uses the aorist: “there rose up some" in
dispute. This aorist cannot be constative as speaking
of a series of acts. It follows an imperfect and is in
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turn followed by an imperfect. and, therefore, if a
series of disputes were implied, we should have an
imperfect and not an aorist between imperfects.
Moreover, the subject of this aorist is “some," a group
made up of ﬁve nationalities. These arose in dispute.
This does not mean that now the Libertines arose, now
the Cyrenians, and so forth, today in this synagogue.
tomorrow in that?
Some commentators draw on their imagination and
ask: “Was not Saul from Cilicia, would he not be in
the synagogue of the Cilicians, and would not this
brilliant pupil of Gamaliel’s be the ﬁrst one to oppose
Stephen when he invaded this synagogue ?” R., W. P.,
regards this story as “practically certain." As to
Luke, he reports that “some" who were possibly
chosen for this purpose from two groups (the one
composed of three, the other of two nationalities), all
of them Hellenists, on one occasion engaged Stephen in
a decisive dispute.
The Libertines were freedmen and their descendants, the Latin libertim‘. This term ignores the ear~
lier distinction between liberti as a designation for
freedmen and libertini as a designation for their
descendants. This term is geographical like the rest,
and to hear it mentioned was to think of Rome, whither
two generations before, in 61 B. C., Pompey had taken
many hundreds of captive Jews who were then sold as
slaves. Numbers of them and of their descendants
gained their liberty and were considered Romans.
They were rapidly Hellenized. Zahn draws attention
to the inscriptions on tombs and to the fact that only
one of the seven synagogues found in Rome is called
that of the Hebrews. The circumstance that numbers
of these freedmen migrated to Jerusalem is most
natural, for, like other Jews of the diaspora, those
listed here and in 2 :9-11, they felt drawn to their great
sanctuary in the Holy City. It is entirely probable
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that some of the libertini were among the “Romans”
mentioned in 2:10, even some who refused to believe
at that time and now withstood Stephen. On the
Cyrenians see 2:10.
The Alexandrians were from
Alexandria in Northern Egypt, two of whose ﬁve
divisions were inhabited by Jews. Alexandria was the
main seat of Hellenistic Jewish learning. Cilicia is a
province in the southeastern corner of Asia Minor,
while Asia (here without the article) is the province
by this name, whose capital was Ephesus. All these
Hellenistic Jews, like Stephen himself, had their present permanent homes in Jerusalem.
10) Luke follows with imperfects that are
descriptive but not ingressive (R., W. P.). They are
open tenses and imply the deﬁnite action expressed by
the following aorists. These Hellenists were many
against one, but despite their number they had not the
strength (imperfect) to resist successfully (aorist
inﬁnitive) “the wisdom” (see v. 3) and the Holy
Spirit granting that wisdom, by whom Stephen kept
speaking in this debate. “By whom” = by whose
assistance. Luke pictures the situation.
11) Now the result that followed. Then they
suborned men, (these) stating, We have heard him
uttering blasphemous utterances against Moses and
God. And they stirred up both the people and the
elders and the scribes; and having come up0n him,
they snatched him and brought him to the Sanhedrin, besides they set up false witnesses, (these) saying: This man does not cease uttering utterances
against this holy place and the law. For we have
heard him saying, This Jesus, the Nazarene, will destroy this place and will change the customs which
Moses gave to us.
When fair means fail, unbelief is prone to resort
to foul means, thereby condemning itself. The nar-
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rative proceeds by using aorists, all of which report
the outcome of the action described in v. 10. “They
suborned men,” etc., literally, “threw under," is the
regular term for securing perjured witnesses. There
is no reason why these “men" could not have been
selected from the disputants named in v. 10. It is also
plain that these men were to serve as witnesses at the
trial to which these opponents of Stephen hoped to
bringhim — a plan which succeeded. These very men
were the ones put forward as the “false witnesses"
referred to in v. 13; the idea that they were not the
same men lacks support.
Aéyomc introduces what these men are to say,
namely to charge Stephen with “blaphemous utterances against Moses and God.” This greatest Old
Testament prophet and mediator of the covenant is
combined with God as the object of one preposition
which practically makes “Moses and God” one concept;

for whatever would be uttered against Moses would
eo ipso be spoken also against God. What these utterances were to be we hear presently; only their general
character is stated in advance.
12) With this devilish plan in mind, the Hellenists
begin operations. They inaugurate a violent agitation
throughout the city and soon succeed in stirring up
“both the people and the elders and the scribes,”
n — m’, “elders and scribes,” being a unit and meaning

as much as Sanhedrists.

Since so many Hellenists

started on a deﬁnite campaign simultaneously, it is

little wonder that a great agitation resulted. It certainly lasted more than a day or two. The idea of
blasphemy against Moses and God stirred up the most
violent passions in almost any Jew. The fact that such
a charge was prefered from many quarters certainly
made it appear to be true. The Sanhedrists, no doubt,
responded most readily although it was not an apostle
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that was being accused .; they must have become more
alarmed than ever because so many priests accepted
Jesus (v. 7).
Luke simply relates the facts in the briefest
fashion. With n he closely connects the arrest with
the successful agitation. This means that. as soon as

preparation was well under way, Stephen was to be
apprehended and put to trial.

This, too, succeeded.

How and where his foes captured him is immaterial
to Luke. Perhaps it was in his own home or when.
upon some occasion, he ventured into the street that

they accosted him, caught him, and led him away to
the Sanhedrin. The verbs make one think of a wild
animal leaping on its innocent prey, burying its fangs
in the ﬂesh, and carrying it off.

One of the remarkable features of this story is the
circumstance that these vicious and bloodthirsty Jews

do not plan simply to capture and to kill Stephen without further ceremony.

No; they plan on a trial, pre-

pare witnesses, then secure Stephen and place him before the high court. They just will have the legal
machinery! It was so in the case of Jesus. Although
their motives were insincere and all the means criminal, this show of legal right seems in some way to hush

their consciences.
13) We have no reason to think that the Sanhedrin was assembled and waiting when Stephen was
brought in. All that Luke wishes to convey to us is
the fact that Stephen was placed before this high
court to be tried for the worst crime known in its
criminal code. How long a time was required to
assemble the Sanhedrin is an immaterial detail. So
also the proceedings previous to the calling of the witnesses. We have heard the indictment in v. 11; Luke
needs to report only its substantiation by means of
testimony. The accusers (v. 9) have their witnesses
ready. Luke at once calls them “lying" or “false"
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witnesses and by the use of that expression intends to
indicate that they consciously testiﬁed falsely and
thus perjured themselves. The proof is furnished
in extenso in Stephen’s own address which shows
what he did say in his dispute (v. 9) and at any and
_all other times.
First the preamble:
“This man does not cease
uttering utterances against this holy place and the
law." Not once or twice but without changing his
utterances he assails “this holy place and the law."
The view that by “this holy place" the witnesses referred, not to the Temple, but to the city of Jerusalem

with its Temple, is unsatisfactory since it cannot be
shown that this designation was ever so used. If a
holiness of the city might be spoken of, this emanated
only from the Temple; and any utterance against the
city would be blasphemous only because it was really
spoken against the Temple. As far as destruction is
concerned, the Temple would be the last structure to
be destroyed; its destruction would thus involve that of
the city. Far more important is the combination of
“this holy place" with “the law” which refers to
Mosaic regulations that centered in the Temple (not
in the city save as the Temple in that city is referred
to). Of necessity the two belong together, for any
derogatory utterances against either would involve the
other. God (v. 11) was behind both.
14) The actual testimony is introduced with yép:
“We have heard him declaring, ‘This Jesus, the Nazarene, will destroy this place and will change the
customs which Moses gave us.’ ” This sentence
purports to be a direct and verbatim quotation from
Stephen’s own lips; but in reality it is only a restatement of what these witnesses claimed Stephen had
said. The case is quite analogous to that of Jesus who
was alleged to have said about the same thing (John
2:19-22; Matt. 26:61; 27:40). In both cases no effort
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is made to understand what the person charged actually said, and what his words really mean, but only to
use his words against him by making him say or imply
what he never actually said‘or really implied. Luther
makes the application: “We ought on this account
raise no high complaint against such unfair accusations. The devil knows no other way than to lie and
pervert and interpret in the worst fashion what has
been said well and properly. This we must look for
and must wait until God comes and proves whether
they have spoken truth or whether they have lied. In
the meanwhile we must content ourselves that, to-'
gether with beloved Stephen, we have the testimony of
our conscience that we are not trying to blaspheme or
teach people wrongly and mislead them.”
After one fashion or another commentators
endeavor to determine exactly wherein the lie of these
false witnesses consisted, and some of them pare down
the lie to very moderate proportions. Fortunately, we
have Stephen’s own reply. He takes up these charges
In detail and ﬁrst refutes the charge that he
blasphemed God; secondly, that he blasphemed Moses
and the law; thirdly, that he blasphemed the Temple.
In fact, he proves that he does the very opposite, and
that in the true sense of God’s own Word, that Word

which these Jews constantly resisted and whose
prophets they killed. Nor was Stephen, as little as
Jesus, condemned on the basis of this false testimony
but because he spoke the truth, especially the truth
about his own accusers and judges.
15) After the depositions of the perjured witnesses had been received, all eyes turned upon Stephen.
And all those sitting in the Sanhedrin gazing
earnestly on him, saw his countenance as an angel’s
countenance.

What made the entire Sanhedrin gaze thus at
Stephen? Was this only a look of interest which
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is apt to be manifested when a defendant reaches
the dramatic moment for his own defense? No; it
was what these Sanhedrists saw: Stephen's face like
an angel’s face. Aorist participle and aorist verb
express simultaneous action. Did Luke mean only that
“with beaming countenance” and “unafraid" Stephen

“enthusiastically” entered on his defense? Then Luke,
the great historian, used extravagant, not to say false,
language. Even great joy and exalted expressions on
a man's face would not make a body of men think they
were seeing something “like an angel’s face.”
We must recall the promise of Jesus given to the
disciples that at their trials before tribunals the Holy

Spirit would inspire them (Matt. 10:19, 20; Mark
13 :11-13; Luke 12 :11; 21 :14, 15). This was Stephen’s
supreme hour. That Spirit now ﬁlled him to such an
extent that his countenance shone with supernatural
radiance, light, and power, which were comparable
only to those that appear on an angel’s countenance.
The Sanhedrists gazed in astonishment. They were
struck by this phenomenon—struck but not moved.
They who were proof against the angelic truth Stephen
uttered would certainly not be moved by his angelic
face. They had seen other phenomena, for instance,
the restored cripple (4 :14) and the miracles of Jesus,
and had become more obdurate than ever. The appearance of Stephen's face had a purpose with reference to
the Sanhedrin and all who witnessed the trial. A hush
fell upon them; they were gripped by that light on
Stephen’s face until his address reached its climax.
How did Luke know all this about Stephen? There
were witnesses enough, and one especially, Luke’s

dearest friend Paul.

CHAPTER Vll
STEPHEN’S DEFENSE
1)

And the high priest said, Are these things

so? On u'. introducing a direct question see 1:6; by
with an adverb is practically our “to be." German:
Verhalten sick diese Dinge also? But this question is
by no means equivalent to the procedure followed in
our courts when the judge asks the prisoner whether
he pleads guilty or not guilty. Here the prosecution
had closed its case, and the high priest Caiaphas who
is presiding over the court turns the case over to the
defense. We should also say that the question of the
high priest was not abrupt but the expected and
necessary question, and that neither this noranything else “broke the evident spell of the angelic look
on Stephen’s face.” The radiance continued; and its
bushing effect continued until v. 54, when it was dissipated by rage.
2) And he said, Men, brethren and fathers,
hear! Stephen intends to speak at length, hence the
command to hear. ’AScAdm’ are all those present, rafe'pes
the members of the Sanhedrin in particular. The
address is digniﬁed, respectful, from the standpoint of
one who belonged to the Jewish nation (“brethren”)
and was under Jewish authority (“fathers") .
Stephen’s defense has often been underestimated
and even criticized. It has been stated that, if it had
not been for the impression made by Stephen’s bearing
and his eloquence, he would have been called to order
after the ﬁrst few sentences for digressing from the

point at issue. Such statements are unwarranted.
Why should an address that was not pertinent, or that
(258)
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was faulty in other ways, have so much space allotted
to it in Acts? Stephen spoke by direction of the
Spirit, in later years Luke recorded his words by the
prompting of the Spirit. Such an address must show
the marks of the Spirit. It certainly does.
Things were at passion heat, the charge lodged
against Stephen was the most heinous crime known to

Judaism. If you had been in Stephen's place, what
would you have offered in defense? Stephen begins
in a quiet tone and proceeds with studied deliberation.
Accused of speaking against Moses, God, the Temple,
and the law and customs, he speaks of them in due
order and at some length and reveals just how he does
speak of these subjects, namely in the closest connection with God’s owu Word. Apparently not making a special defense at all or with one syllable referring to his accusers and their false witnesses, he is
yet utterly refuting them and making the most effective
defense. What could be blasphemous about a man who

spoke as reverently and as Biblically as this man did?
Yet into his address Stephen weaves the old disobedience and unbelief of Israel. Joseph is sold by his
wicked brothers (v. 9), Moses is scorned (v. 25-28),
the very Moses whom God made a deliverer (v. 35),
the very Moses who spoke the great Messianic promise
about the Prophet like himself (v. 37), and whom the
whole nation refused to obey (v. 39, 43). It is thus
that the ﬁnal invective is prepared for a ringing

denunciation of Israel’s vicious unbelief as a call to
repentance; it is uttered in the very tone and man-

ner of the old prophets. Beginning so calmly, the
defense ends so powerfully and turns the tables completely by putting accusers, witnesses, and court itself

on the hopeless defense. To date no one has offered
to outline a better defense for Stephen.

How did Luke secure this address?

It was

delivered in public, followed the Scripture story in
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simple fashion, may have been recorded by the secretaries of the Sanhedrin, was certainly heard by Paul.

The one thing to be noted is that the address differs
markedly from Luke’s own manner of writing and contains points that were entirely beyond Luke’s knowledge. In other words, Luke could not have invented
this defense, or made up this address for Stephen, or
developed it from a general report of its contents.
Luke had a rather exact report of this address; and
this helps to establish the exactness and the reliabil—
ity of all the briefer addresses he records. The theme
of the address is not formulated by Stephen himself but
is apparent:

GOD’S GRACE IS MET BY ISRAEL’S
DISOBEDIENCE
I.

God’s grace manifested in Abraham and the disobedience of the patriarchs. The emphasis is on
God.
II. God’s grace manifested in Moses and the disobedience of Israel. The emphasis is strongly on
Moses.
III. God’s grace manifested in David and in Solomon.
The emphasis is on the Temple.
Conclusion: The present disobedience.

The God of the glory appeared to our father

Abraham, being in Mesopotamia, before he dwelt in
Haran, and said to him, Go out from thy land and
from thy kindred and hither! into the [and which I

will show thee. Then, having gone out of the land of
the Chaldeans, he dwelt in Haran.
The ﬁrst words strike the keynote: “the God of

the glory," (LXX Ps. 29:3).

That does not sound
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like blaspheming God. The genitive is qualitative: the
God who is distinguished by the glory, not by glory in
general. but by his own speciﬁc glory (note the article),
the radiant revelation of his divine attributes, of any
or of all of them as God permits them to manifest
themselves,
It is charged that Stephen misarranged his data
when he placed this appearance of God before Abraham’s residence in Haran and when he locates the
previous residence of Abraham (which was Ur) in
Mesopotamia. But this charge is unwarranted. It
rests solely on the claim that Stephen quotes the words
of Gen. 12:1. These were, indeed, spoken in Haran,
but their utterance there may have been only a repetition of the original command given in Ur. That this
supposition is true may be judged from the omission of
the phrase “and from thy father’s home," which omission shows that Stephen is not merely quoting Gen.
12:1, but knows exactly what he is saying. In Gen.
11:81, Terah and his family do not leave Ur of the
Chaldees of their own will, for already at that time
their ﬁnal destination is said to be “the land of
Canaan.” Why? Because of the divine revelation.
We have the same thought in Gen. 15:7 (see Neh. 9 :7) :
God brought Abraham out of Ur of the Chaldees. To
make the measure more than full: Philo and Josephus
(Ant. 1, 7, 1) corroborate Stephen. In regard to the
location of Ur, Stephen located it where it was.
Stephen spoke before an audience that was
thoroughly versed in Scripture and he would have
made a frightful impression if his ﬁrst sentences had
contained two palpable errors. His critics in the Sanhedrin would have halted him right then and there if
his statements had, indeed, been erroneous.
3) We have no reason to think that God spoke
only to Terah in Gen. 11:31, and not also to Abraham,
or that he did speak words that were similar to those
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he repeated in Gen. 12:1 to Abraham alone. The
original word was one that combined a command and
a great promise. By obeying the command Abraham
displayed his full faith in the promise. Stephen points
out the fact that Abraham’s faith began already in Ur.
He speaks of Abraham only because he is the father
of believers who rose to tremendous prominence in contrast with all his disobedient and unbelieving descendants. Already in Ur, God began to establish with him
the covenant that culminated in Christ, the very covenant the accusers and judges of Stephen were rejecting
by repudiating Christ and by now bringing Stephen

to trial for his abiding in that covenant by obeying and believing in Christ. John 8:56-59. The
address shows its perfect approach by thus beginning with God and Abraham and the promise of
the covenant. Were Stephen’s hearers still the sons
of Abraham?
4) Abraham obeyed, left the land of the Chaldees,
and went to Haran. He thus set out for the land that
God would show him. The reason for his stopping in
Haran is now indicated. And thence, after his
father died, he caused him to migrate into this land
in which you are now dwelling, and he did not
give him an inheritance, not a foot’s space. And
he promised to give it to him for a permanent possession and to his seed after him, he not having a
child.
‘
The residence in Haran was temporary; it continued only until Abraham’s father Terah had died.
But here again, Stephen, like Philo, the celebrated
Jewish contemporary of Christ, seems to be in conﬂict
with Genesis. Terah is said to have been 70 years
old when Abraham was born (Gen. 11:26), and he
died in Haran at the age of 205 years (Gen. 11:32).
Abraham was 75 years old when he left Haran (Gen.

12 :4).

Thus 70+ 75 = 145; and 60 years must be
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added to make the total 205. Then Stephen would be
wrong:
Abraham did not leave. after his father’s
death but 60 years before he died. Philo, the Jewish
tradition, and thus Stephen are said to have followed
an older report which attempted to save Abraham’s
ﬁlial piety toward his. father. Over against the Samaritan Pentateuch, which makes Terah’s age only 146,
the Jewish text must stand that his age was 205. The
view that in Stephen’s address “died"' refers to a
spiritual death is without foundation. The solution
lies elsewhere. In Gen. 11:26 Terah is said to be
seventy years old “and begat Abraham, Nahor. and
Haran.” Abraham is mentioned ﬁrst because of his
greater importance and not necessarily because he
was born ﬁrst. He was the founder of the chosen
nation, Nahor was the grandfather of Rebecca, and
Haran was the father of Lot. Now Abraham's son
Isaac married the granddaughter of Abraham's brother Nahor. It is fair to conclude that Nahor was
much older than Abraham, i. e., that in Gen. 11:26 the
names are not arranged according to ages but according to importance. Aside from the inspiration by
which Stephen spoke and Luke wrote, it does seem
that in the simple matter of adding a few ﬁgures
Stephen (Philo, too) would not have made such palpable errors.
From Haran God transferred Abraham (,moudcu)
to “this land in which you are now dwelling" (static «iv,
and this (is is not repeated after the verb as R. 566
thinks), namely Palestine. The emphatic {mere intends
to connect Stephen’s hearers with God and Abraham
and the covenant.
5) But the remarkable fact was that God gave
Abraham no “inheritance" in this land, not as much
as “a foot’s space,” on which to plant a foot. The ﬁeld
purchased by Abraham in Gen. 23:9-1'7 was not a gift
of God to him, in fact, was only a burial place. All
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that Abraham had received from God was the promise
that God would give him the land as a permanent
holding (sis xardaxraw) and to his seed after him —but
Abraham had no child. It was all grand and good, but
it all required faith, an immense faith on Abraham's
part. Not seeing, he yet believed. In the genitive
absolute, “a child not being for him,” the negative oir
instead of W5 is more decisive (R. 1138) as marking the
actual fact at that time.
6) Moreover, God spoke in this way, that his
seed will be a foreigner in an alien land, and that
they should enslave it and ill-treat it for four hundred years. And the nation to which they shall he
slaves I myself will judge, said God; and after these
things they shall go forth and shall serve me in this
place.
Transitional 86 adds another feature, a statement
concerning a matter that taxed Abraham’s faith still
more: 400 years would elapse before his descendants
would come into possession of the promised land. “In
this way,” in this strange manner, did God speak.
This is a reference to Gen. 15:13-16. Abraham’s
seed was to be a mipoutoc, one dwelling beside another
without right of citizenship “in an alien land," one
belonging to others. "They shall enslave" Abraham’s
seed “and shall ill-treat it," the plural subject needing
no further deﬁnition.
Stephen quotes the 400 years mentioned in Genesis
while Exodus 12:40 has 430 (Gal. 3:17); Josephus
gives both ﬁgures. It is best to regard 400 as a round
number instead of trying to devise two ways of counting the years. To be enslaved and ill-treated was not
a pleasant prospect but an added burden to Abraham’s faith.
Yet Canaan afforded no room for a
second nation to develop beside the Canaanites; in
Egypt there was abundant room and thus also much
less danger of contamination by idolatry. God knew

Acts 7:7, 8
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what he was doing; we now see it after the event;
Abraham could not foresee it and had to rely on faith.
7) Indirect discourse is never long sustained in
the New Testament; so here Stephen turns to the
direct and continues his reference to Gen. 15. Not
with indifference will God view this treatment of
Abraham’s seed in Egypt. He‘ lets his people suffer,
but in his justice he always reckons with the oppressors

and the persecutors. He did so in the case of these
Jews who were spending their time of grace by persecuting the apostles, now Stephen, and presently the

entire congregation of believers. Note the emphasis
on £705, both because it is written out and because it
is placed after its verb which stresses both.
This
judgment came upon Egypt in the form of the ten
terrible plagues. AouAeﬁu is used transitively in v. 6:
“to enslave"; intransitively in v. 7: “to be a slave."
The former use is found in the dictionaries.
The indeﬁnite relative J. an, (or My) leaves the
guilty nation unnamed. At the time appointed, however, Abraham’s seed (now the plural) shall go forth

out of this bondage, out of that foreign land, “and
shall serve me in this place." The last phrase is possibly an allusion to Exod. 3:12, “in this mountain,"
but is not a quotation (R., W. P.). Aarpnfw is used
with reference to the divine service of worship which
all should render while Amoupyém designates ofﬁcial
service.
This promise was spoken in Canaan, and
“this place" is thus deﬁnite.
8) And he gave him the covenant of circumcision; and thus he hegot Isaac and circumcised him

on the eighth day; and Isaac, Jacob, and Jacob, the
twelve patriarcha.

In addition to the aforementioned promises God
gave to Abraham “the covenant of circumcision."
This is almost an appositional genitive but is probably
qualitative since circumcision was considered the sign
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and seal of the covenant, the latter consisting of the
promise that Abraham should be the father of many
nations (Gen. 17:5). The ordinary word for covenant
was mom, but the LXX translated ben'th Smoﬁm, apparently because it has less of the idea of mutuality
even as it is also used in the sense of “testament.”
For the covenant was wholly one-sided: God “gave"
it to Abraham, and it is always called God’s covenant
and never Abraham’s. Here there were not two equals
making an agreement; here there was no exchange of
this for that. Here there was only a giver and a recipient, only a great blessing and the obligation properly
to receive and to use it.
The seal of this covenant was circumcision, «pimp;
(from wept and u'pvw, “to cut around") , the cutting off
of the foreskin. It was performed by the father on
the eighth day (even if this occurred on a Sabbath) ;
today it is performed by the rabbi or by a special oﬂicer
(mohel).
Associated with it was the giving of a
name. The religious idea embodied in this act was
the placing of the child into and under the covenant
with all the blessings, promises, and obligations resulting therefrom. Involved in this is the idea that the
child be spiritually renewed as now being in the covenant in that the removal of the foreskin sanctiﬁed procreation among the covenant people.
In order to understand why this act was limited to
males we must disregard our modern ideas of individualism and of the equality of the sexes and go back
to the creation of man and note that Eve was made
for Adam. All girls were in the covenant through
their fathers, for the covenant line was transmitted
only through the men. We may call circumcision an
Old Testament “sacrament,” but it was such in a modiﬁed sense even as the covenant was altogether promise
with the ultimate fulﬁllment coming in Christ. The
circumcision found among other ancients has another

Acts 7:8, 9
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signiﬁcance, that of Mohammedanism being only an
imitation of the Jewish rite.
“Thus,” in this covenant, Abraham begot Isaac and
circumcised him on the eighth day, and the line of
covenant bearers was continued from Isaac through
Jacob (not Esau) and then branched out through all
of Jacob’s sons who were called the twelve patriarchs
as being founders of long lines of descent.
We thus see how Stephen thought of God, how
Scripturally he connected him with Abraham and the
chosen nation to which all the Jews belonged by virtue
of the old covenant and its seal. What a hopeless
undertaking to prove that Stephen was a blasphemer
of God (6:11)! Where in the Sanhedrin itself was

there a man who could honor the God 'of Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob more?
9) When Stephen sketches the story of Joseph he
does it as one who is still speaking of God, and he adds
how God fulﬁlled the promise to Abraham (v. 6, 7) by
raising up a nation from Abraham's seed and ﬁnally
establishing it in Canaan. Another feature is interwoven with this: it was God who made Joseph the
savior of the patriarchs and did this despite their
hatred of their brother. Joseph thus appears as a type
of the eternal Savior. Jesus. Such a reading of Israel's
patriarchal history gloriﬁes God by a true spiritual insight and makes this section a genuine link in the historical apology of Stephen. And the patriarchs,
having envied Joseph, sold him into Egypt. And
God was with him and took him out of all his tribulations and gave him grace and wisdom before Pharaoh, king of Egypt, and established him as governor
over Egypt and his whole house.

Here there is the ﬁrst defection from the covenant:
the patriarchs were ﬁlled with envy toward one of their
number, the aorist participle stating only the historical
fact. But God used this evil unto good, yea, unto good
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for the very ones who perpetrated it. In this way
Stephen thought of God. In dwe'Sovro the preposition
implies the sale; compare 5:8. The patriarchs duly
gave from themselves (middle) their brother in the
bargain in which they were duly paid. They got
rid of Joseph; so the envious Jews (Matt. 27:18;
Mark 15:10) got rid of Jesus. Joseph was sold into
Egyptian slavery.
10) “And God was with him.” In this signiﬁcant
ﬂash Stephen emphasizes the contrast between God
and the wicked-patriarchs. What God did with Jesus
was also the very opposite of what the Jews did; Peter
drove this home in 4:10-12; 5:30, 31. God was with
Joseph in a most effective manner: he took him out
of all his afﬂictions (Mutts, from the verb that means
to press or compress) ; he gave him xipts, undeserved
divine favor, and wisdom before Pharaoh for interpreting the king’s dreams, etc.; and thus he established
him (set him down) as governor over Egypt and the
whole house of the king: “governor” in the sense of
grand vizier, prime minister, second only to the king
himself; over his whole house like the Frankish Major
Domus. He raised him from a slave to a vice-king.
Pharaoh is the title of all Egyptians kings, per-‘o=
“great house." God is still the subject of “established”
and not Pharaoh (our versions), which translation is
not necessitated by “his” (Pharaoh’s) house, at least
not in the Greek. Stephen is reciting all that God did
by nullifying what the patriarchs had done and by
working out his plans for Abraham’s seed.
11) Moreover, there came a famine over the
whole Egypt and Canaan and great tribulation;
and the fathers were not ﬁnding provisions. But
Jacob, on hearing that there was grain in Egypt,
sent out our fathers the ﬁrst time. And at the
second time Joseph was made known to his brothers,
and Joseph’s family became manifest to Pharaoh.

Acts 7 :11-14
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And Joseph, sending, called to him Jacob, his father,
and all his kindred, in all seventy-ﬁve souls. And
Jacob came down into Egypt, and he himself came
to an end and our fathers; and they were transferred to Shechem and deposited in the tomb which
Abraham bought for a price of silver from the sons
of Emmor in Shechem.
The story is continued with 82‘ which adds the great
chapter on Joseph, the deliverer, and on the faith of
the patriarchs in Egypt.
“There came a famine”
reports the fact; “they were not ﬁnding" describes the

situation. Being herdsmen who had numerous ﬂocks,
this famine made their situation trying, indeed.
12) Egypt was the great wheat country of the
world, in later times the granary of Rome (Acts
27 :38). Why Egypt had wheat throughout the seven
years of famine is not stated, but it was due to Joseph.
Verbs of perception have the complementary participle
in the accusative when this refers to what is perceived, hence 5m after dkor’ads (B.-D. 416, 1) ; another
explanation is that of indirect discourse, the participle

retaining the tense of the direct (R., W. P.). The
diminutive mn'or is rare. Grain was all that the fathers
secured on the ﬁrst journey to Egypt.
13) But on the second journey Joseph was made
known to his brothers, or, taking the passive in the
middle sense, made himself known to them (B.-D. 191,
2). Kai adds the effect with which Stephen is here
concerned, namely that Joseph’s who: or family became
manifest to Pharaoh, i. e., he now knew all about it.
in Gen. 41 :12, Joseph was introduced as a Hebrew, but

now Pharaoh learns much more. Note that “Joseph”
is repeated because of the importance and the dignity
in his name.

14) It was this knowledge, brought to Pharaoh,
that enabled Joseph to transfer his father and his
entire relationship from Canaan to Egypt and to take
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them out of the famine-stricken land to one that was
well supplied with food, with one of the family serving
as vice-ruler. But this move was a fulﬁllment of the
word spoken to Abraham in v. 6. Here in Egypt God
intended to let Jacob's family grow into a nation. On
3v used with figures see R. 589: “amounting to," or
“in all.” Winer called this construction Hebraistic, but
the papyri have this construction in all its varieties.
In Gen. 46:27; Exod. 1:5; Deut. 10:22, the number
of “souls" (persons, as in 2:41, which certainly included every child) is only seventy, while in the ﬁrst
two of these passages the LXX has seventy-ﬁve. This is
a mere matter of counting. The descendants of Jacob
that went to Egypt were sixty-six in number (Gen.
46:26), but counting Joseph and his two sons and
Jacob himself (Gen. 46:27), the number is seventy.
In the LXX all the sons of Joseph whom he got in
Egypt were counted, “nine souls," which, with the

sixty-six, made seventy-ﬁve.

Various other ways of

counting are suggested in order to explain this number;
the one indicated is correct.
15) Thus Jacob completed his life («Ann-do) in
Egypt, both he and the fathers, including Joseph — far
from the land of promise.
16) Yet we see their faith in the promise. They
only sojourned in Egypt, their real home was Canaan,
and so they were all eventually buried there. Jacob
was at once buried in Abraham’s tomb Machpelah in
Hebron. Read about his grand funeral in Gen. 50 :113. Stephen is brief and speaks only of the fathers
and states that their bodies were eventually transferred to Shechem. We know this only in regard to
Joseph. for we learn that his body was embalmed
(Gen. 50 :26) and, according to the oath he had exacted
from the children of Israel, was buried in Shechem
after the Exodus (Josh. 24:32). The Old Testament
reports nothing in regard to the brothers of Joseph.

Acts 7:16, 17
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It is Stephen who here tells us that they, too, were
buried in Shechem together with Joseph. Jewish
tradition, no doubt, preserved this information, and
there is no reason for doubting it.
There is a difﬁculty in the statement that Abraham
bought the tomb in Shechem from the sons of Emmor
in Shechem. In 33:19, etc., it is Jacob who buys a
piece of ground from these owners in order to erect
an altar in that locality. Two solutions are offered.
Perhaps some scribe wrote “Abraham” instead of
“Jacob” in this passage; many are satisﬁed with this
solution. Yet in Gen. 12:6 Abraham is in Shechem
long before Jacob was there; and it is not at all im-

probable that Abraham made the original purchase,
but after his departure from this place the land was
again occupied by its original owners until Jacob
repurchased it as Gen. 33 :19 reports. “Sons of Emmor"
are the tribe; the term is like “sons of Israe ."

17) We come to the second part of Stephen’s
defense. The emphasis on God continues; but now
Stephen refutes the charge that he is blaspheming
the law and Moses, the wwgz’ver. Most emphatically
he acknowledges that both were sent by God. Yet
Stephen tells this part of the history so as to bring
out all of the old opposition to Moses and to the law and
thus to God himself, an opposition that ﬁnally culminated in the rejection of God’s Anointed. Thus the
faith of Abraham waned; yea, the faith of the fathers
suffered an ominous decline.
Now as there was drawing nigh the time of the
promise which God communicated to Abraham, the
people grew and multiplied in Egypt until there

arose a different king over Egypt who did not
know Joseph.

This one, by using fraud on our

race, ill-treated our fathers so that he was causing
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their babes to be exposed that they might not go on
living.

The time set for the fulﬁllment of the promise as
it had been told to Abraham (v. 7) was now drawing

near; :5: is attracted from iv.

The aorists report

the fact of the great increase of the Israelites in Egypt.
It was this increase that worried the new king.
18) The statement that this king “arose" and
that he knew nothing about Joseph points to a dynastic
change in Egypt. “The previous dynasty had been
that of the Hyksos; the new king was Ahmes who
drove out the Hyksos.” Knobel. The statement implies that until the time of the rule of this king the
Israelites had ﬂourished unmolested; but now their
troubles began. Until this time the memory of Joseph
and of all that he had done for Egypt brought favor
to the Israelites; but this king neither knew nor cared
for Joseph, he looked at the Israelites with cold, political eyes and saw that, if they continued to increase,
their power would endanger the kingdom.
19) Thus the afﬂiction began. The fraud used on
the Israelites was the ill-treatment that the king ordered
their babes to be exposed in order to cause them to
die. This fraud broke the old agreements and
promises originally made to the Israelites. Stephen
contents himself with mentioning only the worst part
of the ill-treatment visited upon the Israelites, the
destruction of their male children. As long as “the
fathers” is regarded as the subject of 1'05 randy, there
will be wavering between the consecutive (A. V.)
and the ﬁnal (R. V.) idea of this inﬁnitive. But
when no new subject is expressed with an inﬁnitive,
its subject is the subject of the main verb, here 0570:,
the new king. Through his decrees this Pharaoh
made those babes Exam: (verbal adjective from
Endemic), “exposed ones,” exposed to die; he did this
regularly, present inﬁnitive, by enforcing his decrees.

Acts 7:20, 21
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But (is 16 with its pre—

sent inﬁnitive expresses purpose: “for them not to go

on living," litotes, "for them to die."
20) This was the terrible situation obtaining when
Moses was born. At which season there was born
Moses, and he was fair unto God; who was nourished
for three months in his father’s house. But having
been exposed, the daughter of Pharaoh took him up

for herself and raised him up for her
Stephen intimates that God is with
very beginning. His birth occurred
season, xaipcis, a period that is marked

own son.
Moses from the
at this terrible
by what distin-

guishes it.
“Fair or beautiful to God” is not a
Hebraistic superlative (R. 671) ; the dative is ethical

and has a distinct personal ﬂavor (R. 537). Here and
in Heb. 11:23 donios is taken from the LXX translation
of Exod. 2:2; it really means “citiﬁed” but is used
widely in the sense of reﬁned beauty. Note how
Stephen connects Moses with God even when Moses
was still a babe. The Greek loves to construct his sentences in an unbroken chain; hence these relatives: “at
which season”—“who was nourished.” For three
months only could the babe be kept at home.

21) Finally he had to be exposed to death; but he
was saved in a most remarkable way and was reared
as the

son

of Pharaoh’s own

daughter

who,

as

Josephus, Ant. 2, 9, 7 reports, called him wais Foquf;
Gains, "a lad divine in form.” Both verbs are middle:
"she took him up for herself,” i. e., appropriated him,
and “nourished him up for herself for her own son,”
i. e., adopted him.

R., W. P., following Vincent, thinks

that the idea of adoption is expressed by the ﬁrst verb,
but that is evidently not the case, for then the second
verb and its phrase would be superﬂuous. Pharaoh’s
daughter ﬁrst appropriated the baby and eventually
adopted him as her own son. Moses became a member
of Pharaoh's own family.
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This is one of the many instances in which God
seems to play with his enemies: Pharaoh’s own
daughter saves, adopts, rears, educates God’s great
deliverer of his own enslaved people. Ah, if she could
have known what God was having her do! And here
we have another type of Jesus who also nearly perished
as a babe, who also was saved even in Egypt, and who
also became a deliverer, yet one who was far greater
than his type Moses. This typical feature in the child
Moses could scarcely, however, have been known to
Stephen.
Sometimes it is thought that the act of taking up
the child as here described was equivalent to that of
the Oriental father who, on the birth of a child, took
it up in his arms in order to signify that he acknowledged and intended to rear it, whereas, if he had refused to do this, the child would have been rejected by
him and left to perish. It is certainly stretching the
point to present Pharaoh’s daughter as thinking of
herself as performing such a paternal act.
22) And Moses was educated with all the wisdom of the Egyptians; and he was mighty in his
words and deeds. And when a time of forty years
was being ﬁlled for him, it came into his heart to
visit his brethren, the sons of Israel. And on seeing one being wronged, he defended and exacted
vengeance for the one being abused by smiting the
Egyptian. Now he was supposing that his brethren
were understanding that God through his hand was
giving salvation to them; but they did not understand. And on the following day he appeared to
them while ﬁghting and tried to reconcile them
for peace by saying, Men, you are brethren! Why
are you wronging each other? But the one wronging his neighbor thrust him away from himself, saying: Who established thee as a ruler and judge

over us?

Thou, dost thou want to make away with

Acts 7:22, 28
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me the way thou didst make away yesterday with
the Egyptian? And Moses tied at this word and became a foreigner in the land of Midian where he
begot two sons.
Even the mighty man Moses, having arrived at full
manhood and being a man of power in every way, was
an utter failure without God. No divine work can be
done without God. Stephen tells the story at length
in order to follow it with the glorious story of what
Moses accomplished for Israel when God was with

him.

Was there any man present who could speak

more Scripturally about Moses and show more clearly
how God brought the Old Testament mediator to his
great ofﬁce?

The priestly cast of the Egyptians was famed for
its knowledge of science, mathematics, astronomy, and

medicine, and constituted the nobility about Pharaoh.
Compare I Kings 4:30.
In all their wisdom was
Moses educated; with abstract nouns “every" and “all”
110w together, hence min” aodu'g “all (every) wisdom."
And this magniﬁcent education and training were
not wasted; they produced a man who was power-

ful in Word and deed, mightily equipped for leadership.
Note the similar expression in regard to
Jesus in Luke 24:19. Power is referred to and not
mere readiness of tongue which explains Exod.
4:10. 15.

23) Moses, too, felt this urge of leadership. He
was now reaching the age of forty or full maturity.
Men lived longer in those days, and we must reckon
accordingly. So although he was without a call from
God, with the thought just arising in his own heart,
as Stephen carefully states, he proceeded to see for
himself, with his own eyes, “his brethren, the sons of
Israel,” as to what he might do for them.
It is difﬁcult to render the Greek idioms into acceptable English.

Thus the clause: “when there was
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being ﬁlled up for him a forty years’ time” =when
he was about forty years of age. A thought or idea
that arises in the heart is in Hebrew said “to go up
upon the heart.” To think about its going up “out
of the lower deeps of one’s nature” is a misunderstanding; for in Isa. 65:17, and Jer. 3:16 the expres
sion is used in a good sense with regard to the
memory of former glories; and in I Cor. 2:9 it is
used negatively with regard to great glories. With
reference to Moses the expression is not used in a bad
sense but indictes only that the idea was his own conception. “To look for one’s self upon” = to visit with
the connotation of help. It is thus used with reference
to God in Luke 1:68, 78; 7:16: Heb. 2:6; also with
reference to judicial visitation (C.-K. 999).
Here the act of Moses is entirely beneﬁcent. For
he intends to look upon “his brethren,” his own blood
and kin, “the sons of Israel," the heirs of God's covenant. Both terms are highly signiﬁcant. Although
he was reared and had grown to manhood in the
pagan court, Moses had not become an Egyptian in
heart and soul. These enslaved Israelites were his
real brethren, he was one of them. Yes, one of them
as “the sons of Israel,” not merely nationally but
spiritually. Moses had not lost his faith, he shared
Israel’s hopes and Israel’s spirit. The fact that they
were nothing but slaves did not alienate him. One
wonders at the man. How had he escaped all the
idolatry in the midst of which he had been reared?
How had the faith of Israel been put into his heart
and been preserved there?
24) Living at the capital and at the king’s court,
Moses must have gone some distance in order to see
the Israelites in their oppression as slaves. Only two
striking instances of what he found are preserved. He
saw an Israelite being wronged by an Egyptian in
some shameful way, a taskmaster lashing the defense

Acts 7:24-26

27?

less slave. Not only did Moses come to the Israelite’s
defense, but he also exacted vengeance for the oppressed by smiting the Egyptian, and that fatally. In
Luke 18 27 we ﬁnd 1rot¢iv ixsi'xyaw “88d in the sense 0f

to do what the law of right exacts, hence to avenge;
see the verb alone in Luke 18 :3. We at once see the
love and the loyalty of Moses to his brethren, but
also note that his tremendous power and energy are
badly misdirected. He is by no means as yet ready
for the great task of which he is dreaming. He acts
without a call or direction from God.
25) A parenthetical se’ indicates his thought
and his motive: “Now he was supposing that his
brethren were understanding that God through his
hand was giving salvation to them." Note the durative

tenses. Nome. has the accusative with the inﬁnitive,
and the indirect discourse retains the present tense of
the direct: “God through my hand is giving,” etc.
Note that “God” and “through his hand" are placed
close together.
The astonishing thing is that Moses
already feels himself to be the deliverer of his people,
an instrument of God.
“Through his hand” =
through his agency. We are unable to see how Moses
arrived at this idea concerning himself. He even supposed that his brethren were understanding this, and
that, when the one he had rescued would tell about
the mighty Moses who delivered him, they would all

look up to him.

Much is veiled here.

It seems as

though Moses had left the Egyptian court for good

in order to become the great deliverer (amrip) of his
own people. But he was sadly mistaken: his people
understood nothing of the sort.
26)

This truth was brought home to Moses on

the very next day.

“He appeared," suddenly stood

beside two of them who were engaged in ﬁghting
(present participle) and tried to compose them (cona—
tive imperfect) for peace by appealing to them that

278

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

as brethren they ought not to wrong each other. In
the question zvm’ asks "to what purpose" they were
doing each other wrong. The rebuke was perfectly
proper and mild, Moses did not even take sides. What,
indeed, could either gain by hurting the other?
27, 28) Then Moses had his eyes opened. The
one who was wronging the other, that very one, thrust
Moses away with a sharp question:
“Who established thee as ruler and judge over us?” And with
the accusing question: “Certainly thou dost not want
to make away with me what way thou didsb make
away yesterday with the Egyptian?”
This is the
force of the question with m; which strongly demands
a negative answer. In v. 21 the aorist dvatpc'w is used
in its neutral sense, simply, “to take up”; here, as in
2:23 and so often, it is used in its evil sense, “to make
away with," “to murder.” Note how pt mi are abutted,
and the emphasis is on “thou”; 3v fpdrrov, the adverbial
accusative, has the antecedent drawn to the relative.
These questions must have come as a shock to Moses.
The castle Moses had erected out of his own suppositions came down about his head. He was usurping
the place of “ruler and judge over his brethren." God
had not appointed him. His whole proceeding was
wrong. His own brethren considered his deed of yesterday plain murder— and it was that. They thrust
him away.

Pharaoh also heard of it and sought to bring
Moses to account. When, in Heb. 11:27, Moses is said
to have left Egypt “by faith, not fearing the wrath
of the king," this means that the did not seek to remain in Egypt, to placate the king's wrath, who, of
course, was more wrathful than ever because Moses
left; but now he places both his people and their
deliverance as well as himself entirely into God’s
hands. This was a mighty act of faith.

Acts 7:28-80
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But Stephen has a purpose in bringing out so
pointedly the fact that Moses’ own people did not
understand, and that the very Israelite who was in the
wrong thrust Moses away. Stephen returns to this
in v. 35. So far is he from blaspheming Moses that
he views Moses as a type of Christ. Both were denied,
both were thrust away by Israel, and God made both
the deliverers of Israel but he made Christ such in a
far higher sense.
29) 'Ev fé‘Adytp, “in connection with that word"
(which B.-D. 219, 2, however, makes wegen, and R.
589 the occasion, the preposition being used in its
original sense) “Moses ﬂed.”
He became “a foreigner” (mipoutos as in v. 6) in Midian; but despite his
long stay in Midian he did not become a Midianite.
During those forty long years he remained a true
Israelite and waited for his people’s promised liberation (v. 6). The fact that he married and “begat two
sons" in Midian makes his remaining a foreigner in
the land only the more signiﬁcant.
The plans of Moses had failed swiftly, utterly;
God’s plans were moving with perfect success. Moses
needed not only the forty years of Egyptian schooling
but forty more of desert schooling in order to make
him the man God wanted.
30)

And forty years having been fulﬁlled, there

appeared to him in the wilderness of Mount Sinai
an angel in a ﬂame of ﬁre of a thornhush. And
Moses, on seeing it, wondered at the sight; but as
he came near to observe it, there came the Lord’s

voice:

I, the God of thy fathers, the God of Abra-

ham and of Isaac and of Jacob!
trembling, Moses dared not observe.

said to him:

And become
And the Lord

Loose the sandal of thy feet, for the

place where thou standest is holy ground.

Seeing, I

saw the ill-treatment of my people in Egypt, and
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their groaning I heard; and I came down to take
them out for myself. And now hither! I will send
thee to Egypt.
The life of Moses may be divided into three periods of forty years each. While he was pasturing
his ﬂock in the wilderness of Mount Sinai he suddenly
saw a thornbush on ﬁre which was burning intensely
but not burning to ashes. 0n “Mount Sinai" see R.
760. ”Ev em: wpas- Bdm is exceedingly compact, the
nouns without articles being stressed in their own
meaning: “in a thornbush’s ﬁre ﬂame," the two genitives being descriptive (R.., W. P.). Since pine is any

thornbush, it is impossible to determine its variety
botanically, and quite unnecessary.
The bush is symbolical of Israel, which, too, was a
lowly bush and not a towering tree like the Egyptians.
The ﬂame of fire in the bush symbolizes Israel’s ﬁbry
afﬂiction which, although it was due to the Egyptians,
had Jehovah back of it. The ﬁre burned with hot
ﬂame but did not consume the bush; so Israel's afﬂiction burned but did not destroy.
The and»: here mentioned is called both Yahweh
and Elohim and is thus God himself. This is the
Maleach Yahweh who is mentioned again and again
in the Old Testament but never in the New; compare
Gen. 22:11, etc., and 48 :15, etc. In order to determine
with exactness who is referred to all the passages that
treat of him must be combined and compared. Thus
he will appear as the angelus increatus and never as
a created angel although some contend for the latter.
Other angels are always representatives of a class, this
angel is always the speciﬁc revelation and personiﬁcation of God himself.
Regarding the identity of this Maleach with
Yahweh-Elohim there is not the slightest doubt. The
question whether we may say more, namely that this

Maleach is the Old Testament appearance of the Son,

Acts 7:80, 81
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the Logos, and thus an anticipation of the Incarnation,
is answered by two observations: 1) In some passages
this Maleach speaks and acts like God and is yet distinguished as a separate person; 2) All his activity is
the mediation of salvation so that Malachi 3:1 calls
him “the Angel of the Covenant." When this is compared with the New Testament revelation of the Logos
and of his Incarnation, the deduction is sound that the
great Maleach of the Old Testament was, indeed, this
same Logos. When C.-K. will not make this deduction
because he thinks that the New Testament revelation in
Christ was wholly new (Gal. 3 :19; Heb. 2:2), he is answered by John’s Prolog, by John 8:56-58, by Heb. 3:1,
“the Apostle” Christ Jesus, and by every similar passage. In this as in many other respects the Arian inclinations of von Hofmann have inﬂuenced some exegetes
and theologians. When C.-K. ﬁnally introduces the
apocalyptic Jewish literature, we see the source of
much of the confusion regarding the Old Testament
manifestations of God and must reply that these revelations will never be seen in their clear reality when they
are viewed through the medium of such Jewish literature and will be lost altogether when it is thought that
even these Jewish apocalyptic ideas originated in Persian and other pagan sources.
31) Attracted by this astounding phenomenon,
Moses was in the act of approaching it in order to

inspect it more closely when “the Lord’s voice” rang
out from the burning thornbush. The 5pm: or “sight"
was the strange fact that a bush should be on ﬁre here,

where there was no one to set it on ﬁre.

Vastly

stranger it was that it should burn and burn without

consuming itself. This was not an ordinary ﬁre but
a miracle of God. Moses saw only this ﬂaming ﬁre from
which the voice spoke and no form of any kind in the
ﬁre.

The voice alone indicated that the Lord was re-

vealing himself by means of this ﬁre.
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32) The Lord at once makes himself known by
proclaiming his full covenant name: “I, the God," etc.
From “the fathers” God goes back to Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob and thus strongly expresses the truth that
this appearance has a connection with his great covenant. He appears here on Sinai because here he will
renew and advance his covenant with the children of
Israel when Moses, through God's mighty hand, has
freed them from Pharaoh and brought them to this
place.
No wonder that Moses was trembling and
dared not raise his eyes to look at those ﬂames. Behold, this is how Stephen thinks of God and of
Moses!
33)

The order to remove “the sandal of thy feet,"

a distributive singular, is to induce Moses to realize
fully that he is standing in the presence of God him-

self, which makes the entire place “holy ground.” The
perfect lea-4m is always used in the sense of the present: “thou standest."
This is an Oriental idea: to remove the sandals in
the presence of a superior, to walk in bare feet in any
sanctuary. Thus the priests did in the Temple, thus
must all who enter Mohammedan mosques do today,
thus the Samaritans do on Mt. Gerizim. See how
Aaron and his sons were sanctiﬁed, Exod. 29 :10; Lev.
8:23. Entrance into the mosques, even that on the
site of the Temple in Jerusalem, is now compromised.
All the author had to do was to put on huge slippers
over his shoes. These were furnished at the doors by
an attendant, but these slippers were imperative unless one entered in his stocking feet. The keepers of
the synagogue of the Samaritans at Nablous did not
require this, but their great sacriﬁce on Mt. Gerizim
is another matter.
34) And now at last Moses receives his divine
commission to deliver Israel.
God condescends to

speak in a human way about his looking down on the

Acts 7 :34, 85
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ill-treatment of his people in Egypt and hearing their
pitiful groaning. The zany (“W is a reproduction of
the Hebrew inﬁnitive absolute after the fashion of
the LXX, which emphasizes the verb by means of
its participle: “I surely saw”; it is found in the New
Testament only in quotations. The Greek is content
with the mere past fact, “I saw — heard,” whereas the
English requires the time relation of the perfect. “I
have seen — have heard." Thus also we have "I came
down" and the inﬁnitive of purpose, the middle from
ltmpz’u, “to take them out for myself," i. e., to effect
their deliverance (effective aorist). Thus Moses receives his commission:
“And now thither !’f
We
must connect the adverb M,» with amount» (R. 932) :
"come, I will send thee,” and the verb means, “send
with a commission to execute," and thus means more
than «(pm although both are generally translated “to
send.” Stephen thus exalts Moses.
35) But he is not merely reciting the Old Testament story of Moses. He has a purpose in his selection. From the divine commission of Moses, Stephen
proceeds to what this commission really implied regarding Israel. He reads the Old Testament with the clear,
deep insight of Paul. This Moses, whom they
denied when they said, Who established thee as a
ruler and judge? this one God has commissioned
both as ruler and ransomer with the hand of the
angel that appeared to him in the thornhush. This
one led them out by doing wonders and signs in
Egypt and in the Red Sea and in the desert for
forty years. This one is the Moses who said to the
sons of Israel, A prophet will God raise up from
you out of your brethren, like me. This one is he
who came to he in connection with the assemth in
the wilderness, in company with the angel who was
speaking to him in the mount of Sinai, and (in company with) our fathers; he who received living say-
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inge to give to us; he to when our fathers did not
will to become obedient but thrust him away and
were turned in their hearts unto Egypt when they
said to Aaron, Make us gods who shall go before us!
For this Moses who brought us out of Egyptiand, we
do not know what happened to him.
The entire passage is one chain: ﬁve emphatic
“this” terminating in two “he who (to whom).” It
is like a grand pyramid, and the capstone is Israel’s
idolatrous unbelief.
The trouble lay not with Stephen and his treatment
of Moses, it lay with the treatment Moses received
from Israel at the beginning and continued to receive,
yea, was receiving right now from Stephen’s accusers
and judges. Stephen’s defensive is turning into an
offensive. Not he is on trial, but his judges are.
Stephen, however, is not judging them, he is letting
God’s Word, Moses himself, do that just as Jesus did
in John 5:45-47. 80 in the very ﬁrst place it was
“this Moses” whom they denied and repudiated at
the beginning as not being a ruler and judge for them,
whom in spite of them God made both ruler and vastly
more than judge. We have the same verb “denied”
that was used with regard to the rejection of Jesus
in 3 :13. The aorist participle einémc refers to the one
statement that is requoted from v. 27. Only one man
uttered it, but it is rightly attributed to all the Israelites, for their whole history shows that very attitude.
This repudiated Moses who was made the old covenant
mediator is the very type of Jesus who was also repudiated by the Jews and yet was made the everlasting
Mediator.
Although he was repudiated as “ruler and judge”
(the two functions always going together in ancient
times), God commissioned Moses as “ruler and ransomer" to operate in this vastly higher function with
the help and agency (aim xupl, compare the phrase in

Acts 7:85-37
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v. 25) of the angel that appeared (aorist to indicate
the one appearance) to him in the thornbush, whose
name and identity that angel himself declared (v. 32).
'Apxmv is rather general: “ruler," prince, author, and
the like; here it means the head and leader of the
young nation. But Ampwnie is far superior to “judge."
This title is purposely chosen in order to bring out
fully the parallel with Christ who was a "ransomer"
in the supreme sense. Although it is rare, the term
is made plain by its cognates in the Greek. All of
these involve a Mrpov or ransom price of some kind;

in Christ's case the price of his own blood and death.
Our word “redeemer” tends to lose this deﬁnite sense,
“ransomer” retains it. The tendency to reduce this
term to “liberator” (the cognate terms similarly) must
be resisted. Moses, too, paid a great price in leading
Israel out of its bondage. The burden which often
crushed his soul, the fearful sins of this people are
indicated in part in the following. The perfect
dwiorakxc is not a mistake for the aorist (B.—D. 343, 2),
nor is it a perfect in a-chain of aorists; it is the vivid
perfect in narrative (R. 897), and We may add that
it conveys the idea of the permanence of the appointment.

36) Another “this one,” which emphasizes the
previous ones, tells Stephen’s hearers that this repudiated leader accomplished the liberation of Israel.
And how did he accomplish this? By all the “wonders and signs” (see 2:19) in Egypt, the Red Sea, and
the wilderness “for forty years” (accusative of extent
of time). In these many signs connected with Israel’s
release Moses again typiﬁed Christ.
37) “This one is the Moses" intensiﬁes all these
demonstrations by adding the name “Moses” because
of the greatness of what is now predicated of him.
He, yes, he it is who prophesied so distinctly about
the Christ “to the sons of Israel," sons and thus heirs
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of the covenant and the faith of Israel, all of whom
ought to be true sons in that covenant and that faith.
On the prophecy itself see 3:22, and note that “like
me" again and more decidedly than ever makes Moses
the type of Jesus, each being a mediator, Jesus being
the supreme one.
38) The ﬁfth “this one” brings out this mediatorship of Moses which made him the type of the eternal
mediator. For in connection with, iv, the assembly
(lxxAnaia, see 5:11) of the children of Israel in the
wilderness, namely on Mount Sinai, he was in company
(pad) with both the Angel Jehovah who spoke to him
on Sinai _(v. 30-34) and with our fathers. Note that
nerd has two objects: “in company with the angel and
our fathers”; to be with both made him the mediator
of the old covenant (in this respect surpassing all
other prophets) and the great type of Jesus. It
conﬂicts with the line of thought followed by Stephen
when Gal. 3:19; Heb. 2:2; Josephus, and “a welldeﬁned Jewish interpretation” concerning angels
(plural) in connection with the giving of the law, are
introduced; for Stephen carefully refers back to v. 30,
etc., to the one and“ or messenger who was God himself. He is not to be confused with created angels.
A signal feature of this mediatorship is brieﬂy mentioned in the ﬁrst relative clause: “he who received living sayings to give to us,” received them from God in
order to bestow them on us, Stephen regarding himself as one of them. The reference is to the divine
law. Since Moses was the medium of its transmission, this law in a signal manner made him the
mediator of the old covenant (given to Abraham,
v. 8). My“: are simply “brief sayings." here those
of the Decalo'g. Any other use of the word, pagan,
Biblical, or ecclesiastical, means no more even when
the “oracles of Delphi,” the “Logia” that Papias said
Matthew wrote, or the “Logia of Jesus," extracanonical

Acts 7:38—40
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sayings of Jesus from the Oxyrhynchus papyri, are
referred to.
More important is the question as to how Stephen
could call the Ten Commandments “living."
That
view is too narrow which fails to connect them with
the entire old covenant and forgets that this covenant was entirely gospel, God’s grace in the promise
of the Messiah and salvation. We have those “living
logia” in connection with the new covenant and its
fulﬁlled promises in Christ. The living power of God
is in them. They are even “unto life,” Rom. 7 :10, 12,
14; Gal. 3:12; but not to the sinner .(Gal. 3:21). For
him they are only an aid to the gospel in restoring him
to life.
39) Once more, and with another relative,
Stephen points his hearers to Moses but now he points
to him as once more being rejected by these false “sons
of Israel”: “he to whom our fathers did not will to
become obedient but thrust him away (signiﬁcantly
repeating the verb from v. 27) and turned in their
hearts (in the very center of their being) unto Egypt."
“Did not will" is the very verb Jesus used in Matt.
23 :37. There is where the seat of unbelief is always
found; and this will is in the heart. Not the bondage
in Egypt attracted the Israelites but, as the following
shows, the feasts of Egyptian idolatry.
40) Stephen does not speak only in general terms
when he thus charges the fathers with the rejection
of Moses at Sinai. With cimivnc (aorist as in v. 35)
he speciﬁes; the Israelites demanded that Aaron make
them an Egyptian idol: “Make us gods!” The
enormous guilt of this demand needs no emphasis.
The relative clause with the future tense denotes purpose (R. 960): “who shall go before us" on our way
back to Egypt. The living God led them out with
omnipotent miracles; the dead idols of Egypt, manufactured in the desert by their own hands, are to
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nullify all this and to blead them back. In the plural
“gods” the one true God is denied. The plural is
one of category, hence the manufacture of one idol
was suﬁicient.
The excuse for turning from God is the fact that
they do not know what has become of “this Moses,"

the contemptuous use of oﬁm (R. 697). The relative
clause may be concessive: “who (although he) brought

us out of Egypt-land"; again it may be derogatory:
“this Moses, who (we are sorry to say) brought us,”

etc.

The subject is a pendent nominative (R. 459)

which is often used in popular language. Moses remained on the mountain peak with God for forty days;
hence the light and slighting statement: “We do not
know what occurred for him,” i. e., what has become
of him. He was no longer a concern of theirs. Thus
again Moses was repudiated, the covenant cast aside,
the faith of Abraham spurned, the omnipotence and
the miracles of God regarded as nothing. Why is
Stephen bringing these histories forward so prominently? Because he is preparing for his climax: in their
rejection of the mediator Moses these disobedient. unbelieving fathers were the type of Stephen’s present
hearers in their still more vicious rejection of the
Mediator Jesus.
41) And they made a calf in those days, and
they led up a sacriﬁce for the idol and went on
making merry in connection with the works of their
hands.
Right here at Sinai the Israelites staged a regular
idol festival. The verb “made a calf” is found only
here but is a clear compound. This péaxoc is a raapoe,
a calf that has grown, but not to full maturity, the
bull god Apis of the Egyptians. The writer visited
the Tomb of the Bulls which is underground and in
the desert. It has a long passageway with chambers
on each side, and each chamber contains a granite sar-

Acts 7:41, 42
cophagus weighing tons and a lid to correspond.
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embalmed, mummiﬁed bulls were not there, but the
monstrosity of such worship of brutes still stared one
in the face.
Stephen mentions the two chief acts:
bringing up the burnt sacriﬁce (Huerta) for the idol
as he properly names the bull, and then the continued
making merry (imperfect, descriptive), the same verb
that occurs in Luke 15:23, in the parable of the Prodi-

gal. They did not only “rejoice in the works of
their (own) hands" (our versions), in the idol they
had made, but also “made merry," celebrated a grand
feast with dancing, singing, etc., “in connection with

the works of their hands,” the idol with all its paraphernalia.

42) Stephen passes over the rest of the story and
mentions only the punitive act of God, his turning from
Israel and giving them up to their idolatries, as Amos
5:25, etc., describes it. But God turned and gave

them over to serving the host of heaven even as it
has been written in the prophets’ book:
Certainly, you did not offer to me slaughter victims and burnt sacriﬁces
For forty years in the wilderness, House of
Israel?

Yea, you took up the tabernacle of Moloch
And the star of the god Rephan,
The ﬁgures which you made in order to worship
them.
Yea, I will transfer you beyond Babylon.

“God turned" (the verb is here intransitive). When
the sinner determines to follow his wicked course, God
punishes him by giving him over to his sin and thus
uses sin to punish sin. A downward progression reSults
until the effects of sin destroy the sinner, and he is

blotted out. Nothing can be worse than to have God
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turn and let the sinner who has turned from him go on
into judgment. "God gave them over to serving the
host (army) of heaven,” which is Sabaism, worship

of the sun and other heavenly bodies instead of the
Lord of hosts. “Gave them over" occurs in the same
sense three times in Rom. 1:24, 26, 28, where God
speaks of abandoning the heathen to their lusts, three
times “like clods on a coffin in a grave” (R. W P.)Aarpdzw refers to religious service as in v. 7.
Instead of quoting more from the Pentateuch or

alluding to its expressions, Stephen lets the prophet
Amos speak for him and uses the regular formula of
quotation yt'ypaw'rm, “it has been (and thus remains forever) written.” The twelve minor prophets were regarded as one book. The M in the question in the ﬁrst
two lines of Amos’ words demands a negative answer:
Israel did not bring its sacriﬁces to God during the
forty years in the wilderness. What sacriﬁces were still
brought God could not accept. The following lines show
that idolatry ﬁlled the hearts of the nation. Even circumcision, the sign of the covenant, fell into disuse.
The two Hebrew words denote burnt oﬁ'erings and meat
oﬁ‘erings, but the LXX translated them with two
words, both of which mean sacriﬁces slaughtered and
burnt. Stephen follows the LXX throughout with but
slight change, and since in the next three lines this
deviates so far from the Hebrew, it would seem that he
spoke Greek and not Aramaic when making his defense.
Amos prophesied between 810 and 783 B. C. against

the Northern Kingdom in the time of Jeroboam II,
when Uzziah reigned over the Southern Kingdom.
When he points out the sin, godlessness, and idolatry
of the Israelites of his time, he refers to the Israelites
in the desert during the forty years under Moses. Those
old idolatries are still going on and are, therefore, the
more worthy of punishment. The forty years may be
regarded as a round number. They were in reality

Acts 7 :43

291

thirty-eight, yet forty appears in Num. 14:33, and Josh.
5:6. Moreover, the germs of this defection were found
already at the start of this period. In “House of Israel"
Amos sums up all the generations of Israel since Moses'
time, for this wickedness manifested itself ever anew.

43) The Hebrew reads as follows:
“Yea, you have borne the tabernacles of your Icing
And the shrine of your images,
The star of your god which you made to yourselves.
Therefore will I cause you to go into captivity be-

yond Damascus.
See Delitzsch on the passage in Amos. The thought
of Amos is: the king, whose tabernacle, and the images,
whose shrine they bore, was a star which they had
made their god, an astral divinity. They made images

of their star divinity and carried them in a little casketlike temple which was placed on a portable rack
(Gestell) of some kind. This method of worship the
Israelites copied from the Egyptians among whom
sun worship and star worship existed from the earliest
times. We need recall only that Ra was originally their
supreme god, namely the sun,.the prototype of all their

kings,'who was worshipped also as Osiris and in Apis,
the bull. Mania and Atmu are only the rising and the
setting sun, i. e., Ra divided; Phtha and Amon (AmonRa) were later advanced to ﬁrst place as gods. The
oldest translations show how wrong the transpositions
of the LXX are. But worst of all, the LXX read the
Hebrew word for “your king”: m H: k m (omitting the

vowel points) as “Moloch"; and made “Rephan” a god
out of the Hebrew Iciyuu, “shrine,” by misreading two

of the unvocalized letters: turning k into r, and y into
ph. And a great deal of difﬁculty has resulted from this
infelicitous misreading.
There is no god "Rephan." The Israelites knew
nothing about Moloch during those forty years, and
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the effort to identify Moloch with Saturn, the one being worshipped by allowing children to burn up in his
heated arms, the other said to devour his children. thus
making Moloch a star divinity, is misdirected. When

Rephan is identiﬁed 'with Satan, this is only another
fancy. We may also note that Deut. 4:19 forbids the
very type of idolatry to which Amos refers, the worship
of sun, moon, stars, and the host of heaVen; and Ezek.

20:7, etc., states positively that the Israelites would
not relinqtiish “the idols of Egypt.” All the evidence
is in favor of the view that in the wilderness Israel
practiced Egyptian and no other idolatry.
The last line is simpler. Amos wrote: “beyond
Damascus,” so also the LXX; Stephen substitutes “beyond Babylon” because the prophecy had been fulﬁlled
long ago, the people having been carried so far beyond
Damascus as to have been scattered even beyond Babylon. Amos speaks of the Northern Kingdom.
The question that is of moment here is how Stephen,
speaking by the Spirit, could retain the faulty and
baseless rendering of the LXX, especially the terms
“Moloch" and “Rephan”? The answer is: “Because
these names are negligible for the purpose Stephen and
the Spirit had in hand, the bringing home to Stephen’s
hearers their like opposition to God.” Even the LXX
left “the star” as a god and an idol. Besides, we have
the original Hebrew so that actual error even in so
insigniﬁcant a matter is obviated.

44) The third part of the address refutes the
charge of blasphemy against the Temple. Stephen
brieﬂy reviews the story of the Tabernacle and of the
Temple and ends with a quotation from Isaiah that is

directed against an overestimation of the Temple. The
reply scorns to enter into details, it throws on the
screen the Scripture story and view of the Temple as

Acts 7:44, 45
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being also Stephen’s view and lets that sufﬁce. The
entire bearing of Stephen, as it is reﬂected in his address, is that of power backed by divine certainty, so
that he is in reality not defending himself but rather
trying to bring his judges to repentance.
The Tabernacle of the Testimony was for our
fathers in the wilderness even as he appointed who
spoke to Moses to make it according to the model
which he had seen.

Note the contrast between “the tabernacle of your
king” (god) in the quotation from Amos and this “Tabernacle of the Testimony," by which, in connection
with which, and in which God testiﬁes to Israel regarding himself and regarding all his covenant grace. The

LXX thus translates the Hebrew “tabernacle of coming together," i. e., where God meets his people and

reveals himself. This is not literal but substantial correctness so that Stephen adopts the expression. This
was the true tabernacle for the fathers, but all that
Stephen can say about it is that Moses made it after the
heavenly pattern and that thus the fathers had it.

What more could he say when they carried that idol
tabernacle with them? “It was for the fathers." is the
idiom for “the fathers had it."
Stephen points to its divine origin when he says

that he who spoke to Moses (God) ordered him to make
it according to the model which he had seen while he
was with God on the mountain. The very design was

God's so as to connect this Tabernacle entirely with
God, Tia-o,- is “blow,” then the mark made by a blow,
the imprint, and thus the design, pattern, or model.
Stephen tacitly points out the fact that Israel did not
always have the Temple which the Jews so fanatically
adored at the present; a long time elapsed. before they
ever thought of a temple —- surely a sobering thought.
45)

Which our fathers, having received in turn,

brought in in company with Joshua, in connection
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with the permanent possession of the nations which
God pushed out before the face of our fathers until

the days of David who found favor before God and
asked for himself to ﬁnd a habitation for the God
of Jacob.
In the ﬂexible Greek fashion all that Stephen says

about the Tabernacle andlthe Temple, v. 44-50, is one
grand sentence. The participle “having received in
turn" is to be construed with “brought in in company
with (pent) Joshua." The Tabernacle was delivered to
them by Moses when Joshua brought the fathers into
Canaan. This was “in connection with the permanent
possession (xardaxwtc as in v. 5) of the nations,” the
Canaanite tribes, “whom God pushed out," etc. The
genitive “of the nations” is not subjective so that the
phrase would mean: “at the time when the nations held
permanent possession"; the genitive is objective: Israel
came into permanent possession of these nations, i. e.,
of their land, they having been driven out by God (év is
attracted from 5). “Which they brought in . . . until
the days of David” indicates brieﬂy that for a period
that covered hundreds of years this Tabernacle was all
that Israel had.
46) Another relative clause brings us to the last
chapter of the Tabernacle. It was David who found
such favor (xdpts) with God that encouraged him to
ask for himself (middle), as a special manifestation of
that divine favor, “to ﬁnd (object inﬁnitive) a habitation for the God of Jacob.” This inﬁnitive clause is an
appropriation of the beautiful language of Ps. 132 :5.
Besides this psalm read II Sam. 7:1, etc., regarding
David's plans. zxﬁvmua is poetical language, as is also

citpciv. David has in mind a permanent place of worship,
a beautiful temple, yet he calls it no more than a “tent"
and speaks of ﬁnding it when he thinks of building a
ﬁtting temple. Instead of using a mere pronoun Stephen

keeps David’s impressive dative “for the God of Jacob.”

Acts 7:47, 48
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47) An adversative 86 takes us to Solomon.
Solomon, however, built him alhouse. Not before
this time did Israel have a temple. Even David had
to content himself with the old Tabernacle. Somehow
God did not seem to be so anxious about a temple. He
even let David ask in vain for the privilege of building one (I Kings 5:3; I Chron. 22:7, etc.; 28:2, etc.)

and put this event off until Solomon’s time. David
was a man of war and blood, Solomon (Sitclomah,
Friedrich) a man or prince of peace; the one was a
type of Christ conquering foes, the other a type of
Christ reigning in peace. Stephen is satisﬁed to
mention only the fact that Solomon ﬁnally built “a
house for him," nor does Stephen call it any more
than that.
48)

In fact, over against the Jews who valued

their Temple extravagantly, far more than they valued
the true worship of God by faith and obedience to him,
and desecrated even this “house" with their godless
obduracy, Stephen shares Solomon’s own conception
of the Temple (I Kings 8:27) : nevertheless, not the
Highest in things made with hands doth dwell, nay,

not he, whatever creatures may do. The negative is
purposely placed with the subject: “not the Highest,”
and our versions ought to be amended accordingly;
for to construe the negative with the verb even alters
the sense. See R., W. P. For, indeed, all that others
can do is "to dwell in things made with hands." That
is one difference between them and the Highest, one
of the great titles for God. It is because of his inﬁnite
exaltation that he is beyond all man-made things. We
have only the neuter plural and not “temples” (A. V.)
or “houses" (R. V.) . So also the contrast between the
two is heightened by placing them side by side in the
Greek: “the Highest—in things made with hands."
When Stephen speaks thus about the Temple, the very
one built by Solomon, he has God’s own Word to sup-
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port him: even as the prophet states, namely Isa.
66:1, 2, with only slight verbal difference between the
LXX and the Hebrew.
49, 50)

The quotation is exactly to the point.

The heaven a throne for me,
And the earth a footstool of my feet!
What kind of house will you build me? saith
the Lord;
And what a place of my rest?
Did not my hand make all these things?
Here God himself speaks and declares what he
thinks of any and every temple built for him by men.
The superstitious reverence of the Jews for their Temple here ﬁnds its divine answer. These Jews treat the
Highest as though he were some pagan god or pagan
idol that had to have some sort of temple for its home.
Because Stephen has spoken of God as being exalted
above all man-made temples, they are now putting him

to trial. Because he will not make God an idol that
needs must have a temple, they are ready to condemn

him for blasphemy of their Temple. We must note the
full force of what Stephen says, in particular how his
words regarding the Temple naturally merge into the
denunciation of v. 51, etc., without either break or
pause.
Even the heaven is only God's throne, a royal seat
for him. Heaven itself is not a house or a temple for

him; it is only one of the things he has made. As for
the whole earth, it is vastly less, nothing more than a
footstool for his feet, so far beneath him, one of the insigniﬁcant things he has made. Why does Isaiah say
these tremendous things to the Israel of his time and to
the future Israel that would return from its seventy
years of captivity in Babylon to build him another temple? Because of their wicked and obdurate hearts.
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That is exactly why Stephen. too, hurls these same
words at his present hearers, whose hearts are of the

same kind. What kind of a house is it that people such
as this will build for Yahweh who is here confronting
them? The Herodian Temple was even now in the proc~
ess of being rebuilt. And what a place of his rest are
they trying to provide, where he may enter and abide
among them? They have forgotten his inﬁnite greatness which Solomon remembered, II Chron. 6 :18. They
do not draw the proper conclusions from the fact that
it is he who made all these things, even heaven and
earth and all that is therein. They no longer know that
God looks only to him who is of a contrite spirit and
who trembles at his Word lest perhaps he fail to observe it (the continuation of Isa. 66:2, then also v. 3).
When they build with hearts like that, every offering in
their Temple so builded is an abomination to Yahweh,
the blood of every ox like that of a murdered man,
every lamb like a dog with his head cut off, every oblation like swine’s blood, and their burning incense as
though it were intended to bless an idol. Stephen does

not add these statements of Isaiah, but these words
help us to understand the lines which he quotes.
Neither the Lord speaking through Isaiah, nor
Jesus (John 2:19; 4:23, 24), nor Stephen say that no
temple and no places of worship shall be built. God
vouchsafed his presence in the ancient Tabernacle and
in Solomon's Temple (II Chron. 7 :1-3) . How, by whom,
and in what spirit temples are to be built Solomon
and Isa. 66 :2b show us. But to build temples and
churches, to make them grand and imposing, to ﬁll them
with crowds for great services while hearts are with-

out contrition, obdurate before God’s Word, is to treat
God as an idol to whom we may dictate as we please,
to invent what his will and word is to be to suit our own
perverted hearts. That is the kind of house many still
build, a place where they offer rest to the Highest. The
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view of critics that Isaiah’s words refer to a temple
which the Jewish exiles proposed to erect in Babylon,
or refer only to the Samaritan Temple on Mt. Gerizim,
need not be refuted at this place. Compare Aug. Pieper,
Jesaz'as II, 653, etc.

51) What follows must be called the conclusion,
for while it continues the account without a break, it
pertains to all that precedes. Like one of the prophets
of old, in the very spirit of Isaiah from whom Stephen
has just quoted, he hurls the countercharge of wilful
obduracy against his judges. He wields the law on the
conscience of his hearers with the boldness and the
fearlessness of a Peter (2:36; 4:10-12; 5:29-32) in
order to crush these wicked Jews in repentance.
Stiffnecked and uncircumcised as to heart and
ears, you on your part always fall against the Holy

Spirit; as your fathers, also you!

Which of the

prophets did your fathers not, persecute?
And
they killed those who made advance announcement
about the coming of the Righteous One, whose

betrayers and murderers you on your part have
now become: people such as received the law
on dispositions of angels and did not observe it!
The invective is deliberate, measured, with not a
word too much, like a surgeon who cuts deep in order to
let the fearful corruption out. “Stiﬁ‘necked” = with a
neck or a back (rpu’xonc) that will not bend; obstinate.
“Uncircumcised as to hearts and ears” = bearing the
covenant sign only outwardly and not inwardly in its
intended force, which involves the cutting off of all

opposition to God and to his Word. The dative is neither
locative nor instrumental but a dative of relation (BD. 197): “in regard to hearts and ears.” As to their
hearts and their cars these Jews were no better than
the uncircumcised heathen. John 8 :44. The ears are the
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organs for hearing God’s Word and his will, the heart
the organ for receiving, believing, obeying that Word
and that will. The hearts are mentioned ﬁrst because
they control the ears and in the obdurate make them
deaf to God.
Although it is added only coordinately (and), we
now have the proof for these designations: “you on
your part (emphatic tunic) always fall against the Holy
Spirit," which uses the idiomatic Greek verb for opposition and resistance. “Holy Spirit” is in place because it is this Person who comes to us in the Word in
order to work contrition and faith. To resist him is to
cut ourselves 01? from the very means by which alone
we can be saved. This resistance begins with individual
acts and eventually becomes a ﬁxed habitus which permanently closes the heart so that the Spirit can no
longer have his work in us. This is hardness of heart or
obduracy.

Why the Word melts some hearts while others deliberately and permanently harden themselves against
it, no man knows. The former is due wholly to God’s
grace, the latter is due wholly to man’s guilt. No one
cause for both exists. When synergism or determinism are taken to be such a cause, the fact is overlooked
that both are non-existent. Man cannot aid the Spirit
with his unregenerate or natural ability, nor is the
gratia of the Spirit irresistibilis. The conversion of
the sinner is easy to explain, for the gratin. is suﬁ'iciens

to work conversion in him; the obduracy remains a
mystery because of this very sufficiency of grace,
which, as was the case in these hearers of Stephen,
secures only the opposite effect. In this respect Stephen’s hearers proved to be true sons of their fathers:
“as your fathers (Stephen takes care not to say our
in the present connection), also you.” Israel’s history
reveals a damnable ancestry, and the descendants are
still multiplying rapidly.
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Stephen fully establishes this connection of

evil spiritual descent; Jesus did the same in Matt.

23 :29—32. What did “your fathers" do? They persecuted every one of the prophets through whom the
Holy Spirit spoke to them. Stephen’s question which
asks them to name one who was not so persecuted is
not a rhetorical exaggeration. “Who even today, according to the statements of the Old Testament, is able
to name a prophet who was received with approval and
enthusiasm as other nations received their great spirits
and prophets? From Moses and Samuel until Malachi
and John the Baptist the true prophets who arose
in Israel came to experience ungrateful disregard,

haughty contradiction, open rebellion, and, as Jesus
also says regarding all the prophets, persecution from
the people of their nation, from the princes and the
priests, from their own nearest relatives." Zahn. As
far as murder is concerned, Stephen does no more than
to repeat the charge which Jesus made in Matt. 23 :31,

35, 37 ; Luke 11:47, etc.; 13 :34. The fact that the murderous intent did not always succeed, as was the case
with reference to Elijah, Jeremiah, etc., made those
who had this intent nonetheless murderers. Such, Stephen tells his hearers, were “your fathers.”

The words are perfectly chosen when he describes
the prophets as “those who made advance announce-

ment about the coming of the Righteous One.” That
announcing was their chief, their blessed work; they
were God’s own heralds. What did it, then, mean to
persecute and to kill them? “Coming” is the great
Messianic term; it is a comprehensive designation of
the Messiah’s entire life and work. Jesus is repeatedly

called “the Righteous One" in the supreme sense; see
3:14, and compare 22:14; I Pet. 3 :18. Here this designation is in glaring contrast with “betrayers and mur-

derers." What their fathers did to such an eminent
degree these judges whom Stephen faces have exceeded
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“now,” in the recent past. The Greek is content to use
the aorist with reference to a recent occurrence: “became," whereas we prefer “have become." By hiring
the traitor Judas the whole Sanhedrin made itself. “betrayers" of the Righteous One; and by forcing Pilate
to crucify him they became his “murderers.” Note the
emphasis on {mete and how fully and terribly their connection is established with “your fathers,” the persecutors and the murderers of the prophets.

53) R. 728 makes otrms- causal (which it often is) :
“since you are such as"; but B.-D. 293, 2 secs correctly
that here (and elsewhere) this relative is used when
the general characteristic of deﬁnite persons is stated:
you — “people who,” “people such as.” Yes, they were
this very kind. They received the law in a most heavenly way but did not guard or observe it. All this frightful crime would be bad enough if they had never had or

heard of this law of God; but God had made them his
chosen people and had given them his glorious law, and
they treated it in this manner. The tables are thus completely turned. Stephen stood accused of speaking
against the law, but the Sanhedrin itself is convicted
of utterly breaking and abandoning the law.
The phrase d: Gina-«yd: is a crux as far as translating
and explaining (is is concerned. See our versions and
the R. V. margin and what they think the Greek meanS.
Many explanations are offered, Zahn is undecided.
Fortunately, the sense is clear as Deut. 33 :2; Gal. 3 :19;
Heb. 2 :2 show. The angels were active in the giving of

the law on Mount Sinai. The genitive “of angels" is
subjective: they made “dispositions," shall we say
“arrangements,” the Germans say Anardnungen. Deissmann has found the word used in the sense of an order,
a disposition one has made, a testamentary disposition,
an imperial or a divine ordinance (Dight from the
Ancient East, 86, etc.). In this case (is does not equal
iv; nor is it “unto," “in accord with,” or the predica-
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tive sic (R. 596), “as" (R. V. margin). It is best to take
(is in the sense of “upon” or “on,” German emf. But
when “angels" are supposed to include the angel mentioned in v. 30 and 38, or when the plural is identiﬁed
with this one angel, who is God himself, we cannot
agree. Stephen exalts the law: heavenly angels helped
in its giving, yet the Sanhedrists disregarded it; Paul’s
emphasis in Gal. 3 :19 is the reverse; only angels were
used.
STEPHEN STONED

54) It is usually assumed that Stephen's address
ends at this point, that it was broken off here, and that
he intended to close with some word of gospel. He did
close with a wonderful gospel utterance (v. 56); the

interruption did not come until after he had spoken it.
Luke pauses to tell us about the preliminary effect that
was produced by the law Stephen was uttering, which
already shows what effect the gospel would have.
Now, while hearing these things, they were being
sawn in two as regards their heart and began
gnashing their teeth against him. But being full of
the Holy Spirit, on earnestly looking to heaven, he
saw God's glory and Jesus standing at the right
of God and he said, Lo, I behold the heavens having been opened, and the Son of man standing at
the right of God!
The imperfects used in v. 54, as the present participle shows, go back to the preceding verses and describe what was happening while Stephen was uttering the severe indictments of the law. No pause oc-

curred at this point. Yes, Stephen’s words went home
and produced an inner and an outer effect. There are
always motus inevitabiles when the Word is rightly
preached; no man escapes some eﬂ'ect, no man is the
same man that he was before that Word reached him.
Here the eﬂ’ect was utterly hostile. Luke again
uses the strong verb employed in 5:33, “they were
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being sawn in two/”but here with the dative of relation “as to their hearts," the same dative that occurred
in v. 51 (B.-D. 197, who adds that this dative predominates over the accusative of relation). These hearts
(the heart is always the center of the personality) did
not bend or how to the law in a manner that indicated
contrition; they were stiff and hard like dried wood,
and the law could only saw them in tWo with its sharp
teeth. The outward evidence was the fact that, as they
sat and listened and heard more and more what Stephen was saying to and about them, they began grinding their teeth at him in suppressed rage. Yet they
kept their seats; Stephen could still he heard.
55) And so Stephen spoke his ﬁnal word. It be.
came an involutary exclamation, for at this moment a
wonderful thing happened. Although he had spoken
under the Spirit’s inﬂuence during his entire address,
at this moment he became ﬁlled with the Spirit and, on
earnestly looking up toward heaven (he was in the hall
of the court), “he saw God’s glory and Jesus standing
at God’s right." By the help of the Spirit his mortal
eyes were enabled to look right into heaven. The words
amine, ewe, and the following Beeps are an answer to
the idea that Stephen saw only mentally, in his own
mind or imagination, or, as is usually said, “in spirit.”
No; this was an outward reality, even as the Holy
Spirit is mentioned who gave this ability of sight to
Stephen’s eyes.
The ﬁrst martyr of the Christian faith is going to
his death; and he becomes the leader of the long, long
line of future martyrs. Therefore this sight is granted
to him, not as though it were intended for him and
his strengthening alone, but through him for all of
them. So the glory of God shines for all of them as they
near death, so the Savior stands ready to receive them.
Through Stephen’s eyes they are all to see. “God’s
glory” is one concept, the Hebrew Ic'bod Yahweh, all the
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majesty of God shining in heavenly light. The Spirit
enabled Stephen to look at his glory without its blinding
his eyes. That glory was over him in the midst of all
his enemies.
“And Jesus standing at the right hand of God” (On
this phrase see 2:25; this perfect participle is always

present in sense) signiﬁes that he had arisen to come
to the aid of his confessor, to receive him unto himself.
God's “right” or “right hand” is invariably his power
and his majesty; and to stand at God’s right, like sitting at his right, is to exercise this inﬁnite power and
majesty in an unlimited way. This surely refers to the
human nature of Jesus as it participated in the divine
majesty or attributes (86in) . To understand this aright
one must consider— all the passages that speak of God’s
right plus their contexts. It goes without saying that
what Stephen beheld was adapted to his eyes, and at the
same time the Spirit gave to his eyes the ability to see
this heavenly glory and Jesus.
Strange interpretations have been given to Luke’s
words. Thus it is said that Jesus is standing and not
sitting with God on his throne; that he is not revealing
himself as coregent with God but as the servant of the
King of heaven, the one who is next to the throne, who

is ready to obey the nod of the King and his will in the
whole domain of his rule. An older view claims that
Jesus’ standing thus in heaven means that, when in
his human nature Jesus is sitting or standing in heaven,
he is closed there so that he cannot at the same time

and in the human nature be present on earth (Calvin,
Imtitutiones IV, 17, 16), and that we must interpret
Matt. 28:20; 18:20; the words of the Lord’s Supper.
and all similar passages according to the limitation
this reasoning places upon the body, the bodily presence, and the human nature of Jesus in his glory. The
basic deﬁciency of these reasonings has often been
pointed out. They play one passage of Scripture against
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another instead of letting one class of passages illum-

ine and interpret the other class. Scriptu-m ea: Scriptura. explicanda. est, always and always, and not by
rationalizings of human minds regarding some passage

or passages so as to make them conflict with other
passages.
56) Thus the Holy Spirit himself completed Stephen’s address for him, completed it in a most miraculous way and with the most effective gospel word.
Unlike Peter, Stephen did not need to preach to the
Sanhedrin the resurrection and the exaltation of Jesus
(3 :10, 15) , here Jesus himself preached it by revealing
himself to Stephen in his heavenly glory and causing
him to reveal to the Sanhedrin what his eyes were seeing. This was the fulﬁllment of the very word Jesus
himself had uttered before this very Sanhedrin when
he was on trial, Matt. 26:64. They now hear that this
Jesus whom they cruciﬁed is standing in the heavens as
the eternal Messiah at God’s own right of majesty and
power. Stephen is not relating what he saw on some
former occasion, but what it is granted him to see at

the very moment of his speaking. Far removed and yet
not removed is this Jesus; for the heavens stand open
(the perfect participle With its present connotation),
and he is standing as one who has risen for action. Yes,
it was all for Stephen, for his comfort and his assurance. There stood the almighty Son of man whose power maintained his great confessor. But it was intended
also for the Sanhedrists. Whom were they opposing?

The gloriﬁed Son of man, the heavenly, eternal, almighty Messiah of God.
The title “the Son of man" is discussed at length in
connection with the writer’s interpretation of Matt.
8:20; Mark 2:10; Luke 5:24; John 1:51, to which the
reader is referred.
57) While the crushing rebukes of the law were
being administered, the Sanhedrists had remained in
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their seats although gnashing their teeth; the great
gospel testimony of Stephen, although it was produced
by a miracle of God, causes the Sanhedrists to rage
like wild beasts that are demanding blood. Is it possible that the gospel can affect men’s hearts in such a
way? It did in this case. But uttering yells with
a great voice, they held their ears and rushed with
one accord upon him; and having thrown him out of
the city, they began stoning him.

Pandemonium broke loose. All legal formalities
were cast aside as mob rage and violence suddenly came
into control. We do not understand how some interpreters can insert into Luke's description the formal
passing of a death sentence. According to Jewish law
it would have been ineffective because a second session
of the Sanhedrin which was held at least a day later
was necessary for legal conﬁrmation, and in addition to
that the governor’s consent to the execution was man-

datory. No; a mob storm breaks 1005e and hurries
Stephen to his death forthwith.
The shouting and the holding shut of the ears
implies that Stephen’s words were considered the most
awful blasphemy. Lest they hear another word like
that they shout with might and main to drown out
Stephen’s voice and stop their ears so that no word of
his may enter them. Then, as though actuated by one
impulse, they dash upon this blasphemer and thrust
him outside of the city and there begin to stone him.
All this happened without delay. But note thatLuke ﬁrst
has a chain of aorists that fall like blow upon blow; the
shouting—the holding the ears shut—the rushing
upon Stephen — the expulsion from the city; and then
uses an imperfect which arrests our attention to view
what is going on, the process of stoning, _for, before it

is ﬁnished, something else must be told. This imperfect is repeated in v. 59 and holds us in suspense still
longer in anticipation of what is yet to be added. This
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use of the imperfect is an excellent example of how
the tense is employed to hold the reader in suspense.
58) We know that attempts were made to stone
Jesus for blasphemy in the very Temple courts (John
8 :59; 10:31, etc.). Why Stephen was thrust out of the
city in agreement with Lev. 24:14 (Heb. 13:11), we
cannot say, unless it was done because of the strange
twists of the mob mind which, in the midst of its law-

lessness, sometimes clings to legal formality. Points
to be considered in reconstructing the story are these:

building was going on in the Temple area, and stones
were ready at hand there — the paved streets afforded
no suitable stones—just where the Sanhedrin met is
a question — outside of the city plenty of stones were
available.
We are not impressed by the argument that these
supreme judges and dignitaries of the Sanhedrin were
incapable of the coarseness here described, and that
Luke intends to change the subject of all the verbs to
other unnamed persons. We know what these men
perpetrated upon the helpless Jesus in Matt. 26 :67, 68,
and in Mark 14:65. They really do less here. But, of
course, to the Sanhedrists we must add their Levite
police force, into whose hands Stephen must have been
given for the trial; we must also add the crowd of
Hellenist Jews who had arrested Stephen and brought
him in and acted as his accusers, together with their

suborned witnesses. Many persons may have been
thronging outside of the doors, these were augmented
by people who had been attracted to the scene. A force
of police rushed Stephen to the scene of execution. Sanhedrists went along, and a crowd that grew as they
went followed.
But what about the loss of the Jewish right to execute criminals? Note that the Sanhedrin had not
passed a verdict and thus was not legally liable. The
whole action was- one of mob violence and could be
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classed as a popular outburst of rage against a fearful
blasphemer. Pilate was not eager to do justice in a
case such as this, the less so since he himself had grave
reasons to fear the Sanhedrin because of outrages he
had perpetrated. We need not date this event later than
the rule of Pilate, place it into an interim when Pilate
had been withdrawn and his successor had not yet arrived. Pilate was at Caesarea at this time.
And the witnesses placed their robes at the feet
of a young man called Saul. The witnesses had to
cast the ﬁrst stones in order to attest that they had
sworn and witnessed truly (Dent. 17:6); otherwise
they would be adding the crime of murder to that of
perjured testimony. The long, loose outer robe had to
be laid aside in order to permit free use of the limbs
in the violent action of throwing stones. The thought
is not that some individual. here by chance Saul, was
selected to guard these robes lest someone make of!
with them during the excitement. We must assume that

Saul was acting in an ofﬁcial capacity, either alone or
in conjunction with others who were superintending
the stoning. This is made probable by what is related
in the sequel about his prominent activity under the
authority of the Sanhedrin. We see what a position he
had attained as a disciple of the great Gamaliel who
was a member of the Sanhedrin (5:34). “Young man.”
wearing, is not a youth in our sense of the word but a man
come to maturity; Saul must have been about thirty
years old at this time. This is only an estimate, yet it
is based on all the available data.
59) And they were stoning Stephen, calling out
and saying, Lord Jesus, receive my spirit!
And
having kneeled, he shouted with a great voice, Lord,
place not this sin against them!

And having said

this, he fell asleep.
The repetition is tragic and is made more so by the
imperfect tense. The terrible process of stoning a man
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to death was going slowly onward. An aorist would
mean that the ﬁnal, fatal stone had been thrown. Note
that Luke now adds the name: “And they were stoning
Stephen” — yes, this proto-martyr, this ﬁrst confessor

of Christendom to seal his faith with his life. As stone
after stone crashed against his body, he raised his face
to God and after the pattern of Jesus’ own dying prayer (Luke 24:46) asked the Lord Jesus (see 1:21) to
receive his spirit. That prayer was heard. Stephen’s
spirit, the immaterial part of his being, left his body
and was received by Jesus into the glory and the bliss
of heaven, there to await the last day when his body
would be raised up to be again united with his soul and
to participate in its heavenly joys. So Paul longed “to
depart and be with Christ" (Phil 1:23).
Here there is no “oblivion" for the soul at death.
The idea of a sheol or hades as a Totenreich or intermediate place for souls, lying somewhere between

heaven and hell, seems to be foreign to Stephen's mind,
who sees only the heavenly glory of God and Jesus at
God’s right standing to receive his martyr’s spirit.
Fecisti me victorem, recipe me in tﬁumphum. Augustine.

60) Stone after stone struck Stephen. He sank to
his knees, literally, “having placed the knees," yet he
did not do so in the humbleness of prayer before the
Lord but simply because he had been severely struck
by well-aimed stones. At the very moment of death,
like Jesus, he rallies all his fast-ebbing strength and
at the top of his voice so that all in the crowd may hear
he shouts his ﬁnal prayer which asks God not to place
this sin against his murderers, the dative of disadvan-

tage. In the aorist negative commands are in the subjunctive and not in the imperative. In prayers, for
instance in the Lord’s Prayer, the aorist denotes urgency and fervency; so it does here. This prayer for his
enemies Stephen had also learned from Jesus. 11.,
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W. P., regards this aorist as ingressive, it is eﬁ‘ective.
The verb accords with its opposite, ddm'm, “to dismiss"
or send the sin away (Mme). Stephen’s prayer had
one most notable fulﬁllment, namely Saul. Being a
young man like Stephen, Saul soon stepped into Stephen’s vacant place, took up the martyr’s work, and
carried it forward with great power.
And so Stephen “fell asleep." This time Luke uses
an effective aorist which marks the ending of an action. The two aorists used in this verse thus bring the
ﬁnal outcome of the previous imperfects. Although he
experienced a violent and terrible form of death, Stephen “went to sleep.” This is not a euphemism which
would hide the fearful reality but literal truth. This
expression is regularly used in the New Testament with
reference to the dying of believers. By the use of this
very word for death the resurrection is implied. But
only the body falls asleep; the soul does not sleep but
is with the Lord, awaiting the awakening of the body.

CHAPTER VIII
The Second Quarter
The Gospel in Palestine. Chapters 8 to 12

THE GOSPEL IN SAMARIA

The stoning of Stephen ushered in the ﬁrst general
persecution. The church had grown extensively; it
was to grow more than ever, but now by being spread
abroad. Luke's ﬁgures and further notes about the
growth make the estimate of 25.000 believers in and
near Jerusalem at the time of Stephen’s martyrdom.
seem conservative. The persecution aimed to destroy
the infant church; in the providence of God it did
the very opposite. It started a great number of new
congregations especially in all of Palestine, each be-

coming a living center from which the gospel radiated
into new territory even as Jesus had traced its

course by adding after Jerusalem "all Judea and Samaria" (1 :8).

1)

New Saul continued to agree with his taking

away.

Moreover, there arose on that day a great

persecution against the church in Jerusalem; and all
were scattered abroad through the regions of Judea
and Samaria except the apostles.
It is the strong durative sense of the periphrastic
verb form that makes the statement about Saul so important in the present connection. To be sure, he
agreed with full approval to Stephen’s “taking away,"
the word that has the sinister meaning of murder; but
he continued in this agreement, and it is thus that,
starting on the very day of Stephen’s martyrdom, a
(811)
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persecution began that Luke rightly calls “great.” For
so thoroughly did Saul agree to what was done with
Stephen that he moved to do the same thing with the
entire church in Jerusalem. In other words, Saul became the prime mover in this persecution. That is why
the statement regarding him is put here in connection
with the word about the persecution.
The A. V. is right in beginning the new chapter as
it does. The casual mention of Saul in 7:58 is only
preliminary to this more serious statement which connects Saul with the persecution. He was a man of tremendous energy and sound logic. Stephen's death
should be followed up, the entire Christian movement
should be crushed. Saul placed himself forward in
making the eﬁort.
'
Beyond saying that the persecution began that
very day and that Stephen was its ﬁrst victim
Luke reports no details. With the historical aorist
he states only the effect that the Christians were
scattered abroad all over Judea and Samaria. 'rac
xtdpas, “the regions," does not mean that they went
only into the country districts and avoided the cities.
Samaria became especially attractive to the Christians,
for they were losing their antipathy toward the Samaritans, and in this country, so close at hand, the Sanhedrin and its minions could exercise no authority.
“All" is to be taken in the popular and not the absolute
sense. The apostles, however, remained in Jerusalem.
In explanation we may note that Jerusalem was still
the headquarters for the work among the Jews, and
the apostles were to remain here until the Lord should
direct them elsewhere. As far as fear was concerned.
they had none as they had already demonstrated (4 :8,
etc.; 5:80, etc.)
2) Yet devout men buried Stephen and made
great lamentetion over him. This is added lest a
wrong deduction be made from the foregoing. In the
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ﬁrst place, the Jews always buried on the day of death,
if possible; and in Stephen’s case no delay of any kind
was necessary. As soon as the crowd about the dead
martyr dispersed, men of the type of Joseph of Arimathaea and Nicodemus took a hand and gave the
poor, battered, and bloody body decent burial. Their
very act shows them to be “devout” (see 2:5), sincere,
and of honest hearts, men who deeply deplored what
had been done. Luke’s designation can scarcely refer to
‘ Christians against whom adverse measures must have
been taken that same day.
So also these men made great mourning over him,
«curds, the beating of the head and the breast while
wailing in Oriental fashion. Luke loves contrasts, so
he tells us that, while such men were still to be found in
Jerusalem, this other man, Saul, began his bloodthirsty
work.
3) Saul, however, began to lay waste the
church, entering in house by house and, haling men
and women, was committing them to prison. They,
therefore, on being scattered abroad, went on
through, proclaiming as good new: the Word.
This is the way in which Saul continued to agree
to Stephen’s death. The verb indicates the devastation

caused by a wild beast, and the 'imperfect is best regarded as conative. On ('Kqum'a. see 5:11. The Kurd
phrase should be construed with the participle; though
the noun is plural and has the article the phrase is
distributive as in 22:19 and 26:11 (B.-P. 634). These
latter passages refer to different synagogues in which
beatings were administered in the diﬁ’erent cities and
thus cast no light on the proceeding of Saul in Jerusalem where the victims were committed to prison. We
are thus not warranted in thinking only of houses in
which assemblies were held; these were private homes,
the article indicating those in which Christians might
be living—these Saul invaded.
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Many had to suffer, Luke noting that even women
were not spared. The participle “haling them,” dragging them with violence, as well as the main statement,
“he kept duly giving them over into prison” (thus literally), show that Saul had been given a force of
Levitical police by the Sanhedrin in order to execute
his orders of arrest in Jerusalem, and that, therefore,
Saul was the chief agent of the Sanhedrin in this persecution. In fact, it seems that but for him such strong
measures would not have been taken. This ferreting
out where Christians lived and then falling upon them
with a force of police made all Christians unsafe in the
city and necessarily caused the great exodus in harmony with Jesus' own orders. Matt. 10:23 (Acts 14 :6).
4) Now a further contrast: Saul ravaging the
church, but the dispersed Christians spreading the
gospel. Incidentally, we here see how God was turning
this persecution to his own great ends. Saul thought
he was crushing the Christian movement; in reality,
the harder he worked to do so, the more he himself
helped to spread that movement. We have at péy oﬁv as in
1:6, and this subject is modiﬁed by the participle:
“they, therefore, on being scattered.” In whatever
territory they passed through “they told as good news
the Word," here this verb has an object as in 5:42.

Luke uses u’myycaigopai in its ordinary sense as in Luke
1:19; 2:10; 3:18; and not inthe ofﬁcial sense of “to
preach.” These were ordinary Christians; they did not
set themselves up as preachers but told people why

they had to leave Jerusalem and thus testiﬁed to their
faith in Christ Jesus. They fulﬁlled the duty that is to
this day incumbent on every Christian. In 11:19 Luke
indicates how far this dispersion reached: to Phoenicia,
Cyprus, and Antioch. This does not indicate the use of
a separate document; Luke is evidently proceeding in
due order by telling us ﬁrst of what happened in
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Samaria and then reporting what happened in more
distant places.
5) So we see how Philip came to work in Samaria.
Now Philip, having gone down to a city of Samaria,
was proclaiming the Christ to them. And the multitudes with one accord were giving heed to the
things being declared by Philip while they were
hearing and seeing the signs which he was doing.
For many of those having unclean spirits—shouting with a great voice, they kept going out; moreover, many having become paralyzed and lame were
healed. And there was great joy in that city.
After having stated that all the apostles remained
in Jerusalem (v. 1), we understand that Luke refers
to the deacon Philip (6:5) and not to the apostle
Philip (1:13). The congregation at Jerusalem was
sadly disrupted; the deacons were no longer needed.
and Philip was thus free to leave. We have already
indicated why Samaria, so close at hand, offered an
attractive refuge to the Christians. We must combine
Philip’s preaching with his power to work miracles.
These gifts of God made him what has been called an
evangelist, a missionary preacher. He was thus more
than the ordinary Christians who spread the gospel
only as a part of their general Christian calling; yet he
and his work remained under the authority of the apostles and of the mother congregation in Jerusalem (v. 14)
so that he acted with their approval and as their agent.
“The Christ" = the Messiah whom the Samaritans,
too, expected (John 4:25) although they accepted only
the Pentateuch. “The Christ" is the same as “the
Word” (v. 4).
On the basis of both textual and other evidence we
ought to read: “to a (not the) city of Samaria” (compare’ the same expression in Matt. 10:5). Even the
texts that have “the” seem uncertain, for Aleph has
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the reading “Caesarea” in place of “Samaria," and B
has “Paul" instead of “Philip" in v. 6. Luke never uses
the appositional genitive when naming a city so that

“the city of Samaria” would be “the city,” the one
called “Samaria.” “Samaria” always refers to the
country bearing that name. At this time the city which
was at one time called “Samaria” had the name
“Sebaste.” The usual explanation that we here have
an appositional genitive must therefore be dropped.
Luke does not name the city. Yet in all probability he
has in mind the old city of Shechem, which was later
called Neapolis, and at present has the name Nablous,
which is located at the foot of Mount Gerizim, the
center of the Samaritan worship (“this mountain,”
John 4:20, 21), and is to this day maintained by the
dwindling remnant of Samaritans. In 1925 the writer
met their high priest, visited their synagogue in Na-

blous, and inspected their sacred scrolls. To the Samaritans this city was what Jerusalem was to the Jews.
Here the magician Simon would most naturally establish himself. Near this city, at Sychar, Jesus had taught
with success for two days (John 4:39-42). When coming from Jerusalem, Philip would reach this city ﬁrst
and have every reason to stop and to work here. Com-

pare the data in Zahn, Apostelgeschichte. The temporary order not to preach in Samaria (Matt. 10:5)
had been rescinded by Jesus in Acts 1:8.
We thus see why Luke devotes some space to Philip's success in Samaria. It is not just a city such as
Sebaste that was won for the gospel but the religious
center of the entire Samaritan people.

After being

driven from one religious center, another such center
was promptly being won. Saul was not succeeding in

stopping the preaching and the spread of the gospel.
6)

The imperfect tenses, starting with v. 5, con-

tinue descriptively and picture the remarkable progress
until they end in two aorists (v. 7, 8). Supply weir
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with Irpotnixov. ”Multitudes" were giving heed to the
things being declared by Philip, which means that they
came to faith. The success of the apostles in Jerusalem was being repeated in the Samaritan religious

center. Luke’s favorite s'v n; with the inﬁnitive in the
sense of “while” reports that seeing and hearing the
signs (see 2:19) accompanied the preaching the Samaritans heard from Philip. These signs, like all those
wrought by Jesus and the apostles, attested and helped
to seal the preaching as being truly a message from
God. We may compare Philip with Stephen in this
respect (6:8) and remember that every miracle was
wrought only by a direct communication from God
(Christ), see 6:15.
7) Even many demoniacs were healed. The subject of demon possession is treated in connection with

Matt. 4:24; 8:28; Mark 1:23; Luke 4:33. The construction is anacoluthic. It begins with the persons of
the aﬂlicted and ends with the demons of these persons as the subject of the verb; and while rat mipwrc
which is implied in Boéwa is a neuter plural, the verb is
not made a singular and thus regards the pneumata as

persons. Luke implies that demoniacs came to Philip,
and that all who came found deliverance. These unclean, vile spirits acted just as did those that were
driven out by Jesus: they always shouted with hideous
cries when they were compelled to leave their poor victims. The witnessing of these miracles which so clear-

ly testiﬁed to the complete victory of Jesus over all
the power of hell, rightly impressed the Samaritans.
Luke adds the sad cases of the paralytics who had
been lamed on one side of the body by a stroke. These,
too, appear frequently in the story of Jesus, every one
being a hopeless case to this day as far as medical help
is concerned. These, too, were healed, and Luke now
reaches his aorists which close the story.
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8) No wonder the joy in that city became “abundant," «MA-r}. Jesus had entered it with his gospel to
free the souls and with his signs to heal even the bodies.
9) Philip, however, had more to contend with than
the perverted Samaritan religion. Here in the old religious center of the Samaritans Simon was holding
sway over the minds and the hearts of the people by
means of his occult Oriental black arts. His story is
introduced by Luke as an indication of the success of
Philip in freeing the people from the hold this charlatan had upon them. This is the main object of Luke's
account. As far as the man himself is concerned, he is
of minor importance, for which reason also Luke closes
his account regarding him at v. 24.
Now a man, by name Simon, was already in the
city practicing magic and astonishing the nation of
Samaria, declaring himself to be someone great;

to whom all from small to great were giving heed,
declaring, This one is the Power of God, the one

called Great! Moreover, they were giving heed to
him because he had astonished them with his magical
arts a long time.

Aé turns to the new subject, and tie is only our indeﬁnite article. When Philip came to the city he found
that this Simon had been fully'established there for
some time and was practicing magic (payday) and ﬁlling the people with astonishment.
He is called Simon Magus and plays a great role in
the'traditions of— the second and the third centuries.
None of these reports are worthy of much attention
although some commentaries give them space. Zahn
discusses them at length. The participle payday has no
connection with the Magi who appear in Matt. 2:1.
This Simon belonged to a class of charlatans that were
rather common at this period, who practiced occult
arts in order to impress the people and to gain a following. Much was plain sorcery which was at times
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combined with a shrewd use of natural laws that were
otherwise unknown. The range of their arts extended
from the conjuring of demons, dealing with the dead,
inﬂuencing the gods, to charms for healing, divination,
stargazing, and the like. The more pretentious employed formulae and ideas that were derived from
Oriental theosophy and mystic cults, or combined these
with Greek ideas. The type of magic employed must
be deduced from what Luke himself states. He was
certainly successful, for he astonished not only the
city but, as Luke says, “the nation of Samaria." It is
this power of the man among the people as a whole that
shows us what the gospel really accomplished through
Philip's activity.
Simon must have performed prodigious feats of

conjuring, for in v. 11 Luke uses the noun mic mya'm.
What these feats were is of less importance than the
man’s claims and the credence these claims found. He
declared “himself to be someone great.” This is more
than etwas Besonderes (neuter) , B.-D. 801, 1. He purposely kept the designation of himself indeﬁnite and

veiled and thus made a deep impression on the imagination of men who love the mysterious. But there is no
evidence that he claimed “to impersonate God.” Jerome’s report that Simon said: Ego sum set-mo Dot

(the Logos), . . . ego omnipotm, ego omm‘a D05, is a
late fancy that is contradicted by Luke's plain words.
Simon kept the people guessing. Even Samaritans who
had the Decalog in their Pentateuch, would not have

suii’ered the use of these titles if Simon had, indeed,
used them.
10) Simon achieved what he wanted: “All from
small to great gave heed to him"; we should say, “both
young and oi ," or, “both high and low.” What be
conveyed by hinting they supplied by their own superstitious imagination and declared him to be no less
than “the Power of God, the one called Great." This
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is not deiﬁcation. It would be among pagans who had
many gods but not among Samaritans. These thought
of a manifestation of God’s power in the person of the
man Simon, of that power which is supreme. The positive “great" is used in the absolute sense and replaces
the superlative. Note that, when the predicate has the
article, subject and predicate are identical and interchangeable, R. 768. Luke does not report that Simon
was identiﬁed with God himself, and we have no right
to put into his words more than he himself implied.
Zahn follows Klostermann in making r', [1.67qu the transliteration of the Hebrew participle piel of galah:
megalleh, and in noting that this Hebrew verb is always
translated dnoonIi-Irrew by the LXX.

The people thus

esteemed Simon as God’s great instrument for revealing everything, also God himself. Thus they followed

the hint stated in John 4:25, where the Samaritan
woman told Jesus that the Messiah would tell them all
things. But Zahn is the only commentator of note who
adopts this ingenious explanation of Klostermann’s.
Both men fail to make clear how Luke's simple Greek
adjective could convey the idea to the reader that a
Hebrew piel participle is being referred to. Why did
Luke not write the corresponding Greek participle
droxahliarrwv?

We should not identify this Simon with the one
mentioned by Josephus in Ant. 20, 7, 2, whom Felix
used to seduce Drusilla away from her husband Azizus,
king of Emesa. Luke does not make him a spurious
Messiah, a rival of Jesus. He is only a notable representative of the superstitious religious imposters, of
whom the world was full at this time. He is to be put
into the same claSs with Elymas (Acts 13) and the
famous charlatan Apollonius of Tyana, who ﬂourished
in the same century. The Satanic inﬂuence of these
imposters is evident.

Acts 8:11, 12
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11) What made the case so difﬁcult for Philip's
work was the fact that by means of his arts Simon had
held the people “a long time" (dative of time when an

action takes place; this construction is restricted to
words like day, night, year, etc.) . The perfect inﬁnitive
agrees with this dative. Philip found the man's hold on
the people deep and strong. But we already know that
Philip broke this hold; even Simon gave way to Philip.
12) Now, when they came to believe Philip proclaiming the good new: concerning the kingdom of
God and the name of Jesus Christ, they were being
baptized, both men and women.
We see to what the “giving heed” mentioned in v. 6
led: men and women “came to believe,” an ingressive
aorist (not a constative, as R., W. P. states), hence it
is followed by the imperfect. erniw with the dative
means to believe the person and what he says. So here
these Samaritans accepted all that Philip was proclaiming as good news “concerning the kingdom of God (see
1:3) and the name (see 2:21, 38; 3:6) of Jesus Christ

(see 2:38).” They came to believe the good news concerning God’s rule and reign of grace, pardon, and salvation as this was revealed (ampa) in the person named
Jesus and in his ofﬁce as Christ. Luke gives us a brief
summary of Philip’s gospel preaching; it centered in
the kingdom and in the Name. It does so to this day.
The Name is the great door that admits into the king-

dom.
And thus Luke states that “they were being baptized, both men and women,” the imperfect stating
that this occurred continually as they came to faith.
We see that Luke makes the account of what happened
here in Samaria somewhat of a parallel to what had

happened in Jerusalem. At the time of the ﬁrst ingress
of believers, cf. 2:40, their being baptized is recorded;

the same is done here at the time of the ﬁrst inﬂux of
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Samaritans. Here, too, no hint regarding the mode of
baptism employed is offered. Immersion, however, is
out of the question, no place that would be suitable for
using this mode is found at Nablous. Yet “they were
being baptized" without the least diﬂiculty. Jesus had
sown the seed at Sychar in Samaria, Philip was reaping the great harvest (John 4 :37, 38) . Simon’s hold on
the people was entirely broken.
13) Moreover, Simon himself also came to believe and, on having been baptized, continued to hold
to Philip; and beholding that signs and works of
power kept occurring, he was amazed.
He who had amazed others by his magical arts
and claims was now himself kept in a state of amazement (imperfect tense) by what he kept seeing (present participle), the miracles that kept occurring (again
a present participle, here in the construction after a
verb of seeing). Luke does not use the usual expression “signs and wonders” but writes “signs and power
works” as emphasizing what Simon saw in the miracles:
their signiﬁcance and their power. On the basis of
what is related later it is usually assumed that Simon’s
faith was only a sham, but Luke uses the same verb

and the same tense with reference to him as he does
with reference to the people; he even adds that Simon
remained in close attachment to Philip. The man did
believe. The fact that he later went wrong, and that
his young. faith was perverted and lost, is something
that followed.

All that Luke intimates regarding this

outcome is the fact that Simon was too much captivated by the miracles he saw. The probability is that
he came to regard them as being in the same class with
his own magical arts but far superior to what he had
been able to produce.
It is unwarranted to claim that in the case of
Simon's baptism we have “clear proof that baptism
does not convey salvation.” The Baptist taught and

Acts 8:13, 14
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practiced the baptism of repentance and remission of
sins. The 3,000 were told to be baptized "for the
remission of sins.”

Paul’s sins were washed away by

his being baptized (22:16).

Baptism is “the wash-

ing of regeneration and renewing 'of the Holy Spirit”

(Tit. 3:5).
recipient.

Baptism is what it is irrespective of its
A gold piece that is treated as being worth—

less is no less a gold piece.

The only deduction that

can be legitimately made on the assumption that

Simon had only a sham faith at the time of his baptism
is that baptism does not work mechanically, as an opus
operatum, which means that the saving grace it conveys must be apprehended by the heart. The fact that
a man does not appropriate something is not a proof

that there was nothing to appropriate.
14) It must have been some time after Philip had
begun his work and not until his success attainedthe
proportions recorded by Luke that the apostles came to
Samaria. Now, when the apostles in Jerusalem
heard that Samaria had received the Word of God,
they commissioned to them Peter and John who, hav-

ing come down, prayed regarding them that they
might receive the Holy Spirit; for as yet he had not
fallen on anyone of them, and they had been baptized only in the name of the Lord Jesus.

Then they

began to lay their hands on them, and they began to
receive the Holy Spirit.
Since the congregation at Jerusalem had been scat—
tered far and wide, the good news that came from
Samaria must have brought joy to the apostles who

had remained in the city (v. 1).
We see nothing
hierarchical in their action of sending two of their
number to Nablous to Philip to review this new increase of believers.

It is not hyperbole when Luke writes “that Samaria has received the Word” (the tense of the direct
discourse being retained), for this does not mean “all
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Samaria” but Samaritans as distinct from Jews; note
1:8.
The Word was advancing from Jewish into
Samaritan territory—a most signiﬁcant progress.
Since the return from Babylonia a gulf had existed
between these two peoples and, 10, it was now being
bridged by the Word of Christ. And this was being
done, not by an apostle, but by one of the former deacons. That certainly concerned the apostles, and they
sent the two most important individuals of their number to Philip. The idea to be conveyed is that all the
believers constitute one body Whether they were
formerly Jews or formerly Samaritans.

This one-

ness is expressed by the mission of Peter and of
John.
15) Their mere visit to Nablous would, however,
have meant too little; that would have made manifest
no more than outward oneness between the old and the
new wing of the church. On their arrival Peter and
John, therefore, prayed for the Samaritan believers
in order (5mm, purpose) that they might receive the
Holy Spirit.
For it is this Spirit who makes the
church one. When he dwells in all believers through
the Word and faith, they are all made one spiritual
body with Christ as the head and with his apostles as
his chief ministrants of the Word.
16) The reason for their prayer is explained by
the yap clause: the Spirit had not yet fallen upon any
of the Samaritan believers (periphrastic pluperfect).
The very expression indicates that the charismatic
gift of the Spirit is being referred to, which comes
in a miraculous way and is apparent to all who might
be present. “Had fallen” recalls what had happened
at the time of Pentecost. The Samaritan believers
had not yet been distinguished by this sign of the
Spirit’s presence; it had been delayed until this time.
“They had been baptized only,” etc. The periphrastic pluperfect with {nipxov instead of ﬁrm, R. 1121,

Acts 8:16, 17
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is used, but this by no means intends to say that at this
time these Samaritans had received no more than

baptism from the Holy Spirit or, as some would say,
baptism as a mere symbol so that through the apostles
they were now to receive the Spirit himself.

They

had been baptized as believers, they had received
Word and sacrament and all that Word and sacrament
bestow, the Holy Spirit in their hearts, and thus regeneration, conversion, justiﬁcation, the power of a new
life, in a word, salvation.
They had received the
supreme gifts of the Spirit “only," but these are invisible.

Baptism was the one gift that was also an

outward mark of their having the Spirit.
Still other marks were to be granted them, seals
and signs that they were true members of the spiritual
body that is created by the Spirit. These were the
charismata of the Spirit. those gifts which the Spirit
distributes freely in the church (I Cor. 12:7-13). In
these earliest days of the church’s history he distributed them miraculously, most wonderfully at
Pentecost in the speaking with tongues, after that in
a less wonderful way here at Nablous; then in
10:44-48 (11:15), in 19:6, and in the congregation
at Corinth.
17)

So this manifestation of the Spirit was now

bestowed upon the Samaritan believers. As was the
case in 19:7, this was done through the laying on of

hands; see 6:6 for this symbolic rite. 0n Pentecost,
in the case of Cornelius, and in Corinth, the Spirit did
not make use of such a rite. Here and in 19:7 its
purpose

is apparent: the

Spirit uses the chosen

apostles of Jesus in order to unite all his believers into
one spiritual body and to make this apparent. Not
two or more churches were to be established: one that
was Jewish, another that was Samaritan, others that

were Gentile; no, only one, in which all believers were
to be on the same level. In order to get the full import
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of this fact we must project ourselves backward into
those days when Jew, Samaritan, Greek Gentile, barbarian Gentile were as widely separated from each
other as the poles. The Spirit had his mighty reason
for waiting until the arrival of the apostles before bestowing his charisma in Samaria.
In order to avoid wrong deductions, let us note that
none of the 3,000 new believers at the time of Pentecost received the gift of tongues but only the 120 whom
Jesus himself had long ago brought to faith; in 10 :4448 the new believers received this gift. After Pentecost. as the church grew by leaps and bounds, speaking
with tongues did not occur, but at a far later time this
gift reappeared in the congregation in Corinth. It was
exactly as Paul states in I Cor. 12:11.
No charismatic gift was bestowed in connection
with the baptism administered by the apostles—remember Pentecost; the baptism of Philip lacked nothing which the apostles had to add. The Spirit's manifestations at the time of Pente¢ost, here in Samaria,
and then in Caesarea had their own special purpose,
and this by no means concerned just those who received gifts miraculously but extended far beyond
them. As to far more necessary and valuable charismata that were bestowed unobtrusively, note Stephen
(6:10) and note Paul’s estimate and advice (I Cor.
14:1). Only by strange processes of reasoning could
the older view arise that in the coming of Peter and
of John to the Samaritans lies support for the rite of
conﬁrmation as a sacrament of the church (Cyprian,
Epistle 73).
18) Now, when Simon saw that through the laying on of the hands of the apostles the Holy Spirit
was being given, he offered them money, saying,
Give also tome this power, that on whom I lay the

hands he may receive the Holy Spirit.

Acts 8:18, 19
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When Peter and John came to Nablous, a gathering of all the believers was probably held, and the
apostles laid hands on some of them, and these began
to speak with tongues. It was this that Simon saw
and that made him desire to possess the same ability

he thought the apostles had. When it is said that
those speaking with tongues were transported into
“ecstasy," this is without the support of any passage

dealing with this gift.
It is likewise exaggeration
to suppose that every believer had hands laid on him,
and that all spoke with tongues. This view misunder—
stands the purpose of this manifestation. What was
done in the case of some counted for all; this was not
a matter that pertained to individuals but to this entire
body of Samaritan believers and to all others who
might yet come to faith. This manifestation happened
once, and that was all. Its signiﬁcance as a sign for
all believing Samaritans was thus established and
needed no repetition.
19) Simon was still bound by his ideas about
magical acts and thus rated what he saw the apostles
doing as something of the same order but grander
than anything he himself had been able to do. He had
paid out money to learn his feats of conjury and so
made bold to offer money to Peter and to John in
order that they might teach him how to perform this
new and astonishing feat. When estimating the import of this offer the fact is often overlooked that
Philip had already been working many signs even on
demoniacs and paralytics, and that Simon, nevertheless, had made no attempt to acquire this power. This
makes his present offer appear like a relapse into his
old life and ways.
He believed and was baptized
(v. 13) but now fell back into his love for occult arts.
The worst feature about this relapse was the fact that
he regarded the Holy Spirit as being merely some sort
of mysterious effect that could be brought about by
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one who understood the secret art. Any derogation
of the Holy Spirit is dangerous in the extreme as we
see in the case of Ananias and Sapphira (5:3, 9).
Simon’s offer of money eventually coined the term
“simony” as a designation for the purchase of church
ofﬁces and the revenues connected with them.
20) Was Simon planning to return to his old life
by adding this new art to his old ones? He was certainly severely reprimanded by Peter. But Peter
said to him: Thy silver he with thee in perdition because thou didst suppose to acquire the gift of God
through money! There is not for thee part or lot
in this matter; for thy heart is not straight before
God. Repeat, therefore, of this thy baseness and
beg the Lord if, perhaps, the project of thy heart will
be remitted for thee. For I see that thou art in gall
of bitterness and bond of iniquity.

The optative of wish Jr, is construed with static
cis and = “May thou and thy silver be in perdition!”
This is an imprecatory wish. This wish is really a
judgment and one that is fully justiﬁed, since any
man who has the idea that money may purchase the
powers of the Spirit is on the verge of committing
blasphemy against the Spirit and should, therefore,
be damned. 'Anmu, “destruction,” is regarded as
annihilation by those who wish to abolish hell from
the Scriptures, whereas its Biblical meaning is the
complete ruin of the sinner in the loss of salvation
and life and in the doom of eternal death. “Thy silver
with thee," the means of the sin together with the .sinner. The use to which we put our money stamps our
character upon it.
This judgment of imprecation is at once substantiated, an, “because.” This former conjurer imagined
that he could acquire the gift of God through money.
Peter says nothing about the insult Simon oﬁered him

by the proffer of money in such a deal; he at once
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points out the worst feature the insult offered to God
by imagining that his gift was like a conjurer’s trick
that could be bought with money. “The gift" is really
generic, for anything that constitutes such a gift is
referred to. Here the Holy Spirit is himself the gift;
for only one ﬁlled with the Spirit would be used by
him to convey such spiritual gifts by the laying on of
the apostles' hands.
Peter is opening the eyes of
Simon to the damnableness of his proposition.
We should note that Simon’s story is told so fully
because it is a parallel to that of Ananias and Sapphira.
Both stand out in the ﬁrst church as glaring examples
of the frightful attempt by means of money to obtain
what can be obtained only by God’s grace. So men
still think they can buy honor in God’s kingdom, yea,
salvation itself, by means of money contributions to
some church cause, whether they acknowledge their
secret intent or not.
21) “There is not part or lot for thee" =thou
hast neither part not lot, the two terms emphasizing
the same idea, namely that Simon has completely excluded himself from any participation "in this matter.” This meaning of Adyoc, the matter under discussion, is well established. But we must not narrow
its sense in this statement to the transmission of the
Spirit by the bestowal of a spiritual gift. “This matter" includes everything connected with the Spirit and
his gifts. Simon was unﬁt to receive even the gift
that so many Samaritans were freely receiving. We
must note that he had not knelt dowu with them to
have hands laid on his head so that he, like others,
might speak with tongues.

He had only stood by and

conceived his vicious project of purchase. It was thus
that he completely excluded himself from all contact
with the Spirit.
This answers the objection that is based on too narrow a view and makes “this matter” refer only to. the
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laying on of hands for bestowing the gift of tongues.
Those who see that this view is too narrow and that
it does not ﬁt the context oﬁ‘er an unsatisfactory
'remedy by letting A670: mean “this Word and gospel of
Christ" by appealing to the use of “Word” in v. 14
and 25, and also to the context, that Simon’s heart is
not straight before God. Yet the context does not
deal with the gospel Word, its preaching (v. 25) and
its reception when preached (v. 14). All is clear and
the context fully satisﬁed when “this logos" is taken
to refer to this entire matter of receiving anything
from, or transmitting anything as an agent of, the
Holy Spirit.
From that Simon completely excluded himself in
that his heart was no longer “straight,” sincere,
honest, true, in God's sight. “Heart" is always the

center of the personality with all that characterizes
it in mind and in will. It is thus that God always looks
at our hearts and sees our inmost character. We are
unable to judge the heart, and there is no worse vice
in the church than what the Germans call Herzensrichterei, presuming to judge other men’s hearts.
Peter was not doing that, for Simon himself had fully
revealed the crookedness of his heart, and Peter was
judging him on the basis of that revelation.
So we may judge men on the basis of their clear
and undeniable actions. Often a pretense of doing no
more than that is made when evil motives are attributed to fellow men in attempts to injure them. Then
our own hearts are no longer “straight before God.”
Then we pretend to see a splinter (“mote” is incorrect) in our fellow man’s eye the while we carry

a beam or plank in our OWn eye. In the case of
Ananias and 'Sapphira, Peter acted under special
revelation from the Spirit, which makes that case
entirely exceptional.
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22) Simon is shown how he appears in God’s eyes.
At the same time he is told what to do in order to be
restored. He is to repent from this baseness: see this
verb in 2:38, and not that it is here used in its narrower sense: true contrition and sorrow of the heart
for sin. It is thus construed with the sin from which
Simon is to repent and turn, and he is told to seek
remission for that sin. , Peter rightly calls it “this
baseness," mda, which is not the same as “wickedness"
(our versions), the word for that is mmpta. While
the two terms are synonymous, the former is milder,
it is the German Schlechtigkez’t, the opposite of «ham;
or excellence (C.-K. 558), while the latter is active,
vicious wickedness. The idea expressed is that of
loss as in good-for-nothingness. here with reference
to a spiritual condition that has become spoiled, bad,
depraved.
This contriteness is to be combined with the humble,
begging prayer for the divine remission of the sin and
guilt involved in his e‘m’ma, the thing that has come
upon his mind, his frightful “project." Peter’s two
aorist imperatives are intended to make Simon see the
urgency of Peter’s commands. By using se’opac Peter
bids Simon throw himself at the Lord's feet as a beggar; and the a: with the indicative expresses expectation (B.-D. 375) which is in this case lessened by the
addition of ape: “if, perchance, he will,” etc. The
implication of this conditional form is not regarding
the Lord’s willingness to remit but in regard to
Simon’s contrition and begging as being necessary for
enabling the Lord to extend remission.
Unless
Simon’s heart changes, he himself will prevent the
Lord’s remission. Therefore, too, Peter says, “the
project of thy heart," for the seat of this sin is in
Simon’s heart, and the Lord will see his very heart,
and no outward contrite begging will deceive him. In
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“shall be remitted,” literally, “shall be sent away,”
we have the Biblical term for freeing the sinner from
his sin and his guilt; see the explanation of the noun
«Hum in 2:38.

23) The ya'p explains to Simon how serious is his
condition. His “project” betrays the terrible condition
existing in his heart. Peter sees Simon “in gall of
bitterness and bond of iniquity," for that is what his
project reveals concerning himself. His entire person is concerned; the construction 5pm; ac 5wa is classical, and tie is static, “in,” not “into,” R. 593. Both genitives are appositional: gall that is bitterness, and
bondage that is iniquity, the absence of the articles
stressing the force of the nouns themselves. 011 “bitterness” compare Heb. 12:15. The entire expression
describes Simon’s spiritual state. Bitterness, however,
does not refer to “bitter enmity" on Simon’s part, not
to embitterment and “bitter anger” against the apostles
or the Lord. The latter idea has influenced the interpretation of the next verse. As in Heb. 12:15 the
"root of bitterness” means a root out of which bitter
fruit grows, fruit which the Lord abominates, so here

“gall of bitterness" is that fruit. The Lord will not
taste it and must cast it away. The next expression
is more literal and helps to explain the former:
Simon’s iniquity is a bond that ﬁrmly holds him,
wrapped, as it is, all about him.

24) But, answering, Simon said, Do you yourselves beg in my behalf of the Lord that nothing
may come upon me of the things you have mentioned!

A few texts add the statement that he continued
weeping greatly: 3:.- 1ron ma» oi, snip-mm. Is there
anything wrong about this answer? Yet, just about
everything about it has been found wrong. Why? Be.
cause of the later tradition which presents Simon as the
father of heresies, the founder of the ﬁrst heretical
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sect, a man who deiﬁed himself. Instead of interpreting Luke’s words as they stand, they are interpreted in conformity with this tradition, and the matter settled in advance:
Simon could not have repented, he did not repent, and all that Luke states is
made to conform to this view. What is wrong in his
asking for apostolic intercession? If some other sinner had done the same, the commentators would praise
him; but Simon is accused of merely referring Peter’s
command back to him: You apostles go and beg of
the Lord if there is begging to do! This is not fair to
Simon. Simon asks for the apostlic intercession in
his behalf as one who ﬁrst of all earnestly prays for
himself.
Then his desire to escape the things about which
the apostles have warned him is regarded proof
positive that Simon did not repent and desired only
to escape the apostles’ threats. No account is taken
of the fact that Simon had just recently been brought
to faith; in fact, although in v. 13 Luke writes, “he
himself came to believe," this plain assertion is interpreted to mean that he only pretended to believe. It
is not to the credit of some exegetes that they allow

later tradition not only to modify but to reverse the
words of the inspired text.
As to fear, shall we forget the warning Jesus himself gave about being cast into hell, Matt. 5 :22, 29, 30;
10:28; 18:9? If it was wrong for Simon to fear as

he did, was it right for Peter to threaten him as he
did? Luke, moreover, leaves Simon at this point as
he is pleading for the apostolic intercession. Could he
do that if he intended his readers to understand that
Simon failed to repent? He could not! Luke’s words
permit only one interpretation, namely that Simon did
repent, that Peter’s strong words were not in vain.

Yet Luke's leaving Simon with this petition on his
lips has been thought to imply that Simon continued
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in his evil ways, and that the only reason Luke does
not Say as much is that he intended to write a third
book in which he intended to tell us more about Simon
and his wicked heresies. It is certain that Luke intends to say that Simon repented. The next verse corroborates this fact. If this is the same Simon who
afterward introduced the ﬁrst heresies, Luke intimates
it in no way. All that Zahn, for instance, reports of
the later tradition, as he himself admits, is invention,
much of it based on Simon’s magical arts. It seems
as though his former practice of magic is the basis
for the traditional connection of his name with those
old heresies and ﬁctions. And Luke is not responsible
for these views.
25) They, therefore, after testifying and uttering the Word of the Lord, began to return to Jerusalem and were proclaiming the good news to many
villages of the Samaritans.
In regard to Luke's favorite “they, therefore," see
1:6. We should note that both aorist participles ﬁt
the idea that the Word was altogether that of the
Lord, and that the apostles merely uttered it as being
his. With this they supported all that Philip had done
and did all they could to strengthen the faith of the
Samaritan believers. Then, as the imperfect states,
they began their return to Jerusalem, left the whole
work in Philip's hands, and thus acknowledged his competence. It was still their place to be in Jerusalem.
But they proceeded slowly and evidently traveled about
here and there and thus “evangelized many villages

of the Samaritans" (the verb is here used with the
accusative of the persons). Peter and John thus helped
materially in winning Samaria for the gospel.
THE ETHIOPIAN EUNUCH

26) Only one man is concerned in this account,
but his conversion is of the utmost importance for the
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early history of the church, hence the space devoted to
him by Luke and the place assigned to this account,
being introduced between the conversions in Samaria
and the conversion of the apostle to the Gentiles. The
unnamed Ethiopian eunuch is the ﬁrst Gentile converted to the Christian faith. He was, indeed, not a
pagan but a proselyte of the gate and thus, however,
still regarded as a Gentile by all Jews. It is by the
Lord’s own direction that the gospel is thus beginning
to reach out into the great Gentile world; and it is the
evangelist Philip who is distinguished as the man who,
besides opening up Samaria to the gospel, brought in
also the ﬁrst Gentile convert. Through him the gospel
ﬁrst entered Africa, and that not in lower Egypt among
the many Jews in Alexandria, etc., but in the more

distant interior land of the Ethiopians who were a type
of Negroes.
Now an angel of the Lord spoke to Philip, saying,
Arise and be going toward the south on the road
that goes down from Jerusalem to Gaza; this is
desert. And having arisen, he went.
It is decidedly noteworthy that the Lord employed
the service of angels for bringing the ﬁrst Gentiles into
his kingdom, here the Ethiopian eunuch, and in chapter 10 Cornelius, the centurion of the Italian cohort.
We have no details about the appearance of the angel
to Philip; only the great fact that this heavenly mes-

senger gave directions to Philip, who promptly obeyed
them, is recorded. “Arise” simply means that Philip
is to make ready for his long journey; compare 5:17.

"Be going” is the durative present imperative to indicate an act that will take some time. When the persecution broke out in Jerusalem, Philip had gone north
to the Samaritans; he is not to continue in that direction but is to return to Jerusalem and from there to
go “toward noon," i. e., southward, in an altogether
unexpected direction.
The Lord does not call one
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of his apostles in Jerusalem. He chooses his own
instrument for the task he himself maps out. Philip
is to take the road that goes down from Jerusalem
to Gaza, the old Philistine city on the coast.
The
data regarding this city need not occupy us as it is
mentioned only to designate the road that Philip is
to take.
The remark, “this is desert," refers to the road.
While the feminine demonstrative might refer to Gaza,
a remark about its condition would be irrelevant since
Philip was not to go to Gaza, nor was the city {mm
at this time. The angel designates which one of the
roads Philip is to take: not the one that leads through
the more populous sections of the country but the one
that leads through the rather uninhabited parts. We
are unable to determine which road this was. Any
road would pass through uninhabited territory after
leaving the hills; and we do not know how far toward Gaza Philip had to go. The claim that this
clause is not a part of the angel’s directions but only
a remark made by Luke, leaves Philip to conjecture
which road to take and has Luke write as though there
was only one road and that one desert.
The fact that Philip is thus shown just where to
go is plain, but we cannot see the force of the objection which denies that the eunuch chose this road, chose
it because it permitted him to be more undisturbed in
his study of the Scripture roll he had recently
acquired. On this road Philip, too, encountered no
interruption in dealing with the eunuch.
But why did the Lord not send the angel to ins’truct and to baptize the eunuch and leave Philip in his
successful work in Samaria? We have an answer to
this question. The Lord bestowed the ofﬁce of the
ministry upon men and not upon angels, and we ﬁnd
that the Lord in every case makes use of the men he
has called and honors their ofﬁce and their work accord-
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ingly. So Philip is off on his long journey afoot; the
time and the effort spent in winning the eunuch are not
too great.

27) And lo, a man, an Ethiopian, a eunuch, a
lord under Candace, queen of the Ethiopians, who
was over all her treasure, who had come to Jerusalem in order to worship; and he was returning and
sitting on his chariot and was engaged in reading the
prophet Isaiah.
Luke may well utter an exclamation at the thought
of the man Philip found travelling on this lonesome
road. He merely reproduces the astonishment that
Philip himself must have felt.
Luke immediately
records all the details although some of them Philip
did not learn until a little later when he conversed with
the man. He was an Ethiopian, a black man! Azot'oﬂI,
from atom, “to burn,” and 634:, “countenance," points
to race and nationality and not merely to residence.
Thus the idea of his being a Jew who had risen to
great power in Ethiopia is at once excluded. In fact,
the entire narrative points to the fact that this man
was a Gentile. Philip’s ﬁrst glance at the man put him
face to face with the question of receiving Gentiles
into the church. The apostles had not as yet encountered the question:
“On what terms. and in what
manner are Gentiles to be received?” Yet in this
case Philip was relieved of hesitation or difﬁculty.
The Lord had sent him through the word of an angel

and was even now directing him.
This man was a eunuch, which must be taken in
the literal and not in the ofﬁcial sense, since his ofﬁcial
position is described in the following. We learn only
the fact and not how he became a eunuch. Yet he was
a Svl'a'o‘nys, a man of authority and power, “a lord.”
We translate the Greek genitive “of Candace” with
the idea “under” this queen of the Ethiopians. This
intermediate title is explained by the relative clause
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which states that this man was the royal treasurer,
yéza being a Persian word for “treasure" which is
used in both the Greek and the Latin (yo{o¢w\o'.xwv,
“treasury," a place where the treasure is kept, Mark
12:41 and elsewhere).
In Ethiopia the royal descent was by way of the
mother. The queen mother transmitted the inheritance to her son but herself exercised the rule, and
though the son was regarded as king and given di-

vine honors, he was conﬁned to the palace while his
mother reigned. In the year 25-21 B. C. a one-eyed
Candace fought the Romans and saved her kingdom
by a favorable peace.
“Candace" is only a title like Pharaoh, Sultan,
Czar, etc. The history of missions has made this
title famous. In 1853 Pastor Louis Harms, of Hermannsburg in Hannover, Germany, a small inland

town, had a vessel built with funds he collected, and
sent the ﬁrst missionaries he had. prepared to their
destination in Africa. He called the vessel The
Candace. This missionary enterprise was highly successful and stands out as one of the great monuments of faith in the history of modern mission
endeavor.
The kingdom of the Ethiopians was not Abyssinia,
the old kingdom of Aksum (Axum), but a domain
whose boundaries shifted at times. It began at Assuan
on the Nile and extended beyond Chartum and since
the eighth century B. C. was known as “Ethiopia” to

the ancients. It was‘inhabited, not by semitic, but
by hamitic, Negro-like tribes. This powerful kingdom
had two great royal cities: Meroé on the island in the
Nile by the same name, and one farther down on the
river Napata.
When Luke adds that the eunuch had come to Jerusalem to worship (future participle, denoting purpose.
R. 1128) he informs us that this Gentile was a prose-
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lyte of the gate. In 2:10 we read about proselytes of
righteousness; these had become completely Jewish
and had really been absorbed into Judaism and had
lost their character as Gentiles. No eunuch could bemore than a proselyte of the gate, since because of
his mutilation he was debarred from entering the
inner Temple courts (Deut. 23:1). Yet read the great
and special promises of the Lord to godly eunuchs as
recorded in Isa. 56:4, 5. These second-class proselytes, who were exceedingly numerous in the Jewish
diaspora, did not submit to circumcision and were
bound only to the so-called Noachian commandments
(Gen. 9 :4-6) against idolatry, blasphemy, disobedience
to magistrates, murder, fornication or incest, robbery
or theft, and eating of blood. They were quite generally open to the gospel and received it with great
readiness; in the New Testament they are designated
as acﬂo'paloc or ¢oﬂoﬁyzm 75v écdv.

Recently discovered papyri, dating from the fourth
and the ﬁfth centuries B. C., mention a Jewish military colony that was at ﬁrst under Pharaonic, then
under Persian, later under Ptolomaic, and ﬁnally under
Roman jurisdiction. It was located at Syene and the
island Elephantine which were clase to the boundary
of Ethiopia. By way of business and ﬁnancial contacts the treasurer of the queen could easily come into
contact with these and perhaps also with other Jews.
The sincerity and the devotion of this proselyte are
evident when we note that he undertook a journey of
some 200 miles that was difﬁcult at best and not without danger in order to visit Jerusalem and the Temple
although he was debarred from entering beyond the
court of the Gentiles. He is after a fashion the
counterpart to the Queen of Sheba who came from
southern Arabia on a similar long journey. Tradition
reports his name as Indich or Judich.

340

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

28) Verse 27 is minds a verb and is to be regarded as an exclamation—such a man is awaiting
Philip! On his return homeward after his visit in the
holy city he is riding in his chariot with his driver,

absorbed in reading a newly acquired parchment roll
of the prophet Isaiah. The imperfect tenses picture
him as Philip saw him. He might have chosen a more
interesting road homeward. It is fair to conclude that
he chose this lonely road in order to read the roll which
he had recently acquired and was now eager to study

and to absorb. It was surely the Lord’s providence
that had placed Isaiah, the evangelist of the Old Testament, into this devoted proselyte’s hand and had led
him to turn to the very choicest part of the book of
this prophet at the time of Philip’s approach. God
had prepared this pupil for his new teacher. He was
reading aloud, perhaps with some difﬁculty, for the
ancient manuscripts did not write the words separately, had no punctuation, no breathings, and no accents.
His copy must have been made from the Greek LXX,
and Philip conversed with him in Greek, the language
everywhere current.

29) Now the Spirit said to Philip, Go to him
and attach thyself to this chariot. And having run
to him, Philip heard him reading Isaiah, the prophet,
and said, Dost thou understand what thou art read-

ing? And he said, How, then, could I unless one
shall guide me 7 And he besought Philip to come up
and sit with him.
The Spirit never has difﬁculty in communicating
with a person so that the latter knows from whom the
communication comes. All ifs and buts are removed
for Philip in regard to the important personage who
is evidently a Negro, riding in his stately chariot. To
Philip the Spirit speaks and not to the eunuch when
the way of salvation was to be expounded to the latter.
“Therefore we ought and must constantly maintain
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this point, that God does not wish to deal with us otherwise than through the spoken Word and the Sacraments." C. Tr. 49.7, 10. In the preaching of the
gospel God adheres to the means and to the ofﬁce he
himself has given us; dreams, visions, voices, and the
like he may use for other purposes but not for this one.
We may translate the aorist passive imperative, “be
joined,” or as a middle, “join thyself.”
30) The chariot seems to have been moving slowly ahead of Philip so that by hastening his steps he
soon came to walk beside it. It is rather farfetched
when R., W. P., says that “probably Philip jumped on
the running board on the chariot.” Walking thus,
without intruding, Philip heard the man reading from
Isaiah and, perhaps as the man paused and looked up,
Philip asked the question whether he understood what
he was reading. The cipa is a word of interrogation,
7: is strengthening and lends a touch of doubt.
31) The eunuch not only acknowledges his inability but states that he needs a guide. The sentence
is a mixed condition: in the apodosis it has the optative
with a'v (potentiality) : “How then could I"; in the protasis iév (= ei) with the future indicative (reality):

"unless one shall guide me,” and 76,» is added like the
German denn (B. D. 452, 1) so that the force is: “No,
for how could I,” etc. And promptly the eunuch be-

seeches Philip (the verb is strong) that “having come
up (into the chariot), he sit with him,” to guide and
to instruct him. All three aorists, verb, participle,
inﬁnitive, imply that the request was granted (B.-D.
328) ; a verb in the imperfect would imply that something else followed.
32) Now the section of the Scripture he was
reading was this:

As a sheep to the slaughter he was led;
And as a lamb before the one shearing him is
dumb
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So he opens not his mouth.
In the humiliation his judgment was taken away.
His generation who shall recount?
Because taken from the earth is his life.

The passage that caused the eunuch difﬁculty was
Isa. 53:7, 8, which Luke records for his reader from
the LXX. The chief variation from the Hebrew is in
the fourth and in the last lines:
“He was taken from prison and from judgment;

For he was cut off out of the land of the living."
A glance at the text shows that even these are but
variations in form and not in thought. Both Delitzsch
and Aug. Pieper (Jesaias 11), each in his own way.
vary from the translations found in our Old Testament according as they read the Hebrew and construe
the last line. These intricacies need not detain us;
for the eunuch had no difﬁculty in reading the words
and the sentences in his LXX copy of Isaiah, his difﬁculty was vastly greater, namely what the prophet
really meant by this entire section.
For ourselves we note cursorily that Isaiah is
depicting the great ‘Ebed- Yahweh, 73v mite m1 @coﬁ
’I'qo'ofw, “the Servant of God, Jesus," (Acts 3:13, 26;
4:27, 30) in his suffering and his death. Patiently,
silently, without resisting, the great Servant of Jehoa
vah, “was led as a sheep to the slaughter." Pieper:
“Maltreated was he; but he—he bowed himself.”
His silent submission is emphasized: “And as a
lamb," etc.
Delitzsch and Pieper translate the
Hebrew in the same way.
33) “In his humiliation his judgment was taken
away," the judgment executed upon him as our sub.
stitute. He rendered full satisfaction and atonement;
all claims were satisﬁed. Delitzsch translates the line
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as it is found in our Old Testament (see above) ; but
Pieper lets the . Hebrew preposition min mean, not
what it usually does, “from” but “by means of.” He
does this for internal reasons, but his reason is by no
means satisfactory. The rendering of the LXX which
the eunuch had is thus substantially correct.
There is disagreement in regard to the next line:
“His generation who shall recount?” In both Isaiah
and here in Acts the sense is that the suffering and
dying Servant of Jehovah shall have a vast progeny,
a generation (the word is used in an ethical sense, as
a designation of those who become his own by faith),
dor, yard, that no one can number. Delitzsch: “And
among his cotemporaries who considered: Torn away
was he out of the land of the living”; Pieper: “And as
to his generation —who mourned, that he was torn,"
etc. Those internal reasons again obtrude themselves: the idea that Isaiah could not speak of Christ's
deliverance and the fruit of his death so early, namely
ahead of a narration of his death. Why could he
not? Especially since he is writing poetry? The
moment we remember this, the matter is cleared up.
The Hebrew verb is siach, German sinnen
(Delitzsch, bedenken; not Pieper’s beklagen), LXX

Surye'opm.

And in the Hebrew as well as in the Greek

the accusative “his generation” is the object of this
verb. Why must we read it adverbially, “as to his
generation" (Pieper), or “among his cotemporaries”
(Delitzsch) ? The same is true in regard to the next
line. Why must let be “that," recitative or otherwise?
Why not leave it “because”? And so we are in the
clear. This dor or generation is not the contemporary Jewish nation. Why let it deal so prominently
with what it failed to consider or lament? The
prophet says: “His generation who considered ?" and
then states why the question is asked:
“Because
taken from the earth was his life.” Taken from the
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earth, how could he have a generation? Yet behold,
what a vast generation is his, all these believers in
all the ages! And the LXX is about correct: “Who
shall declare, recount, set out in detail his generation?"

34)

Wonderful these words of the prophet! So

and yet a mystery! And answering, the eunuch said
to Philip, I beg the, concerning when does the
prophet say this? concerning himself or concerning
someone else?
The Greek “answering" is often used in a wider
sense with regard to any statement that meets a situation. The eunuch had, indeed, struck the heart of the
matter. Who was this wonderful person of whom
the prophet was speaking? Could it be the prophet
Isaiah himself? Was he not an 'ebed of Jehovah,
might he be this “Servant"? The difﬁculty the eunuch
had was this, that the prophet did not seem to meet

the requirements of this passage and yet he could
think of no other person to whom they might be properly applied. To be sure. the eunuch had not heard the
modern Jewish answer that the Jews themselves are
this wonderful “Servant of Jehovah," their nation that
has suffered so much is the Messiah!
We are unable to say how much the eunuch had
heard about Jesus while he was in Jerusalem; yet his
prompt acceptance of Philip's interpretation would
indicate that he had learned much of- the story of Jesus
and needed only to have the prophecies of the Old
Testament properly connected with what he had heard
in order to bring him to the Christian faith. This, too,
explains the readiness with which Philip proceeded to
baptize him.
35) And Philip, having opened his mouth and
having begun at this Scripture, proclaimed as good
news to him Jesus.
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The circumstantial phrase about opening his mouth
intends to mark the importance of Philip's words. He
began with this prophecy of Isaiah, referred to other
prophecies much as Jesus once did (Luke 24:27, 45),
and so preached the whole blessed gospel of salvation
in Jesus’ name. “What ﬂowed from the preacher’s
lips concerning the Word of life, how he preached of
the Cruciﬁed One in words ever more ﬁery and
enthusiastic, and what transpired in the soul of the
hearer, how his heart burned within him, how the
scales fell from his eyes, how light upon light illumined
him, how, perhaps, tear upon tear rolled down his
cheek, all this the record does not describe, words cannot reproduce it properly. Enough, there must have
been another upon the chariot, the Holy Spirit, who
opened the mouth of Philip and the heart of the
treasurer; and the result was that this apt pupil of
the gospel could exclaim:
‘Now I have found the ﬁrm foundation,
Where evermore my anchor grounds!’
Oh, that this might be the result of all our preaching
and hearing, Bible reading and explanation, meditation
and praying, the knowledge and ever-ﬁrmer conviction: Jesus is the Messiah as the prophet promised,
as this sinful world needs him i” Gerok.
36) Now as they were going along the road
they came to some water. And the eunuch says:
Lo, water! What hinders me to be baptized? And
he ordered the chariot to stop; and they both went

down to the water, both Philip and the eunuch; and
he baptized him.
No trace of a stream or a lake is found in this
region, nor of a record of such water. The problem
is not where to ﬁnd enough water for immersion but
where to ﬁnd water at all.
Robinson suggests the
Wady-el-Hasy between Eleutheropolis and Gaza, not
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far from the old sites of Lachish and Eglom.

The

difﬁculty in regard to the water is not removed by supposing that Philip did not go from Samaria to Jerusalem and from there take a road toward Gaza but took
some road directly from Samaria. This contradicts
v. 26, which binds Philip to some road that led from
Jerusalem to Gaza. Philip must have expounded
baptism to the eunuch. It is thus that he exclaims,
“Lo, water!” with a happy ring in his voice. When
asks about a hindrance to his being baptized he intends
to indicate that he knows of none but leaves it to the
fuller knowledge of his teacher as to whether his supposition is correct.
37) The textual evidence for this verse (see A.
V.) is too slight to admit it into the text. It states
what may well have transpired.
The objection is
textual only, and remarks such as that the words
sound like some pedantic preacher asking his convert

for a ﬁnal, formal confession are unwarranted. A
confession of Jesus as the Christ was always a prerequisite for baptism.
38) Philip consents. The eunuch orders his
driver to halt the chariot, and Philip and the eunuch
go down to the water, and the baptism takes place.
The subject is made certain: “both Philip and the
eunuch," because the eunuch had ordered his driver
to halt the chariot, and this man was not concerned
in the matter of the baptism. Kai minnow atmiu includes the entire baptismal act: “and he did baptize
him,” all that preceded and that followed was not a
part of this sacramental act. The reader is referred
to the discussion on baptism in 2 :38, 41.
Eusebius reports about a small pool that was
formed by a spring near the road, Robinson speaks of
a small temporary stream.
Neither here nor elsewhere do we read that a robe or garment was laid
aside before baptism. We are left to suppose that
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the two men went to this water, and that the baptismal
act was an application of water by pouring or by
sprinkling. Those who make the words “they both
went down (is, into, the water” a part of the baptismal
act in order to obtain immersion by means of de 15
reap,“z'nto the water.” prove too much: Philip went
down under the water as well as the eunuch. This is
true also in regard to the following words.
39) But when they came up from the water,
the Lord's Spirit snatched Philip away, and the
eunuch saw him no more, for he proceeded to
go his way rejoicing. Philip, however, was found
at Azotus; and, passing through, he proclaimed the
good news to all the cities until he came to
Caesarca.

We may translate, “they went down into the
water" (v. 38), and now, “they came up out of the
water,” and may with R., W. P. even emphasize: “Not
from the edge of the water, but up out of the water"!

The diﬂiculty lies in épcﬁdrcpot, “both," Luke even adding: "both Philip and the eunuch.” To be sure, (is
and in are correlatives: as far as the one takes “into,"
so far the other takes “out of.” But these prepositions
apply to “both Philip and the eunuch.” Take your
choice: to the water, from the water; or stepping into
and again stepping out of the water; or down under
the water and again up from under the water. Total
immersion if you prefer, but for both. Not ‘we but
Luke combined them.
If Philip was merely induced to say good-by and to
tear himself away, Luke chose a strange way in which
to tell us this. Hire-ﬁlm. Kupfou is an unusual expression,
yet it conveys the idea that both the Spirit and the
Lord (Jesus) removed Philip and did it suddenly and
miraculously.
All at once he was gone, “and the
eunuch saw him no more.” I Kings 18:12; II Kings
2:16. Nor is ‘ycip strange. It explains that the eunuch
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simply went on his way “rejoicing” and did not try to
ﬁnd Philip by changing his journey and seeking until
he located him.
Here this eunuch passes from our view. He had
much, he would desire more. In his position and with
his means he could secure all else. We have all almost
without effort, yet do we always appreciate it and
rejoice? Tradition makes the eunuch an evangelist
in Ethiopia who soon baptized the queen, etc. We
know only that Christian missionaries reached the
Ethiopians 300 years later.
40) In one instant Philip was walking beside the
eunuch, in the next he was found in Azotus (Asdod),
many miles away. To be sure, “he was found” means
that people found him there; but this also means that

the place where he was found just before this was on
the road with the eunuch. “He was found” does not
mean that Philip walked away from the eunuch and

wandered about until he turned up at Azotus. Luke
does not intend to carry on the story of Philip which
he evidently knows in all its interesting details. So
he states summarily that Philip evangelized the coast
towns beginning with Azotus and terminating at Cae-

sarea where he then made his home. We take it that
he worked in Ekron, Rama, Joppa, and elsewhere in
the plain of Sharon. We have am.- used as a preposition, the genitive of the inﬁnitive as its object.

CHAPTER IX
SAUL'S CONVERSION

Luke takes up the thread of his narrative which he
broke 011’ at 8:3. The importance of Saul's conversion
is made prominent in Acts. It was very dramatic, and
its effects were most far-reaching. As a conversion it
clearly brings out the essentials of every Christian conversion: Saul’s contrition and his faith. As a particular conversion it has its individual and exceptional
features as has every other conversion, features that
cannot be duplicated. These points must be borne in
mind, both in order to understand Saul’s conversion
and in order to avoid false deductions concerning other
conversions.
In this chapter Luke furnishes us his own historical
account of Saul’s conversion; in two subsequent chapters Paul himself tells of his conversion in two addresses. In each instance he has a speciﬁc purpose in
view and tells the story so as to further that purpose.
Therefore, in dealing with the accounts of this conversion it is proper to take up ﬁrst of all and by itself
Luke’s objective, historical narrative which aims to
present merely the facts as they occurred. Then in due
order we may examine Paul’s own accounts from the
angle of the purposes which induced him to tell his
audiences what he had experienced. This is Luke’s own
method, which ﬁrst gives us chapter 9, and then chapters 22 and 26.
The time between Christ’s ascension and Stephen’s
martyrdom was probably three or four years. Soul
was converted about the year 35 and returns to Jerusalem in 38.
'
(349)
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I) Now Saul, still breathing threat and murder against the disciples of the Lord, having gone to
the high priest, asked in due order from him letters to Damascus to the synagogues in order that,

if he found any being of that Way, whether
men or women, he might bring them bound to
Jerusalem.
Saul’s ardor for persecution had not abated; he still
continued to blow his breath, reeking with threat and
murder, against the disciples of the Lord —this is the
force of Luke's picturesque words. The participle with
«is means einschmuben auf jenumd. It is unsatisfactory to say that the genitives are partitive (R., W.
P.), or that they are analogous to the genitive after
verbs of smelling (R. 507) and to illustrate by a horse
snifﬁng the smell of battle (R., W. P.). Any analogy
with verbs of smelling lies not in what one smells but in
what one smells of, in the odor he gives off (B.-D.
174) ; and still better is the idea of cause: threat and
murder caused Saul to breathe out against the disciples
(Stellhorn, Woerterbuch, on the verb).
~
The word “murder" is signiﬁcant. The supposition
that it refers only to Stephen’s death is questionable.
Stephen was already dead; Saul was raging against
other disciples. The fact that he had succeeded in having others put to death is certain, and the objection
does not hold that Luke should have recorded these
martyrdoms, for he recorded that of Stephen only because it marked the great turning point in the course

of the history of the church, which sent the gospel out
into the wide world.
2) Caiaphas was still the high priest, for not until the year 36 did Jonathan, a son of Annas, and in
37 Theophilus, another son of ‘Annas, succeed Caiaphas; the latter were not sons of Caiaphas (R., W. P.) .
The authorization Saul desired was not requested from

the high priest alone but from him as being head of the
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Sanhedrin who issued “the letters” on vote of the
entire body as we see from 22 :5; 26:10.

The middle {yr-pleura is not to be understood in the
sense that Saul asked these letters “as a favor to himself” (R., W. P.) ; the middle of this verb is used with
reference to business transactions, when business
claims are made. So here the great business of persecuting the Christians had been officially delegated to
Saul, and in prosecuting this business of his “he asked
in due order” for documents that would enable him to
execute this business of his also in Damascus. While
Saul had his heart and soul in this persecution, it was
not a private enterprise of his, could not be in the nature of the case, but an ofﬁcial enterprise of the supreme Jewish court itself with Saul as its head agent.
For the persecutions in Jerusalem he had as his assistants a body of Levite police that had been granted
him by the Sanhedrin in order to hale men and women
to prison (8:3) and he was similarly equipped with
police when he was authorized to operate in Damascus.
Damascus, the oldest city in the world (apparently a city already in Abraham’s time, B. C. 1912, Gen.
14:15; 15 :2) that still exists as a famous city, had a
large number of resident Jews and, as Luke's plural
shows, a number of synagogues. Nero butchered 10,000
Jews in Damascus. It was under the rule of King
Aretas three years after the event narrated in this
section and must have been strongly Jewish when Saul
went there on his errand. The Roman emperors granted the Sanhedrin authority over Jews outside of Palestine, and Aretas was a Roman vassal. What this authority included and in what territory the Sanhedrin might
exercise it, is uncertain; but Saul’s expedition to
Damascus evidently assumes that arrests could be made
there and the prisoners brought to the Sanhedrin in
Jerusalem for trial. We have “both men and women"
as in 8 :3.
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The word 686:, like the Hebrew derek, is extensively
used in the metaphoric and ethical sense as a “way"
or course of life, both as being marked out to be followed and as being followed. For the objective idea of
Sittenlehre is not enough; in Matt. 3:3 the Baptist
proclaims “the way of the Lord,” which certainly includes doctrine as well as moral regulations; in Acts
2:28 the plural is used. Especially noteworthy is John
14:6 where Jesus calls himself “the Way.” A genitive

or other modiﬁers are often added in order to describe
“the way." The wicked also have their way. Here the
word is used without an addition save the article: "the
Way" Kar' asoxrir, the Christian faith, conviction, confession, and life as taught by and centering in Jesus.
The genitive is qualitative: “any being of the Way,”
who thus differed from all other Jews. These were to
be arrested and brought bound (having been and thus
continuing to be bound) to Jerusalem,
3)
Now, as he was journeying, it came to pass
that he was approaching Damascus. And suddenly

there ﬂashed around him a light out of heaven; and,
having fallen on the ground, he heard a voice saying
to him, Saul, Saul, why art thou persecuting me?

And he said, Who art thou, lord? And he: I am
Jesus whom thou art persecuting. But arise and go
into the city, and it shall he told thee what it is necessary that thou do.
Luke’s favorite iv 7.; with the present inﬁnitive
means “while," and the accusative with the inﬁnitive
is the subject of iylmo. Saul had almost reached his
goal and was elated by the prospect of what he would

accomplish in destroying the church. He is in the full
ascendency of his power. Then “suddenly" Jesus stops

him. A miraculous light ﬂashed out of heaven and enveloped him. It was noonday (22:6), and the light was
brighter than the sun (26 :13) ; it was not a momentary
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ﬂash but, coming with a ﬂash, shone around Saul for a
time (26:13).
4)

Instantly Saul dropped from the animal he was

riding and fell prostrate to the ground and then heard
the voice that said to him, “Saul, Saul, why art thou

persecuting me?" In regard to the difference between
dxozim with the accusative ¢wvﬁv and in v. 7 with the genitive n3: qsuwys, compare 22:9. The accusative refers to
the voice as saying something, the genitive to the voice
as coming from someone. There is not a contradiction

between 9:7 and 22:9.
One should go through the Scriptures and note these
duplications: Saul, Saul —-— Martha, Martha — Jerusalem, Jerusalem—David’s lament over Absolom, and
others. In varying ways they express an emotion of
deepest concern but never anger. Why, yes why, was
Saul persecuting Jesus? This question called upon
Saul to probe his soul in regard to the terrible work
in which he was engaged. To persecute the disciples is
to persecute the Master. Caput p'ro membn's clamabat.
Augustine. Jesus spoke in Hebrew (26:14), and we
take it that the dialog was carried on in this language.

Jesus does not at once identify himself. Saul hears only
this question coming from one in heaven, the light of
whose blinding, heavenly presence and glory was shining about him.
5)

Thus, when the voice from heaven paused, the

question came from Saul’s lips: "Who art thou, lord?"
It should be evident that “lord” is here not to be taken
in the sense of God, for then Saul would not ask. This
is “lord” in the sense of any superior person or being.
From I Cor. 9:1 and 15:8 we learn that Saul saw the
gloriﬁed Jesus. These passages have nothing to do with
the question as to whether Saul ever saw Jesus while
he lived on earth. We have no evidence whatever that
Saul saw Jesus in the days of Jesus’ earthly life. In any
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case, the gloriﬁed, heavenly presence of Jesus differed
vastly from his presence in humiliation.
Now those standing by saw no one but heard only
the voice but not what it uttered. The sight as well as
the words of Jesus were intended for Saul only. So he
saw and so he heard and understood. Jesus knew how
to appeal to Saul's eyes, ears, and consciousness so that
they apprehended.
Jesus then names himself and states only his personal name “Jesus,” the one that had been given him
on the day of his circumcision (Luke 2:21) ; for it is
his identity that is to be established. Yet Saul received
far more than this mere name. This was Jesus in
glory, he whom the Jews had rejected and cruciﬁed, he
whom God had exalted to the glory that now enveloped
Saul. The tremendous reality and truth of this fact
swept over Saul’s soul like a ﬂood. And this makes us
feel the impact of the contrasted pronouns: “I, I am
Jesus. whom thou, yea, thou art persecuting!" That
charge, that accusation of persecuting is thus driven
into the soul of Saul to the hilt. Here was the revelation, not only of Jesus, who with one stroke swept
away all the lies Saul had believed about him as a mere
man, etc., but also the revelation of what Saul was
engaged in: persecuting this gloriﬁed Jesus in his disciples: “I — thou!”
At this point note the insertions made in the A. V.,
partly from 26:14, partly as a reminiscence of 22:10.

Written, perhaps, on the margin at ﬁrst, the additions
were eventually interpolated into the text.

6) new breaks off. Its force is: I will not speak
further of what thou art doing but of what thou shalt
now do; the adversative idea of dud is conserved. Jesus
orders Saul into the city where he will be told what he
must do.

Some important points ought to be noted at this
place. Jesus preaches the law to Saul; he confronts

Acts 9:6

355

him with his sin and his crime; he smites and crushes
Saul’s heart with a consciousness of its awful guilt.
But Jesus does not preach the gospel to Saul, he orders
him to go to a place where the appointed minister of the
gospel will proclaim this to him; for “what is necessary
that thou do" does not refer to works of law but to
believing and receiving the grace and the pardon for
his sins.
Here we again see how Jesus honors his ministry.
Philip is sent to the eunuch by an angel, it is not the
angel who is sent to teach the eunuch. And this is the
case wherever the gospel is to be offered. The essentials
for Saul as a sinner were contrition and faith; the moment these were wrought in him he was converted.
Just at what moment this inner turn was wrought in
Saul, in other words, at what instant faith was kindled
in him, no man can say, nor need we know. One thing
alone is certain: when Jesus smote Saul with the law,
this crushed him but did not kindle faith in him. It is
often said that Saul was converted on the road to
Damascus. Strictly speaking, this is not the fact. His
conversion began in his encounter with the law but it
was not accomplished until the gospel entered his heart
by faith, and that did not occur on the road but in
Damascus.
Jesus converted Saul, and he did it through his
regular means, the law and the gospel; and no conversion was ever wrought without these means. In this
instance Jesus applied the law immediately as he had
done when he preached to sinners on earth; he applied
the gospel mediately through his servant in Damascus.
The law was not stronger because it was applied immediately, nor the gospel weaker because it was ape
plied mediately. Saul was not converted irresistibly.
In 26:19 Paul says pointedly that he ‘fwas not dis.
obedient to the heavenly vision,” which implies that he
might have answered it by disobedience. If conversion
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were irresistible, then all who remain unconverted
could charge God with their damnation. When Jesus
confronts the sinner with his law and his gospel, and
the sinner, nevertheless, remains unconverted, the fault

is wholly the sinner’s OWn, Matt. 23:27; Acts 7:51;
13:46; 28:25-28.

As far as the outward circumstances of Saul's call
and conversion are concerned, these were fashioned by
the Lord with a view to Saul’s apostleship. This applies especially to his vision of the gloriﬁed Jesus, I
Cor. 9:1. The Lord was qualifying him for his future
work in order that, although he was called so late, he
might, nevertheless, be on a par with the other apostles. In this respect Saul’s case was entirely exceptional even as the Lord needed only one apostle of this
kind. All else, time, place, etc., was in God’s gracious
providence, who chooses these for all sinners with a
view to one result only, namely that they may be as

favorable as possible to the success of his grace.
7)

Now the men, those traveling with him, were

standing speechless, hearing the voice, yet beholding
I'IO one.

These men constitute the police force that Saul had
with him. At the ﬁrst ﬂash of the superearthly light
they, too, fell prostrate (26 :14) ; upon recovering, they
now stand speechless, in utter astonishment because of
what is happening especially to Saul who is lying on
the ground and talking with someone who is unseen by
them.

Here there is an opportunity to establish a contradiction. Luke says they “heard the voice"; but in
22:9 it is stated that they “heard not the voice of him
that spoke to me (Paul) .” Aside from the different
cases of 4mm; used in these two instances as explained
above the sense is plain: they heard the sound (9:7)
but heard not the words and understood not the sense
of the sound (22:9). This is an exact parallel to the
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light: they saw the light of Jesus’ presence but saw
nothing of Jesus himself standing before Saul in his

glory. We have an analogous instance in John 12:28,
etc. To see and to hear what they did see and hear was
sufﬁcient for these Levite {mpc’m or underlings; all
that they were to know was that a vision from heaven

had come to Saul and that a heavenly being had spoken
to him.
The three accounts of Saul's conversion have received a great variety of treatment. The whole story
is converted into a drama of the imagination: its background are the twinges of Saul’s conscience, its actual
occasion is a sudden thunderstorm with a stunning

ﬂash of lightning, a bolt laying everyone prostrate.
Psychology offers its own solution by speaking especially of scruples of conscience and inner battles that were

brought on by Stephen’s speech and also by his death
and the manner in which he died. But Saul had no

scruples or misgivings of any kind. He was in the full
ﬂush of his persecuting enthusiasm; he was ready for
many more killings (v. 1). He was burning with zeal
for the right and was seriously ﬁghting the wrong.
Then Jesus suddenly appeared to him, and Saul was
overwhelmed with the realization that he was ﬁghting
for the wrong and against the right, yea, against God’s
Messiah himself. In an honest character such as Saul
had this caused conversion by a terrible struggle that
was superinduced by the vision _of Jesus.
The psychological aspect is easy to understand.
This vision of Jesus was not something that transpired
only in Saul’s own soul either as imagined by himself
or as wrought in Saul’s soul by the Lord. In addition to
the accounts in Acts, I Cor. 9:1, and 15: 8 disagree
with such a view. Jesus actually appeared to Saul. The
issues involved in a proper conception of Saul’s conversion extend beyond the man himself. When Jesus
brought him to conversion he changed not only his life
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but made him the foremost apostle. Was this man mistaken in regard to what happened on the road to
Damascus? Did he labor under psychological delusions

and the like? The cause must measure up to the effect.
The apostleship of Paul, as it is recorded in the New
Testament, cannot be traced to anything that was mere-

ly subjective, mistaken, unreal.

Luke recorded the

realities, and they will ever stand as what they are.
8)
And Saul was raised up from the earth;
moreover, with his eyes standing open, he con-

tinued to see nothing; and leading him by the hand,
they brought him into Damascus. And he was for
three days not seeing and did not eat or drink.

We regard the form r‘m’par, as a true passive: “he
was raised up,” instead of taking it in the sense of the
middle: “he raised himself up,” “he arose.” Why
should his attendants not assist their commander? But
it was discovered that he had been blinded. The genitive absolute has the perfect passive participle: “his
eyes having been opened and remaining so." It was
found that he was not blinded by the great glare of
light only for a time but that “he continued to see
nothing,” the durative imperfect. His men had to lead
him by the hand, and it was thus that the great persecutor and destroyer of the Christian Church entered
into the city that he had selected for his new triumphs.
9) Saul continued to be blind for three days. We
do not regard the expression as a periphrastic tense
because then the negative should be at; w; is the regular

negative used with the participle and shows that it is
only the predicate. Saul’s sight was miraculously restored. He also fasted. He is in a depressed and
wretched condition. Luke states only the outward facts.
His fearful sin lay heavily upon him, and the Lord
permitted it to crush him for three days. A good deal
was required to grind down this mighty Pharisee and

implacable foe of the gospel. Shut off from the world,
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blind, abstaining from food, with no one to help his
soul’s distress, his proud self-righteousness was conquered, and there remained only a sinner in the dust
who ever after felt himself chief of all sinners. I Tim.
1:15. The supposition that this experience left Paul
with weak eyes is one of the many hypotheses in regard
to Saul; but this one militates against v. 18. When the
Lord restored Saul’s sight he restored it completely and
not halfway.
10)

Now there was a disciple in Damascus by

name Ananias. And the Lord said to him in a
vision, Ananias! And he said, Lo, I (hear), Lord!
And the Lord to him: Ananias, go into the narrow
street that is called Straight and seek in Judas’

house a Tarsian by name Saul; for lo, he is praying,
and he saw a man by name Ananias come in and
place the hands on him in order that he might
recover sight.

0n yuan-mi: see 6:1; m- is our indeﬁnite article. In
22:12 a little more is said about Ananias, especially
that he was esteemed by all the Jews —and Saul was
in a Jew’s house. The Lord prepared Ananias for Saul,
and Saul for Ananias; but we must note that the Lord
is also preparing the way for Saul among the disciples

at Damascus, who had heard of his frightful deeds and
of his coming to Damascus to add to them.
The Lord called as he once did to little Samuel, and
Ananias answered: “Lo, I, Lord!" meaning that he is
giving ear and heart to hear what the Lord may say.
11) He receives orders as to just what to do in
order to ﬁnd Saul and is told that Saul is praying and
that he is expecting Ananias and what Ananias will do
for him. Ananias, we see, knows where Judas lived,
namely in the [36M or “narrow street” that bears the
name "Straight.” Damascus, Jerusalem, and other
cities had and still have such narrow streets, and but
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few of them .are straight for any distance; wider
streets are called wherein. (feminine adjective, supply
686:). We passed through this street in Damascus in
1925. Yes, we visited Judas’ house, etc. But when we
were to see the window in the wall from which Paul
was let down in a basket, 10, they were building a new

wall — only the place up in the air was left where they
said the old window had been. We certainly had our
doubts regarding even the street “Straight.”

A Tapmi: is a native of Tapao’c, the capital of Cilicia
in southwestern Asia Minor. It was at one time a large,
free city that was not under a Roman governor; it was
also renowned for learning and schools of philosophy.
“A Tarsian," of course, differentiates this Saul from
any others bearing this name, but 21 :39 shows that this
term conveys more: Saul was “a citizen” of Tarsus
and not merely in the sense in which we ordinarily
understand citizenship, as having been born in Tarsus,
which would have made him only “a resident,” but as
being the son of a family that had originally been
located in Tarsus by one of the Seleucid kings, or as
the son of an ancestor who had been granted the rights
of citizenship for distinguished services to the state.
Ramsay, St. Paul the Traveller and the Roman Citizen,
31, etc. Saul had this standing in Tarsus for life; it
was no mean distinction even apart from his Roman
citizenship.
“For 10, he is praying” is added as having a special
meaning for the mission of Ananias. This is not the
common daily praying of a strict Pharisaic Jew, which
would not warrant such an exclamation as “lo”; this
praying marks Saul as a changed man—praying, no
longer breathing threat and murder (v. 1). The raging

lion has been changed into a bleating lamb. “Praying”
means that Saul is in deep distress, and that the Lord
is now engaged in answering that prayer, and that this
mission of Ananias is a part of that answer.
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12) In fact, the Lord has already shown Saul how
his prayers were to be heard. For what the Lord tells
Ananias to do he has already revealed to Saul in advance, namely in a vision, showing him that a man by

the name of Ananias would enter, lay his hands on him,
and restore his sight. In other words, Saul has been
duly prepared for and in a wonderful way already
introduced to Ananias. He is expecting the Lord's mes-

senger and is now praying for that very reason. Indirectly, in the purpose clause: “in order that he might
recover sight,” Ananias learns what he is to do for Saul.
13)
But Ananias answered:
Lord, I heard
from many concerning this man, how many base
things he did to thy saints in Jerusalem; and here he

has authority from the high priest: to bind all those
calling upon thy name.

It is unwarranted to call these honest words of
Ananias’ his “protest to Jesus against any dealing with
Saul,” and “an illustration of our own narrow ignorance in our rebellious moods against the will of God."
This is not even a case like that of Zacharias who
doubted Gabriel's word and was struck dumb because
of that doubt. With simple openness Ananias tells the
Lord what he has heard from many about this man
Saul (the aorist ﬁxouaa whereas we use the perfect to
refer to recent events, R. 842). Saul’s record was cer-

tainly bad. The many from whom Ananias had heard
it were very likely fugitive Christians who had ﬂed
from Jerusalem to Damascus. Besides, reports travelled swiftly in those days.
The dative of disadvantage “to thy saints" is quite
noteworthy because it appears so early in naming and
describing the disciples. The word 37m is strictly Bibli-

cal in sense and describes the disciples as having been
removed from the sinful fellowship of the world and
by the sanctifying power of God placed into fellowship
with the God of redemption and salvation. They have
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experienced the dyuizew of God and his Spirit, they are
in possession of Christ’s salvation. See the elaborate
article in C.-K. 34, etc. and note 53. The change which
makes them hagioi is that which removed their sin and
guilt by justiﬁcation and continues to build them up in

a new life by sanctiﬁcation. “Saints" came to be a
standard term for the believers; they are the ﬁyiaapc'vot
of 20:32; 26:18, those who have experienced and thus
still experience the sanctifying grace that makes them
God’s own. “Thy saints" =those who are in blessed
fellowship with the Lord.
14) Ananias also knows all about Saul’s plans
regarding the Christians in Damascus, his authority to
bind “all those calling on thy name” (7:59). This ex-

pression makes prominent the full confessional characteristic of the saints, I Cor. 1:2; Rom. 10:13. “Thy
name,” so hated by the Jews, is not merely “Jesus,”
or “Jesus Christ,” but he with all that he has revealed
about himself; note carefully 5vopa in 4:12, and follow
the term from 2:21, 38; 3:6 onward. To call on this
name is to confess it as being the bearer of salvation,
to pray and to worship in this name, and to expect all
help in time and in eternity from him who is revealed
by this name.
15) Ananias really puts a question to the Lord.
He lays all this in regard to Saul before the Lord in
order that the Lord may enlighten him regarding Saul.
And the Lord said to him: Be going; because this
one is a chosen instrument for me to hear my
name before both the Gentiles and kings and
Israel’s sons. For I will show him how many things
it is necessary that he suffer in behalf of my name.
The Lord complies with the implied request of Ananias and gives him a glimpse of what Saul is to ac-

complish in the future. Ananias is merely to aid in the
ﬁrst step. The present imperative is quite mild: “Just
be going—everything is all right l” With c'ari (1.01, “I
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have in him," the Lord tells Ananias what he sees in
Saul: from now on he is to be “a. chosen instrument”
for a most mighty task and for a most wonderful distinction (v. 16). Endos- is any kind of utensil and has
the meaning “vessel” (a container) only where this is
especially indicated. Since 105 ,Baarduu (inﬁnitive of
purpose) means to lift, to carry with the hands or on
the shoulders, the idea of a vessel is excluded. As the
Lord’s instrument Saul will take up and carry the
Lord’s name or revelation (6mm as before) before the
Gentiles, etc., holding it up for them to see and to adore.
The genitive fabric is qualitative, R. 496, “attributive,”
and is used instead of an adjective but in a stronger
sense: “an instrument of choice,” i. e., “chosen." It is
the Lord himself who chooses his tools for his tasks.
They are his tasks -— who shall dictate to him the tools
to be used?
The great task of Saul was to take the gospel to
the Gentiles (Rom. 1:16). It must have come as a
surprise to both Ananias and Saul himself when Ananias told him what the Lord had said. He did become
the apostle to the heathen world in an especial sense.
"The Gentiles" and “kings” are combined by n «I,
"both and,” since the rulers before whom Saul testiﬁed
were with few exceptions pagan. Yet “Israel's sons"
(see 7:37) are added as the secondary ﬁeld of opera-

tion for Saul. The Lord had all of Saul’s work mapped
out in advance.
16)

A great work, and now a great honor: the

many things Saul would suffer “in behalf of my name,"
this signiﬁcant 5mm again. “I will show him” with
its preposition {mi means: "I will place under his eyes
and thus show him,” but this is not a showing in
advance, by prophecy, but a showing from time to time
as occasions for suffering arise. To be sure, this word
which Ananias would repeat to Saul foretold that he
would have much suffering awaiting him; “I will show
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him” goes beyond that and includes also the idea that
the Lord would be present with Saul and each time
point out what he must suffer and help him to endure
it.

In Boarda'az the idea of bearing a great burden is

expressed; now with meet» a mighty load is added
in the shape of suffering. Both aorists are constative
and at the same time imply successful bearing and
suffering.

Ad may be used for any type of necessity;

here it is the necessity arising from bearing the Name
before the Gentiles, etc., which is indicated by the inn’p

phrase, “in behalf of my Name.”
Heavy work in distant lands — much suffering arising from that work! What a prospect! And the Lord
reveals this in advance. Will Saul not ﬂee from it all?
No danger. Remember Matt. 5:10-12, and also how
Jesus constantly told the Twelve what awaited them.
It is the Name that makes this great work so attractive,
the Name which lends glory to the suffering. Recall
6:41. To this day it is true that, if we would join the
illustrious company of the great prophets of God, we

must suffer for the Name’s sake.
17) Now Ananias went away and went into the
house; and, having placed upon him the hands, said :
Brother Saul, the Lord commissioned me, Jesus who
appeared to thee on the road on which thou wert
coming, in order that thou mayest recover sight and
be ﬁlled with the Holy Spirit.
And immediately

there fell off from his ~eyes as if scales, and he
recovered sight.
And having arisen, he was haptized; and having received food, he got strength.

Moreover, he was for some days in company with the
disciples in Damascus.
It is supposition that the vision of the Lord was

granted to Ananias at night and that he executed his
commission the next morning.

If such had been the

fact, a word or two would have indicated it. Ananias
reaches the Muse without difficulty and is brought to
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Saul who sits there in his blindness waiting for what
the Lord had communicated to him (v. 12). Luke
records only the pertinent facts. This does not prevent
us from supplying what took place. Did someone not
admit Ananias to the house and lead him to Saul? Why,
then, say that nobody was present except Ananias and
Saul? There is no reason why Judas himself and several others were not present. Who gave Saul nourishment (v. 19) ? There must have been a great deal of
excitement for all the residents of that house! Luke
has left ever so much untold in order that we may the
more regard what he has told.
So the hands were duly laid upon Saul’s head, this
symbolical act (see 6 :6) being the more important for
the blind man. In connection with this act Ananias
speaks the great word of absolution to this frightful
sinner Saul who is now certainly contrite enough. Jesus
himself pronounced absolution in many different ways;
note Luke 23:43. Absolution is whatrthis chief of sinners needed most and ﬁrst, and then all that follows
absolution. Already the address, “Brother Saul," absolves. It cannot mean “brother” in the superﬁcial
sense in which many use it, nor in the sense of brother
Jew. “Brother” was sweet music to Saul’s ears. That
word admitted him into the communion of “saints"
(v- 13) , all his past guilt was erased.
“Brother" has material signiﬁcance, for the next
word is 6 Rims and states what the “Lord” has commissioned Ananias to do, that Lord who appeared to Saul
on the road which he was traveling three days ago
(5, R. 716), Jesus, who there had crushed Saul with the
revelation of his guilt. The sight of that Lord had
blinded Saul’s eyes. So spiritually blind had he been
up to that moment. And now, in token of his pardon of
Saul’s guilt, that same Lord is removing that blindness
from Saul’s eyes, is restoring sight to him. For the
eyes of his soul have been opened to the sight of faith.
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Do not ask just when the ﬁrst spark of saving faith
entered Saul's dark soul. It is enough to know that he
now believes. And he is to be filled with the Holy
Spirit, this supreme gift is to be bestowed upon him by
means of the baptism that followed immediately. There
is no indication in any of the three records or in other
references to Saul’s conversion that he received charismatic gifts; we have no right to assume that he did.
The spiritual power of the Spirit ﬁlled Saul, and at this
moment that means more than any charismatic gifts.
18) Saul’s sight returned instantly. Saul describes the sensation he felt when he speaks of scales or
ﬂakes that fell from his eyes. Those present saw only
that his sight had been fully restored, the blinded eyeballs again saw. To Saul it seemed as though scales
were dropping away and thus again permitting vision.
As his blindness had something symbolical about it, so
also has this new granting of sight.
Very brieﬂy, with but two words, Luke records the
baptism. Some put a good deal into dvuurds, “having
arisen" ; they think that this word indicates that Saul
was taken to the river Abana — some mention Pharpar
— and was there immersed. But this journey to the
river does not seem to ﬁt into the context, for in rapid
succession Luke relates that Saul is sitting in a room as
a blind man, that he has his eyes opened, arises, and is
baptized, and then takes food and is strengthened -— all
apparently occurring in that house. Yet in spite of
this some claim that he was immersed. R., W. P.
writes: “possibly in the pool in the house of Judas, as
today water is plentiful in Damascus”; Zahn thinks

that Saul was baptized in the Badezimmer (bathroom)
in Judas’ house.
But very few houses are furnished with pools.
When we visited Damascus in 1925 we noticed that
even the vast courtyard of the Great Mosque, the
greatest in the world, contained only a fountain, and
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we observed a moslem making most thorough ablution
—he could not have immersed himself. The grandest
house in Damascus had 365 rooms, and there were
fountains in some of the rooms and a pool in the courtyard, but not for the purpose of swimming in them but
only for ornament. Our hotel, the Grand Victoria,
where Balfour and Allenby stopped, the best in the city,
was third-rate in its accommodations. Immersion
would be possible, but only in one of the seven channels
into which the Abana (now Barada) River is divided
in order to furnish irrigation and a general water supply for the city. The city is made by this river, the
waters of which are conducted in small channels.
Beyond the city these waters disappear in the desert
sands. One channel ﬂowed past the hotel, but it was
quite shallow, yet in a deep place we saw a bather;
there a person could have been immersed. The Pharpar
ﬂows at a distance from the city; when we crossed it we

saw only a brook.

'

The claim that Saul was baptized by immersion involves the assumption that dvacrds, “having arisen,”
implies the fact that he was conducted to one of the
channels of the Abana. But this circumstantial participle is inserted merely to mark the importance of an
act: a person gets up to dothis or that. A ﬁtting sample is found in 5:17. Saul had been sitting; he would
naturally arise for the baptismal act.
More important than these speculations is the fact
that Saul was promptly baptized. He accepted, yea,
desired this sacrament with the pardoning and regenerating grace it conveyed to him; it was at the same
time the divine seal of grace and of the Spirit and made
him Christ’s own. After the administration of this
sacrament he ceased to be a Jew and was, indeed, made
a Christian.
We are left to conclude that Ananias administered
the sacrament just as Philip had done in 8:38 in the
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case of the eunuch. As far as Luke’s record shows, the
disciples who were living in Damascus, although they

were numerous, had not yet withdrawn from the synagogues and had no organization of their own with elders
or pastors. So Ananias administered baptism to Saul
by the right of his royal priesthood as a believer. Since
the Christians in Damascus were as yet without pastors,
Ananias, of necessity, assumed this function.

In the

present instance, however, all doubt was removed by the
commission he had received directly from the Lord,
which certainly contained the order not merely to restore
the sight of his eyes to Saul but also to receive him as a
“brother” in the fellowship of the “saints.” A vessel
ﬁlled with water was brought in, some of the water was
applied to Saul as Jesus had directed in Matt. 28 :19, in
the name of the Father, etc., and the blessed act was

completed.
19) Saul was a changed man. Since he had been
weakened by his fast of three days’ duration, he now
took food and restored his physical strength. When
Luke writes that Saul was in the company of the disciples “for some days," we feel that he intends to state
just that. We have no particulars in regard to Judas.
to whose house Saul was ﬁrst conducted; it is fair, however, to conclude that this man was a Jew and not a
Christian. Saul now changed his abode; he went where
he now belonged, among the disciples. It took some
time for them to circulate his story, for him to get
acquainted with them and thus gradually to get his
hearings in this new city.
Those who introduce what v. 20 states at this point
anticipate matters. On the other hand, it is supposed
that during these days Saul underwent a course of instruction in the doctrines of the gospel. The ,uni phrase
does not imply such a thought, and Gal. 1:1-12, and the
entire argument in Galatians, chapters one and two, is

to the contrary. Saul received his entire gospel directly
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from the Lord as he declares, “by the revelation of
Jesus Christ.” He was not to be a preacher or an evangelist like Philip, who could operate with the gospel
that was received at secondhand; as an apostle and as
one who was on an equality with the other apostles Saul
needed to receive the gospel at ﬁrsthand. And he received it so, by direct revelation. This may explain his
being ﬁlled with the Holy Spirit, v. 17.
20) And immediately in the synagogues he began to preach Jesus, that this one is the Son of
God. And all those hearing it continued to be
amazed and to say: is not this the one who ravaged
in Jerusalem those calling on this name? and here
he had come for his that he might bring them
bound to the high priests! Saul, however, was being ﬁlled the more with power and was confounding
the Jews dwelling in Damascus, proving that this one
' is the Christ.
We see the energy of the man. A few days pass,
only enough to get his proper bearings, and then he
begins his work as a herald (ingressive aorist) in the
very city in which he had planned to do far different
work. Some think that he began on the very day of his
baptism; but that is not what Luke says. Saul preached
“Jesus.” What about him? “That (epexegetical 57:.) this
one is the Son of God.” Add v. 22: “that this one is
the Christ.” Compare Luke 22 :70. The strong demonstratives are exclusive: “this one and this one alone.”

Saul had seen this Son of God in his heavenly glory; he
preached as an eyewitness. “I am Jesus” he had heard
him say with gloriﬁed lips, the very Jesus who had
walked, wrought on earth, had been killed by the Jews,
and raised to glory by God — him Saul preached as the
Messiah.
We meet the assertion that Paul never called Jesus

“the Son of God”; and yet here is the fact — Luke has
it from Paul himself. The very ﬁrst thing which he
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did when he began his work was to preach Jesus as the
Son of God. Luke, the great associate of Paul, here
records what “the chosen instrument" (v. 15) of the
Lord preached from the beginning.

Robertson adds:

“With this faith he can shake the world.
power in any other preaching."

There is no

21) Now the imperfect tenses begin; all of them
are descriptive and'at the same time lead us to look
forward to what followed. First to be mentioned is the
amazement of all who heard him in the synagogues of
Damascus, and we may include Christians as well as

Jews, for the withdrawal of the Christians from the
Jews does not seem to have been effected as yet. They
continue exclaiming, “Is not this the one,” etc! The
thing seemed incredible especially to the Jews. Note
the recurrence of the expression, “those calling on this
name” (v. 14) with the signiﬁcant (ivopa; also, “to bring
them bound" (v. 2), the same perfect participle. All
knew about the authorization and the instructions from
the high priests with which Saul had arrived, his Levite

police guard (the “men” in v. 7) had told for what purpose they had come under- Saul’s leadership. How was
it possible that the persecutor-in-chief had turned
preacher? The question ends in a declaration: “and
here he had come for this," the purpose being stated
With Two.

22) As Saul preached he grew in power “the
more" and caused consternation in the ranks of the
Jews. The passive is usually taken in the middle sense,
“he grew in power” ("increased in strength,” our versions), but it really means that power was bestowed
upon him. and this in increasing measure as his work
went on. The result is added coordinately: “he con-

tinued to confound the Jews resident in Damascus”; as
in 6:10 Stephen proved invincible, so also Stephen’s
greater successor. “Proving that this one is the
Christ,” the Messiah promised by the Scriptures, indi-
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cates how the Jews were confounded. Those proofs
were conclusive, overwhelming, and silenced the opponents. Then the same thing happened that had occurred in the case of Stephen; unable to refute the argument, these opponents resolved to kill the man who
presented it.
Here we have Saul’s ﬁrst activity in the synagogues.
An efﬁcient pupil of the great Gamaliel, competent,
therefore, to expound the Scriptures, he secured opportunity to speak in the synagogues. The service was
such that any competent and qualiﬁed person was allowed to speak, and sometimes replies were made. In
all his work in every city the apostle ﬁrst visited the
Jewish synagogues. They provided him with openings,
and with the advantage there gained he proceeded.
Not for a number of years was Saul as yet to extend his
work to the Gentiles. The Lord was still training him,
restraining him as he did Moses in Midian (7 :29, 30)
until in due time the door into his great life’s work
would open before him.
23) Now, when many days were being fulﬁlled,
the Jews resolved to make away with him; but
their plot became known to Saul. Moreover, they
were watching even the gates both by day and by
night in order that they might make away with him.
However, his disciples, having taken him at night,
let him down through the wall by lowering him in
a basket.
These “many days” comprise three years (Gal.
1:18). Saul’s visit to Arabia (Gal. 1:17) must be
placed within this period. We know the fact of this
visit but neither the occasion and the purpose nor the
exact place or the duration. It is often supposed that
Luke should have written about this journey to Arabia;
but he does not record all that might be of interest to
Theophilus and now to us. He follows a deﬁnite plan
and records only the vital and the really signiﬁcant
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matters of the apostolic story. This visit of Saul to
Arabia was negligible for Luke’s plan of Acts. Unless
we ﬁnd the clue to his plan of writing we shall fail to
understand at many points.
It was thus after Saul’s visit to Arabia, when he

renewed his activity in Damascus, that his Jewish opponents took decisive action. The aorist m-reﬁoi-Auamm,
exactly as in Matt. 26 :4, means that at a called meeting
the formal resolution was passed, its contents being
stated. In the case of Jesus it was to get hold of him

with cunning and to kill him; in the case of Saul it was
“to make away with him," dwipz’w, the verb which in
2:23; 5 :33, 36; 7 :28 means murder. Moral considera-

tions never seemed to weigh in the balance when Jesus
was concerned.

“Took counsel" in our versions is too

weak. Saul's fate was decided.
24) All we know is that Saul learned about the
plot in some way.
The imperfect describes what

measures were taken to prevent his escape. His enemies “were even guarding the gates (of the city) both
by day and by night,” the genitives of time.

Saul must

have been in hiding because he knew about the fate that
was intended for him. In II Cor. 11 :32 we see that the
ethnarch of King Aretas, who governed the city for
him, agreed to the plot to apprehend Saul.

The Jews

had most likely denounced Saul as being a most dangerous man so that he had issued orders to his guards at
the gate to capture him in case he tried to pass through
it. He did not need to appoint the Jews as such guards.
These volunteered to watch lest Saul in some disguiSe.

reckoning with the inability of the governor’s men to
recognize him, should manage to evade them. Since
the gates of the walled city were sealed, it would be only
a matter of time until Saul was located and done away

with.

An efﬁcient plot—that did not materialize.

They watched and watched while Saul was already on

his way to Jerusalem.
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25) Saul’s escape was effected in the simplest
manner. Some of the houses that adjoined the wall
around the city had windows that were high above the
wall itself. From such a window Saul was lowered in a
basket, mph, referring to its roundness; it is called
vapydvq in II Cor. 11:33, referring to its being plaited.
We must note the expression “his disciples” which
points to the success of Saul’s work in Damascus; these
men were converts of his. The fate of Stephen was not
to be the fate of Saul. The Lord needs martyrs and
secures them, and each is given his Crown; but he also
needs workers and provides them, and each receives his
great reward.
26) Now, having come to Jerusalem, he was
attempting to join himself to the disciples; and all
were fearing him, not believing that he was a disciple. Barnabas, however, after he got hold of him,
brought him to the apostles and recounted to them
how on the road he saw the Lord, and that he spoke
to him, and how in Damascus he spoke boldly in the
name of Jesus.

The imperfect tenses picture Saul’s difﬁculties on
arriving in Jerusalem and at the same time point to

what follows, namely their removal. When we remember the Jews’ method of reckoning time, the three years
of Saul’s absence from Jerusalem (Gal. 1:18) most
likely imply one full year and parts of two other years.
So Jesus lay in the tomb all day Saturday and only a
part of Friday and of Sunday, and yet the time spent in
the tomb was counted as three days. Another point is
Saul's absence in Arabia, likewise the war between
Herod and King Aretas, which interrupted intercourse

between Damascus and Jerusalem. Thus when Saul
suddenly reappeared to join himself to the disciples in
their meetings for worship and in social intercourse, he
encountered doubt and suspicion, nobody really believing that he actually was a disciple as he claimed to be;
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the tense of the direct discourse is retained after in. It
did seem quite incredible that the most violent perse-

cutor of the Christians, who had caused so many to ﬂee
from him and had wrought so much havoc, should himself have turned Christian. Was he, perhaps, pretend-

ing in order presently to do still greater damage?
27) It was Barnabas, who has already been introduced to us in 4 :36, 37, who brought this situation to an
end. Luke again-states only the fact. We ask, however, how Barnabas came to act as intermediary.

Had

the two men met earlier in life? The conjecture is offered that both had attended the university in Tarsus
years before. There is greater probability that Barnabas, who afterward was in such close and long association with Saul, was .drawn to him from the beginning.
Natural afﬁnities appear even among leaders of the
church. We need no further information at this point.
Barnabas “got hold of" Saul. This verb always
governs the genitive, here af-roﬁ is understood (B.-D.
170, 2), and m’miu is construed with ﬁyayc. He took Saul
and made a complete investigation, and after he had
obtained the remarkable story he took Saul to the
apostles themselves and recounted it to them, laying
stress on the three vital points: ﬁrst, that Saul had seen

the Lord; secondly, that the Lord had spoken to him;
thirdly, that in Damascus Saul had spoken boldly in the
name of Jesus (6'qu as in all previous passages beginning with 2:21).
The point of these two indirect questions that have
a declaration between them (R. 1047) is evidently not
merely that Saul is a fellow believer, but that the Lord

qualiﬁed and made him a fellow apostle. That, too. is
the reason that Barnabas takes Saul not merely to the
congregation but to the apostles themselves. To have
seen the risen and gloriﬁed Lord was a requisite for the

apostolate.

While Luke says only that the Lord spoke
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with Saul without intimating what this was about, the
next statement, that Saul spoke in Damascus as he did,
makes plain that the Lord authorized Saul’s preaching.
Verse 15 was also, no doubt, reported by Barnabas.
Luke writes that Barnabas took Saul to the apostles.
This is made more speciﬁc in Gal. 1:18, 19, where Saul
himself speaks of this visit to Jerusalem. It was brief,
lasting only ﬁfteen days. Saul's purpose was to become
acquainted with Peter (ia'ropﬁaal, the aorist indicating
that this was accomplished). He met only two of the
apostles, Peter and James. The latter was not John’s
brother but the one called “the brother of the Lord.”
There is much debate in regard to the identity of this
James (see 1:14, the brothers of Jesus; 12:27, James
being one of them). As far as Luke’s plural “to the
apostles" is concerned, this is in order if James is regarded as an apostle in the wider sense as was Barnabas as well as others ; the eleven were busy elsewhere.
In v. 29 “the Hellenists” are only two or three and not
all the thousands .that were living in Jerusalem; in 8 :18
“the apostles” signiﬁes only “Peter and John." The
same is true with regard to many other plurals, and
there is no need to posit a contradiction between Luke
and Galatians.
28) So the ice was broken. And he was in
company with them, going in and going out in
Jerusalem, boldly speaking in the name of the Lord.
He was engaged both in speaking and in disputing
with the Hellenista‘, but they were undertaking to
make away with him. Now, on learning it. the
brethren led him down to Caesarea and sent him
forth to Tarsus.
“In company with them" means with the apostles.
Saul was not only accepted as a genuine disciple; the
apostles treated him as a fellow apostle. It was thus
that he went in and out in their company "in Jerusa-
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lem," dc = ('V, as so often in the Koine, which sets aside
the older forced explanations which even take us out of
Jerusalem and then “into" it again.
29)

Luke says only that, while he was in company

with the apostles, Saul “was speaking openly or boldly
in the name of the Lord,” i. e., in connection with that

name or revelation. We take it that this was not
preaching but private utterance. While the participle
is a form of the verb used in v. 27, which includes synagogue preaching (v. 20) in Damascus, the situation
obtaining in Jerusalem was entirely different. Here

the Christians had their established preaching, and
Paul would not have intruded.

As to the synagogues

in Jerusalem. these were at this time not open to the
apostles and certainly were not used by them. They
had found the courts of the Temple far better suited to
their purpose. Note carefully that this participial
clause still speaks of Saul as being in company with the
apostles, referring to Peter and James.

What Saul did is stated separately, the imperfect
tenses showing that he began to speak as well as to dispute with the Hellenists but did not get very far with

them.

The EMA“ implies that Saul accosted a Hellenist

here and there, and the aux-ecﬁm that he occasionally
managed to engage in a dispute; but that was all. Some

think that Saul entered the synagogue of the Cilicians
since he was from Tarsus of Cilicia, but Luke does not
say this. We found that this was not probable in regard to Stephen in 6 :9. All comparisons with Stephen
are, therefore, problematical: that Saul stood in the
very synagogue where Stephen had once stood, that in
the very place where Saul had contradicted Stephen

and had been thoroughly defeated he now used the same
arguments against the Hellenists that Stephen had

used.
As far as Stephen is concerned, we do not know

whether he ever engaged in debate with Saul even out-
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Only this is true, and we may

make the most of it, that, like Stephen, Saul argued
with a few Hellenists where he happened to encounter
them, and that very quickly, as in Stephen’s case, when
counterargument failed, these Hellenists planned to use
the more effective answer of murder, dvekziv. These
Hellenists had silenced Stephen's voice with his own
blood and undertook to do the same with Saul’s voice.
0n the Hellenists see 6:1. Saul seems to have selected
them, not because he himself was a Hellenist, but because he, too, was born in Hellenistic territory and
thought he could accomplish something with regard to
them. But the undertaking of these vicious opponents
came to nothing as the imperfect indicates. Note the
difference: in v. 23 wvgpouaeéaam, a formal resolution

passed at a meeting, here e'wcxdpovv, an undertaking by
individuals.
30) According to 22:17-21 the Lord himself di—
rected Saul to leave Jerusalem. This is what really
induced him to do so. All that Luke adds is that the
brethren got to know about the undertaking of the Hellenists. Saul, we assume, told them also about the
Lord’s communication to him. The brethren, of course,
only a delegation, “brought him dOWn to Caesarea” and
carefully guarded his person on this journey lest his
bloodthirsty enemies should fall upon him on the road
and thus after all succeed in making away with him.

From Caesarea Saul could travel to Tarsus by either
sea or land.
Here we come to the greatest gap in the record of
Saul’s life since we saw him at Stephen’s death. Saul
is lost to view for about eight years; see 11:25 where
Barnabas brings him forth from Tarsus. For more
than ten years after his conversion and call the Lord's
chosen instrument for bringing the gospel to the Gen-

tiles (v. 15) is not active in his great special mission.
All we can say is that this was the Lord’s will.

We
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should think that Saul was ready for his task, and his
task was ready for him immediately after he had been
called; the Lord evidently knew better.
What did Saul do during those years he spent in

Tarsus? The sacred record is silent on this matter as
it is in regard to Paul's sojourn in Arabia. “He
preached and missionated," some tell us. But We do
not learn about the gathering of a congregation in Tarsus, nor about converts even in Cilicia, and the time
spent there is eight years. It is, indeed, precarious to

say that at any place in his account Luke should have
told us this or that. Here, however, it is plain: if the
great work among the Gentiles had begun in Tarsus,
and if so many years of Saul's life were devoted to it,
Luke simply could not have passed this by in silence.

Ramsay’s hypothesis is that Saul was not yet fully conscious of his mission to the Gentile world and still

thought that the door to Christ was through the synagogue.

He forgets the Jews in Tarsus; he himself as-

sumes that a colony of Jews lived in Tarsus (see v. 11).
Why did Saul, then, do nothing among these Jews?
Ramsay touches only half of the problem. Saul did no
work in Tarsus.
Some ﬁll in the account at this point and speak of
“the scene at home when this brilliant young rabbi, the
pride of Gamaliel, returns home a preacher of the despised Jesus of Nazareth, whose disciples he had so
relentlessly persecuted. What will father, mother, sister think of him now ?” This scene is expanded. Saul's
subsequent poverty is explained by surmising that his
father disinherits him as the Jews to this day regard as
dead any child that becomes a Christian. Yet all that
we know is that years later Saul’s nephew warned him
in Jerusalem (23 :16).

We do not even know why Saul

returned to Tarsus, and we ask, “Would he remain
there for years with parents that regarded him as
dead ?"

Acts 9:31
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31) Accordingly, the church throughout the
whole of Judea and Galilee and Samaria continued
to have peace, being built up and, walking in the
fear of the Lord and in the encouragement of the
Holy Spirit, waa being multiplied.
This little summary is similar to 2:44-47 ; 4 :32-35;
and as far as multiplication is concerned, compare
2:41; 4:4; 5:14; 6:7; 8:25. On pizy oﬁy see 1:6. After
Saul had been converted, the persecution of which he
had been the driving spirit ceased. And Saul was now
some distance removed, a renewal of persecution that
might be prompted by the hatred the Jews might manifest toward the Christian Paul was obviated. It was
thus that the church had peace, meaning quiet and rest.

On c'xxkqoia see 5:11, and note 8:1, 3. This word is
here used in the same sense as denoting the body of believers. The fact that this body is now spread out over
three provinces does not change the sense of ecclesia.
The bond that makes all these believers one is that of
faith. Even when it is extended to the ends of the
earth it will be just 1‘, ('KKMm'a. This concept has a spiritual content even when it is applied to a local congregation only, for the genuine believers always constitute
the church, irrespective of mere adherents.
0n Ka‘rli in the sense of “throughout" see R. 607. It
seems that the countries 'are mentioned in the order of
their importance, thus Galilee before Samaria, although
Luke records nothing of special historical importance
about Galilee. He mentions these three because the
church was well distributed throughout these three,
which was not the case as yet in other provinces, only
scattered congregations having been founded in them.
The imperfect tenses and the present participles are
descriptive of the condition and the progress. The
oixoSopoupt’w, is undoubtedly the New Testament spiritual
ediﬁcation. This word cannot here refer to outward
growth since this is mentioned separately. This con-
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ception is not to be externalized as meaning only that
the church ordered and developed her internal affairs:
nor be reduced to only the devoutness of religious feeling which is furthered by the peculiar type of preaching that aims'at this effect. The latter was made the
aim of cultus preaching by Schleiermacher who had
many followers in Germany.
Ediﬁcation is the
strengthening of the entire religious life and activity

by means of the Word and the Sacrament. Church organization and the like is a different matter. To this
the apostles as yet devoted little effort.
The verbs and the participles are arranged chiastically, the verbs being placed outside, the participles in-

side, so that one participle refers to each verb. “Walking in the fear of the Lord,” etc., the church continued
to multiply “in numbers."

Combined with the inner

upbuilding was the strong outward growth, for “multi—
plied" means great increase. Palestine was being rapidly Christianized. Luke states how, namely by the
church walking in the fear of the Lord and in the comfort of the Holy. Spirit. The spiritual power of the
church evident in its membership attracted and won
men.
“The fear of the Lord" (Jesus) with its objective

genitive means that the church dreaded to do anything
that might displease and attend the Lord.

In their

daily life and walk the members had Jesus present with
them.’ This is high praise indeed, for this strong motive is largely absent today; church members too often

persuade themselves that the Lord does not mind their
worldliness and love of praise from men.
Combined with this fear was “the encouragement of
the Holy Spirit" which with its subjective genitive refers to the Spirit's Zusprache, his aid in encouragement, direction, and comfort. As the other Paraclete

promised by Jesus, he acted as one called to the side of
the believers in order to help them in every way. This

Acts 9:31, 82
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presence of the Spirit is always mediated through the
Word by means of which he speaks to us and keeps us
encouraged and strong in the faith. The early Christians did not listen to the spirit of the world and of the
ﬂesh. Very unobtrusively Luke here points to the
sources of power in the church. When the members
walk with the fear of the Lord before their eyes and
with the Spirit's encouraging voice in their hearts, the
church will be strong and will also surely multiply.
PETER AT LYDDA AND AT JOPPA

Having practically concluded the preliminary account in regard to Saul, Luke returns to the activity
of Peter. We see him at Lydda, at Joppa, and then
at Caesarea. He serves as an example of the type of
work the apostles generally were doing; yet he is
selected by Luke because it "was his lot to bring the
ﬁrst Gentiles into the church in such a way as to open
the whole question regarding the admission of Gentiles
into the church. Philip’s baptism of the eunuch was
the modest preliminary.
32) Now it came to pass that Peter, in going
through to all, came down also to the saints inhabiting Lydda, the Old Testament Lod, the Roman Diospolis, the present Ludd, on the road from Jerusalem to
Joppa. The accusative with the inﬁnitive is the subject. The participle .is only incidental and yet casts a
light upon the present work of the apostles. Peter visits Joppa “in going through to all,” 8:6. mivmv. This must
be masculine on account of the following m: which
brings out the fact that he “also” came to the saints at
Lydda; our versions should be corrected. Peter is
alone. There is too much to be done to permit the apostles to go. out two by two.
And Peter’s program is extensive: he intends to
visit “all,” to cover the entire church. It would seem as

though other apostles had the same program. Since
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the churches as yet had little or no organization they

could not be left to themselves, and therefore the apostles felt obliged to visit them from time to time. That
would take them away from Jerusalem for longer pe-

riods of time. It was such a visit that Peter was paying
“the saints" at Lydda, the same signiﬁcant term as
in v. 13.
33)

And there he found a man by name lEneas,

since eight years lying on a pallet, who had been
paralyzed.
And Peter said to him, lEneas, Jesus
Christ heals thee! Arise, and spread (the bed) for
thyself!

And immediately he arose.

Luke records this event with such brevity because
he is concerned, not so much about this sick man, but

rather with the effect produced by the miracle wrought
upon him. This man is a parallel to the cripple at the
Gate Beautiful in the Temple, 3 :2, etc., parallel especially in helping to bring many to faith.

Some think

that this paralytic was a disciple but he was not, for
how could Luke write «Ivapmmiv ‘rwa, “a man,” ein Mensch,
instead of “a believer,” “a disciple”? Compare his account about Tabitha in v. 36. Yet healing fell into
this man’s lap just as it fell into the lap of that beggar
in the Temple.
This, too, was a very serious case: paralysis for the

past eight years so severe that the sufferer had to spend
the day on a Kpdﬂﬂa‘ros or pallet (8:7). The it is the
Greek idiom, it counts from the far point and is our
“since."

34) Since Peter calls him by name, others must
have spoken to him about this man. The reversal of
subject and predicate puts emphasis on both: “heal
thee doth Jesus Christ." R. 866 calls this an effective
aoristic present because of its punctiliar force; the

main point is that it states a tremendous fact. Instantaneously the man is healed. “Jesus Christ" (see 2 :38)
does the deed and not Peter. In 3 :6, Peter said, “In the

Acts 9:84-86
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name of Jesus Christ.” The sense is the same. Since
, Jesus here and now heals him, the man is told to get
up and to spread his pallet for himself, a task others
have had to perform for him during all these years.

This verb arpuwﬁw occurs in Matt. 21 :8, where the people spread branches on the road for Jesus, and in Luke
22:12 where the upper room was spread with ﬂoor tiling. The sense is proably that IEneas is to take up his
pallet and lay it away somewhere, doing this for himself as it had been done for him every evening when he

was undressed and transferred from his pallet to his
bed for the night.
35) And all those inhabiting Lydda and Sharon
saw him, they who turned to the Lord, oinm, quippe

qui. The effect spread from the town through the beautiful coast plain which extends about thirty miles toward Czesarea. So many saw the man, recognized the
miracle in its true signiﬁcance, and in faith turned to
the Lord, that Luke could write “all.” This added to
the labors of Peter. How long he labored here we do
not know; he later moved on to Joppa.
36) Now in Joppa there was a woman disciple
by name Tabitha, which, when translated, means
Dorcas. This one was full of good works and almadeeds which she was doing. But it came to pass in
those days that, having become sick, she died; and
having washed her, they placed her in an upper
room.
Transitional sc’ takes us into the new account, to
Joppa, the present Jaffa, the old port of Jerusalem, one
of the most ancient of towns. Philip had, no doubt,
worked here, and the ﬁrst local Christians may have
been fugitives from Jerusalem (8:1). Without further
explanation we learn that there was a Christian congregation in Joppa. We are introduced to one of the
woman disciples by the name of Tabitha, from the
Aramaic tzebiah, which Luke translates by the Greek
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Dorcas, both names meaning a gazelle doe. the emblem
of grace and beauty. This name was frequently given
to girls. The relative is feminine, 1",, the gender being

attracted from the antecedent. R. 714 makes the relative personal. The account contains no reference to
relatives and leaves the impression that Tabitha lived
by herself. Her special interest in widows leads us to
surmise that she herself was a widow who had no children. Although she lived alone and seemingly had no
special object in life, this disciple fashioned a most important place for herself in the life of the young congregation.

She was “full of good works," which includes a
variety. Luke speciﬁes by naming one class of these
works especially: “and almsdeeds which she kept doing," aiding the poor to the extent of her ability. In
this activity she invested her money, time, and strength.
She is not represented as a deaconess in the church; in

fact, we may safely assume that such an ofﬁce had not
yet been established. Tabitha’s work was entirely voluntary; but with a true instinct she chose no work of
doubtful propriety with which to serve the Lord in the
church. no work that had a worldly taint but one that
was fully in harmony with the gospel. Hers were in
every respect good works, .iyaﬂdc, good in the sense of

truly beneﬁcial, and mercy-deeds, the Greek word being
derived from {A109, “mercy.” “Good works grow from
faith and are but the very Word of God in its deed and
fulﬁllment, which has been implanted in Us by faith."

H. Mueller.
Luke emphasizes the abundance: “full" of good
works and almsdeeds “which she kept doing" (durative
imperfect). She reaped a rich harvest. She did not
tire, discouragements were overcome, she continued
faithful in her service to the end. “The sweet odor of
the ointment ﬁlled the house when the vessel which had
stood in a place aside broke.” Besser.

Acts 9:87, 88

385

37) It was “in those days” that Tabitha became
sick and died. We are left to read between the lines that
there was a divine providence in the fact that this death
occurred at just this time. Peter was within reach.
The Lord intended to distinguish this humble woman in
a signal way, namely by raising her from the dead. He
had given much to the church in Joppa when he gave

her to it; now he intended to give the church still more
in her.

With sadness they took her body to the upper room
and washed and prepared it for burial. The participle
Xotiaavrcs is masculine although this washing and this
preparing of the body were done by women; the gender is indifferent because no subject is named. Since
no house has been mentioned, there is no article with
“upper room.” An ordinary house would have only
one “upper room" which was built on the ﬂat roof and

used as a place of retirement. We have no information
to the effect that the bodies of the‘dead were usually
placed in upper rooms before burial. Luke relates this
in regard to Tabitha because an exception was made in
her case. According to the regular custom she should
have been buried soon after death; instead of that her
body was kept until Peter could arrive. For this reason it was placed in the upper room.
.
38)
Now Lydda being near to Joppa, the disciples, having heard that Peter was there, commissioned two men to him, beseeching him, Do not delay

to come through to us!
At this point nearly every commentator asks questions that are not answered by the text. Were the two
messengers sent after Tabitha had died “or before her
death? If she was already dead, why was Peter called
in such haste? Did they entertain the thought or'the
hope that Peter might bring her back to life?
Luke makes note of the comparatively short dis-

tance between Joppa and Lydda (er/liq is here construed
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with the dative, and not with the customary genitive),
it was only about nine miles. The aorist participle adds

the detail that the disciples at Joppa had heard the
news that Peter was in Lydda. We can follow only the
natural impression made by the brief narrative that the
Christians in Joppa had for some time had news of
Peter’s presence in Lydda but that the thought of sending for him had occurred to no one until after Tabitha
had died. Then, as far as hopes and expectations are
concerned, all that we can safely say is that the disciples at Joppa requested only that Peter might come
and, like true disciples of Christ, committed everything
else into the Lord’s hands.
“Do not delay,” etc., implies that the disciples knew
that Peter intended to visit them also, but they beg that
he may come at once. In negative commands or entreaties p; with the aorist subjunctive is the regular
form but is just as urgent as the positive command

with the aorist imperative. “Do not delay” is a litotes
for, “Hurry.” In that climate the dead are commonly
buried on the day of death or, if death occurs too late
in the day, the next morning. Peter could be brought
from Lydda to Joppa in ﬁve or six hours, thus on the
same day, if Tabitha had died in the morning, or the
next morning if she had died at evening. A delay on
Peter’s part would have necessitated burial before he
could arrive.
Now this petition that Peter hurry does carry with
it the silent, humble hope that the Lord’s grace might
use Peter to return Tabitha to the church at Joppa.
Yet, when ﬁ ding this hope in the petition, we must
remember, w at also these disciples seem to know, that
none of the apostles worked miracles at will. Hence no
request is made to Peter to work a miracle upon Tabitha. In every case the Lord and his Spirit directed
those to whom the gift of performing miracles had been
granted, and they proceeded only when and where they

Acts 9:39
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were so directed. What the Lord's will was in the case
of Tabitha none presumed to say, and we shall see that

Peter himself did not at ﬁrst know

So in all that

prompted this message to Peter their thought was only

to bow to the Lord’s will while trusting in his boundless grace.
39)

And, having arisen, Peter went with them,

whom, on having come, they led up into the upper
room.
And there stood by him all the widows
sobbing and showing on themselves tunics and
robes, as many as Dorcas made from time to time

while yet with them.
Peter responded promptly. The Greek reads literally: “whom, having gotten to their side (“pd in the
participle), they brought,” etc. This makes the impression that Peter had been summoned on Tabitha's
account and not on account of the disciples in order to
administer comfort to them, to preach a funeral sermon, as we should say. Yet even now no request of
any kind is made. Peter is taken up to the dead woman’s side where he ﬁnds that she is wrapped and
swathed for burial. But here, beside that loving’ heart
and those busy hands that are now still in death, Peter
is shown what this woman meant to the church and

what the church had lost in her. It was done in a simple and a most natural way. All the widows for whom
Tabitha had made garments are present. How could
any of them be absent at this time?- “All" is not too
strong, for in that congregation there were not overly
many.
Their feelings soon gave way in that upper room as
Peter questioned and they answered so that he might

know fully. They subbed aloud. This was mourning
which was far different from that manifested in the
house of Jairus with its noisy, hired mourning women
and ﬂuteblowers. This was not such artiﬁcial mourning as that. The widows showed Peter garments that
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had been made by their dead benefactress. Note the
middle voice «‘mSumipum, for it conveys the idea that
they were showing what belonged to themselves, they
wore the very garments Tabitha had made for them,
21min, iterative imperfect, from time to time, now a gar-

ment for this penniless widow, now one for that.
The xmsv is the tunic that is worn next to the body,
the iudrtov, the robe or cloak that is worn over the tunic,
the Latin pallium. The one was as much a necessity as

the other.

The himation was really a large, oblong

piece of cloth, one corner of which was draped over the
left shoulder and fastened under the right shoulder.
This garment was ample enough to reach to the ground.
It generally served as a covering for the sleeper at
night. We must not miss the pathos indicated in the
addition ,m' ai’rrév aim and in the placing of her name at
the end: “she—being with them—Dorcas.” Now
her body was there, but not —Dorcas! die Dorkas
(German). Catch the lingering tone of affection.
Luke now uses the name “Dorcas,” partly for the
sake of his own Greek reader who would know the
meaning of this Greek name, “Gazelle”; and partly, it
seems, because even in Joppa the orginal Tabitha had
been replaced by its Greek equivalent. “And their works
do follow them" is here illustrated in a peculiarly
touching manner. What will be the nature of the works
that follow you and me?

So Dorcas was a dressmaker, but instead of enriching herself by sewing only for money she enriched her

soul by sewing for love. The garments she made for the
poor she really made for the Lord, and she has had
many successors, both with the needle itself and in other ways. She had only one talent, but see how much she
made of that! Many who found themselves in her circumstances would have felt that they could do nothing;
she saw the one opportunity and avenue open for her
and made the most of that, We think that she sewed
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also for the children of these widows who were half-

orphans; these would not be presant at such a solemn
time as this.

40) The whole scene must have had a deep effect
on Peter. The garments which had passed through the
loving hands now resting from their labors spoke more
eloquently to him than the subdued and broken sobs
of the widows who wore them. But Peter, having
thrust them all outside and having kneeled down,
prayed; and having turned to the body, he said,
Tabitha, arise!
And she opened her eyes, and, on

seeing Peter, she sat up. And having given her a
hand, he raised her up; and having called the saints
and the widows, he presented her living.
What is here recorded bears some resemblance to
the procedure followed by Jesus when he raised to life
the daughter of Jairus, yet the differences predominate.
Peter kneels and prays, he permits no witnesses to
remain in the room, and he ﬁnally summons all the disciples. Peter’s miracle is thus not a duplicate of that
performed by Jesus; the resemblances are due only to

the nature of the two cases.
Why did Peter thrust them out? 'Exﬁam-iu is a strong
word, they were reluctant to leave. We have the an-

swer in Peter’s subsequent deed: he kneeled and
prayed. The Greek idiom is, “having placed the knees."
Peter wanted to be alone with the Lord. Peter did not
disregard the unspoken longing of the disciples that the

Lord show his grace by restoring Dorcas to life. But
up to this moment he had no intimation from the Lord

as to his will. In deepest humility, on his knees, he n0w

asks the Lord to reveal his will.
We need not hesitate to add that he prayed the Lord
to grant the unspoken desire of the saints, a desire that
had been kept within godly bounds and did not even
venture to utter itself in words, to say nothing of

clamoring for satisfaction.

It seemed to be one of
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those pure and holy desires which the Lord loves to
satisfy. So Peter lays the case before the Lord and in
connection with it the great cause to which this case

belonged.
Peter's action after his prayer shows that the Lord
gave him an answer, the answer on which Peter’s act
rests. It was not Peter's “sublime faith" that performed this miracle. The Lord’s sublime power
wrought it; Peter had the Lord’s word which had been
communicated to him then and there. The fact that he
believed that word is a matter of course.
When Peter turned to the body and said, “Tabitha,
arise l” there was no question as to what would happen.
Peter was not making a trial of his own faith. Peter
was acting on the Lord’s word. No apostle ever failed
when he had that word; in no case was there a halfeﬁ'ect; but, of course, in no case did an apostle act
without the Lord’s word. Peter did not say, “In the
name of Jesus arise l” but his words implied that and
nothing else.
It is incorrect to say that as a result of his prayer
Peter treated the body as though it were no longer
dead. Luke says he turned to “the body," yet he did
not address the body, which would have been folly, but
the person. But this does not offer support to the spiritualistic notion that the spirit of Tabitha hovered near
the body and thus heard Peter’s command. Why introduce our rationalizing ideas of space when it is not the
voice and the power of Peter that are at work but the
promise and the power of the almighty Lord which
work in a way that is absolutely incomprehensible to
us? The Lord made Tabitha hear; the Lord returned
her soul to her body; the Lord did this in connection
with the word he had hidden Peter to speak.
Luke describes only the outward side of what occurred. “And she opened her eyes," the eyes that but a

moment ago were broken and sealed in death.

We
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ought not to think that there was a gradual return to
life because Luke records several actions. Dorcas was
instantaneously and completely restored when Peter
spoke. No steps, no gradations followed. Life in full
energy was back in her body; the former disease which
had been active in her vital organs had disappeared;
the incipient decay that had been superinduced by death

was removed at a stroke. Dorcas was as one waking
out of deep sleep. This is what Luke has in mind, for
the ﬁrst thing an awakened sleeper does is to open his
eyes. Naturally, too, on seeing Peter standing beside
her, she sat up. For this she needed no help. Her body
was swathed in linen strips for burial, yet this did not
prevent her from assuming a sitting posture. We have
the analogy of Lazarus coming out of the tomb.
41) At this point Peter might have opened the
door and called in the waiting disciples.

He ﬁrst gave

Dorcas his hand and raised her to her feet. It seems
that her arms had not been wrapped against her body.
Lazarus, too, was able to stand in his grave wrappings
and to appear at the door of the tomb. When Dorcas
thus stood beside her bier, Peter called in “the saints
and the widows,” “saints” as in v. 13, and mi does not
add a new class but only speciﬁes “the widows” as the
ones mostly concerned. What a scene that must have
been when Peter presented Dorcas—“living”! That
is a way the inspired writers have!

They record the

most dramatic and stupendous events in a few calm
words.

They always let the immense facts speak for

themselves.
42)

And it became known throughout entire

Joppa, and many believed on the Lord.

And it came

to pass that for many days he remained in Joppa
with Simon, a tanner.

.

Luke returns to the matter of chief interest, that of
the church and its development. A miracle that was as
stupendous as this one had been could not but become
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known throughoutsthe entire city (Kan: as in v. 31).
That, too, was the Lord's intention.

We see that the

same effect was produced in Lydda (v. 35) . Many “believed on the Lord,” at, rested their conﬁdence and
trust on Jesus, on his grace and his power for salvation.
The idea is not that miracles as such work faith, but
miracles are seals of the Word and attestations of its
power and thus aid in producing faith. They are such
seals to this day, for, once afﬁxed to the Word, they remain there and need no repetition, and there is no need
of new seals as though those afﬁxed by the Lord had
lost their validity.
48) Luke likes iye'vero, “it came to pass,” a sacred
way of stating notable facts that he had learned from
the LXX. And here again the accusatlve and the inﬁnitive are the subject. The way had been opened to‘
gather a great harvest in Japps, and Peter remained
“many days" (v. 23) in order to help bring it in.
The noteworthy thing is that Peter accepted the
hospitality of “a Simon, a tanner.” The handling of'
hides made this man ceremonially unclean from the
Jewish standpoint Christian though he was. Peter disregarded these Jewish scruples and lived in this man’s
house during the entire time of his stay in Joppa. Recall that Peter and John had been with Philip in Samaria. The old Jewish legalism is dropping away;
the next chapter shows the decisive and the complete
break. At this point Rieger remarks that a tanner’s
house was provided for St. Peter, but now a castle
scarcely sufﬁces for St. Peter’s successors.

CHAPTER X
CORNELIUS:
THE RECEPTlON or GENTILE CHRISTIANS

Luke devotes so much space to the story of Cornelius because it marks a new departure in the work of
the apostles. What had been indicated by the baptism

of the Ethiopian eunuch is fully established by the
baptism of Cornelius and of his household. The eunuch
went his way, but these Gentiles in Caesarea remained
and thus formed the vanguard of the great army of

Gentiles that soon entered the church. What Peter did
in the case of Cornelius was a preparation for the entire work of Paul, who was waiting in Tarsus during

these years.
1)

Now a man in Caesarea, by name Cornelius,

a centurion from the cohort called the Italian, pious
and fearing God with all his house, doing many
almsdeecls for the people, begging of God always,
haw in a vision plainly about at the ninth hour
an angel of God come in to him and say to him,
Cornelius!

Joppa was a very ancient city, but Caesar-ea was
most recent, having been built by Herod the Great in

ten years and named in honor of the Roman Caesar.
After Herod's time it became the resident city of the
Roman governors.
Cornelius is described at length. He was a centurion in the Roman army, an ofﬁcer who commanded a
century or 100 men. He belonged to the Italian cohort
which was stationed in Caesarea at this time; thirtytwo such Italian cohorts were stationed in the different
(393)
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provinces of the empire. They were made up of Italian
volunteers and were considered the most loyal Roman
troops. A legion consisted of ten cohorts plus auxiliary
troops. Each cohort had six centuries and the same
number of centurions. No longer is Luke’s statement
challenged, that there was a cohort in Cwsarea and this
province of the empire at the time of which Luke
speaks.
It must have been late in the year 37 or early in 38
when Saul left Jerusalem and went to Tarsus via Caesarea. Peter must have gone to Lydda, Joppa, and then
Cmsarea not long after Saul had departed, namely in
the summer of 38. Herod Agrippa I, a prisoner in
Rome under Tiberius until the latter's death on March
16, 37, was appointed king over his uncle Philip’s tet.
rarchy (Luke 3:1) by the new emperor Caligula but
did not arrive in Palestine until late in the summer
of 38. Perhaps already in April, 37, Marullus was appointed procurator of Judea, and he must have had this
Italian cohort in Casarea. Not until early in 41 did
Emperor Claudius make Agrippa I king over all Palestine, which explains how he could execute James and
imprison Peter in Jerusalem. Marullus ruled as procurator. Agrippa I suffered a miserable death after
the Passover of 44, after ruling all Palestine for only a
little over three years.
2)

When Luke writes: “pious and fearing God

with all his house," the adjective marks the godly char-

acter of the man, the participle, however, brings out the
fact that he and his whole family were proselytes of the
gate. 0n the two kinds of proselytes see 2 :10 and 8 :27.
The important point that is vital for all that follows
even as far as 15 :7-11, is that Cornelius and his household were still Gentiles and were regarded as such by
all Jews, were considered as standing only at the gate
of the pale of the Jewish Church and were debarred
from passing beyond the court of the Gentiles in the
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Temple. None such had as yet come into the Christian
Church save the eunuch; those called “proselytes” in
2:10 were such in the full sense of the word and hence
were regarded as Jews.
The great question which the Lord compelled Peter
and the church to face in the person of Cornelius was
whether the way into the Christian Church was to be
only through Judaism and the synagogue or also direct
from Gentilism and paganism by faith and baptism
alone. It was exceedingly difﬁcult for many Christians
who had come into the church from Judaism to ﬁnd and
to accept the true and the God-pleasing answer to this
question. The Lord made that answer exceedingly
plain and forceful through Cornelius. That answer
had to be clear in the minds of all before the gospel
could reach out into the vast Gentile world.
From the beginning Cornelius appears “with his
whole house" around him, his family and his slaves,
and soon we note even his friends (v. 24). This was
more than just family religion; this man's faith reached
out all around him. While he was a proselyte of the
gate, we are not at all sure that as much can be said
regarding all the rest whom Peter met in his house.
Cornelius cultivated the two outstanding virtues of the
Jewish religion: he gave abundant alms and he was
diligent in prayer. The beneﬁciaries of his charity
were “the people," Ana's so often signifying the Jewish
people. He had found so much through them that he
made generous and grateful return. Luke uses Scépcm,
which takes the genitive as a designation for praying.
the verb which means “to beg of God"; in v. 4 we have
the regular word for “prayers.”
3) He was thus engaged when there came an answer to his prayers that he had not expected. “At
about the ninth hour” refers to the hour of the evening
sacriﬁce in the Temple at Jerusalem, three o’clock in
the afternoon, the hour that was used for prayer also
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by devout Jewe-who lived far from the Temple. Luke’s

am: up: is due to the non-existence of clocks and thus to
the inability to be entirely exact; moreover, according
to the season and the amount of daylight, the hours
were longer or shorter. Suddenly Cornelius saw an
angel of God; the two aorist participles are punctiliar,
not “coming in" and “saying,” but that he “came” and
“said.” We meet these visions frequently; note that of
Peter in v. 10, etc. Instead of being conﬁned to ordinary perceptions. the mind and the senses are able to
see the supernatural that the Lord intends to reveal.
Cornelius was wide awake, entirely master of his mind
and his senses, but now he saw the coming of the angel with his eyes and heard the words of the angel with
his ears and recognized the angel as the person that he
was. The direct address, “Cornelius," implied that this
heavenly messenger had a communication for him.
These visions are never mere subjective autosuggestions or the mind's own productions. The angel
was actually present, was as real as though a man stood
before Cornelius. He spoke audibly so that Cornelius
heard his voice and his words. The veil which conﬁnes
us to this natural world was withdrawn” ; Cornelius was
enabled to see and to hear this angel froin the heavenly

world. Each vision is conﬁned to deﬁnite limits and
does not extend beyond these; for it is a revelation of
the facts and truths desired by the Lord and hence does
not go beyond these. Rationalism will always either
deny them outright or will seek natural or pathological
explanations for them. Sudduceeism still continues.
4)

And he, gazing earnestly on him and be-

come trembling, said, What is it, Lord?

And he

said to him: Thy prayers and thy alms went up for
a memorial before God.
And now send men to
Joppa and summon for thyself a Simon who is sur- ‘
named Peter; he is lodging with a Simon, a tanner,
who has a house beside the sea.
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Cornelius could not do otherwise than to rivet his
eyes upon this heavenly being and could not do otherwise than to tremble at his sight. This is quite regularly the effect produced when sinful men come into
visible contact with the other world. As in v. 3, so
here, t00, the participles are historical aorists which
intend not to describe but only to register the facts: he
gazed, he became trembling. Cornelius properly addresses the angel as “lord.” In the Gospels we con-

stantly have Kﬁpws in this sense when a person is addressed as a superior. Eventually the word came to be
used as a designation'for Jesus as the divine Lord, the
Second Person of the deity. We have the two uses in
English today: “lord” (some man) and “Lord" (Jesus
as God).
When the angel tells Cornelius that his prayers and
his alms have come up “for a memorial” before God,
the phrase conveys the truth that God intends to remember these prayers and these aims, to take account

of them in his grace towards Cornelius. It should not
be necessary to say that no work-righteousness is implied but something vastly greater than any claims of
human merit.

The prayers and the alms revealed the

condition of the heart of Cornelius. They were, indeed,
good works but are here regarded like the good works
of the righteous at the time of the ﬁnal judgment when
Jesus will use them as the evidence of faith and the

absence of such good works as the evidence for the
absence of saving faith (Matt. 25 :34—46).

God was

thus judging Cornelius by these works of his.
The expression that these works have come up as a
memorial before God is anthropomorphitic and speaks
of God as a great king who made a permanent record
and now proceeds to reward Cornelius. We now see
why Luke used the participle “begging" as a designation for the praying of Cornelius (v.2). Cornelius did
more than merely to use the ofﬁce of Jewish prayer; he
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begged God to enlighten his heart, to fulﬁll the great
Messianic promises, to grant him a share in those
promises. These were the petitions that were now to
receive a notable answer. That, of course, was wonderful grace for Cornelius personally. But our view must
not be too narrow. Others, as devout as Cornelius, receivedno angelic message, no miraculous answer. God
was using Cornelius for a far higher purpose, namely
to open the door of the church to all the Gentiles. For
this he chose Cornelius; he might have chosen another.
God manages his own affairs in his own superior and
most perfect way. It is not necessary to make dve'ﬁ'qcmv
a timeless aorist (R., W. P.) when it is plainly the English perfect “have come up,” an ordinary recent past
act.
5) Although God sends an angel to Cornelius, that
angel is not to preach the gospel to him. Again, as in
the case of Philip, God honors the ministry he has
established. Angels may help to connect men with
God's appointed preachers, they are never allowed to
do more. So Cornelius is told just what to do to get
Simon. Peter. Note the middle imperative, “summon
for thyself," which indicates that Peter would have a
message for Cornelius.
6) The two Simons are carefully distinguished,
each with the indeﬁnite pronoun that is equal to our
indeﬁnite article: “a Simon." The passive em’cem = he
is received as a te’m or guest, i. e., “he lodges." The
fact that Peter's host is a tanner is again mentioned
but apparently only in order to identify him, and for

the same reason the detail is added that he has a house
(“for him is," idiom) along by the sea (no article is
needed in the Greek). Tanneries required much water,
and Simon seems to have done his tanning where he
lived. There is here no idea of ceremonial uncleanness
as a motive why Cornelius should not be afraid of sending for Peter.
'

Acts 10:7, 8

399

7) And when the angel who was speaking to
him went away, having called two of the houseservants and a pious soldier of those holding to him
and having recounted to them everything, he conimissioned them to Joppa.
We here learn more about Cornelius. He, of course,
at once acted on the word of the angel. The fact that he
had anumber of oixc’m (a mild term for slaves who
were used as house servants) is not surprising considering his station. The soldiers, of course, were under
his command; but we see that-he selects one “of those
holding to him” who is called “pious," the very adjective that was applied to Cornelius himself in v. 2. See
the participle rpoaxapfepoﬁvrec in 1:14; 2:42; 6:4 (these
with neuter objects), and in 8:13 (with Philip as the
object). A number of soldiers held to their commander
because of his religious convictions which they shared.
The idea that these soldiers were merely attendants
of their commander does not satisfy the expression,
another word would be used to express that thought.
It is only a guess to say that the soldier was sent along
to protect the two slaves — they needed no protection,
for no danger threatened them on the road. These
three men were selected because they were spiritually
closest to Cornelius. Their respective stations did not
matter; as for that, all three messengers might have
been slaves or soldiers. The point is that we here have
a Roman ofﬁcer who shared his religion with those who
were far beneath him. Military oﬁicers usually act
very superior to those beneath them; their ofﬁcial pride
makes them aloof. The more noteworthy is what we
note in this centurion of the elite Italian cohort.
8) We see why these particular men were selected.
Cornelius “recounted everything to them," took them
completely into his conﬁdence. They were not given a
mere formal order to summon Peter but were told all
about the angelic vision. This most sacred and intimate
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matter Cornelius shared with these men; they had to
be men of a type in whose case such a thing was possible All these points are of great value and help us
to understand why Luke goes into such detail.
9) Now on the next day, while they were travelling and drawing near to the city, Peter went up
on the housetop to {pray at about the sixth hour;
and he became quite hungry and was desiring to
taste something.

But while they were making ready,

there came over him an ecstasy, and he beholds the
heaven having been opened and coming down a kind
of receptacle like a great linen sheet being let down
by four corners to the earth, in which there were all
the four-footed and creeping things of the earth and
ﬂying things of the heaven.

And there came a voice

to him, Having arisen, Peter, slay and eat!
But
Peter said, By no means, Lord, because never did I
eat anything common and unclean. And again a
voice a second time to him, What God made clean,
do thou stop making common!
Moreover, this occurred three times; and immediately the receptacle
was received up into heaven.
The two genitive absolutes picture the three messengers on the way and drawing near to the city.
About this time, at noon, one of the regular Jewish

hours for prayer, Peter retires to the housetop where
all is quiet in order to pray. The aorist indicates that
he was offering deﬁnite prayers and not merely praying
in general, which would require the present inﬁnitive.
As the Lord prepared Ananias for Saul and Saul for
Ananias (9:10-12), so, after preparing Cornelius, he
now prepares Peter. The 86m. is simply the ﬂat housetop and not the upper room built on the housetop, to
designate which Luke would have used the regular
word as he does elsewhere. It appears as though this
tanner was too poor to have such an upper room in his

house.

Yet we must not imagine that Peter was out
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on the open roof under the noonday sun. When travelling through Syria and Palestine we saw many smaller
houses with booths on their roofs. Some shelter similar to this may have been used by Peter.
The messengers had made good time. Starting after
three in the afternoon, they were now; at noon of the
next day, entering Joppa. They had covered the distance of 250 stadia or 24 miles by traveling even at

night. They traveled on foot as a matter of course.
10) It may have been due to fasting. At any rate,
Peter became “quite hungry,” xpée in the adjective denoting addition: “very hungry." This adjective, as
M.-M. 550 remark, is one of the diminishing number

of New Testament words of which it must be said, “Not
found elsewhere.” The imperfect ﬁom describes Pe-

ter's desire to eat; Luke uses ycﬁaaaom, the active of
which means, “to make taste,” and the middle thus, “to

taste for oneself." Peter longed for the taste of food.
R., W. P., ingeniously suggests that Peter perhaps

smelled the food being prepared below in the house.
At least Luke informs us that the folks were getting a
meal ready. This seems to have been a delayed iplarov
which was usually eaten at ten o'clock and was not

the Seiwov, the main meal which was eaten toward
evening.

Then came the Ema-am which Luke describes in detail. The word describes a condition when the mind and
the senses are lifted out of their natural surroundings
and functions and are enabled to receive supernatural
impressions and revelations by means of visions or
other divine modes of communication.
Compare Delitzsch, Biblische Psychologie, 285. A case in point is

that of Stephen, 7 :55, 56. The Spapa. of Cornelius refers
to the same thing although it is named according to
what he actually saw, while Emmet; names the condition
in which the person is when he sees, hears, etc. Such a
vision and ecstasy is divinely wrought and has nothing
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to do with morbid states which are self-induced such as

spiritualistic trances.
11) In describing the vision Luke employs the
vivid present, “he beholds.”

Peter's eyes saw the

heaven standing open (the perfect participle with present connotation), and out of its superearthly radiance
“coming down” minis n, “a kind of receptacle," which
is described as a great 606w, or linen sheet that was
being gradually let down to the earth by four corners.
12) Luke continues: “in which there were," etc.
We take it that the great sheet came to rest in front of

Peter so that its contents were clearly visible to him
and were within his reach: “all the four-footed and
creeping things of the earth," ﬁrst the neuter adjectiVe
and next the neuter noun, ”and ﬂying things of the

heaven,” another neuter adjective. The reason "the
things swimming in the waters" are not included is
because all the creatures were alive, and ﬁsh would not
be alive in a sheet and out of the water. We need not
translate, “all manner of," for the sense is plain without
an interpretative rendering.

The point of emphasis

lies in this mivra which includes creatures that were regarded as “unclean” as well as those that were regarded
as “clean" by the Mosaic law. Here all of them were
together in the same pure, clean, white linen sheet, all
alike let down by invisible hands from the open heaven
and thus from God himself.
13) Then came a voice, evidently out of heaven,
we assume an angel's voice, which bade Peter slay and
eat.

The circumstantial di'aa'rds illustrates what we said

on the use of this participle in 9:18.

Note that 06“.

means, “to make go up in smoke" and thus, “to kill as a
sacriﬁce to God,” ﬁnally merely, “to slaughter or
slay.” It is God himself, then, who here abrogates the

old Mosaic commands regarding clean and unclean animals and foods, and this is an illustration of the abrogation of all the Mosaic regulations regarding clean-
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ness and uncleanness — a far-reaching command,
indeed.
14) But here Peter reveals himself as the same
character that is presented to us in John 13:8, where he
refused to let Jesus wash his feet. So here he, too,
refuses: “By no means, Lord! Because never yet did
I eat anything common and unclean.” To get the force
of this answer note that unSapéc, because of its In}. expresses Peters thought: “In no way let it be" with the
optative of wish «'7, or with the imperative to the same
effect Euro»; while amino" with its at states the negative
fact: "never did I eat." If Peter had said obtapéc, the
refusal would have been far more blunt: “In no way
will I do it." Peter's is not a mild protest, nor is it a
downright refusal; it is a shocked declining of the very
idea. Why he is shocked he states with an, because
during all his life he never ate a thing xomiv, this to be
understood as éxéoap-rov, “common” in the sense of “unclean," prohibited in the Mosaic regulations regarding
food. The force of the reply is: “Goodness, Lord, do
not ask me to do that !" Compare Lev. 11; Deut. 14.
The Greek construes the negative particle at in oi:8¢'1ror¢
with the verb: “did not ever eat"; we combine it with
the object: “I ate nothing ever." While it is like the
Hebrew lo — hot, it is common in the Koine. R. 752.
This reaction of Peter’s is most noteworthy as revealing to us the deep hold the old Jewish regulations
about ceremonial cleanness had even upon the apostles,
and how much was necessary to break this hold and to
open the door of the church to the ceremonially unclean
Gentiles. The Lord himself had to intervene as be here
did in order to bring about the break that simply had
to be made. It was revolutionary in the highest degree
even for the apostles. Even they needed much time to
recognize that all the ceremonial laws were only tem-

porary, intended only for the old covenant, in force
only until the Messiah should come, and not the divine
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will for all time. Peter answers the Lord because he
knew that this was his command although an angel had
uttered it.
15)‘ The answer Peter receives is stunning and
given in a tone of mighty warning. It is the same voice
that replies although Luke again writes only “a voice”;
“again a second time" is pleonastic, and the phrase with
in is idiomatic. In negative commands with the present
imperative an action already begun is ordered to stop,
i. e., not to continue, R. 851, etc. So here: “Stop making common!" “What God made clean,” God himself,
actually made clean (aorist), refers, not to some pres-

ent act, but to his act in abrogating all the Mosaic regulations through Christ who by his death and his resurrection fulﬁlled the promises of the old covenant and
thus established the new; hence also the aorist, “did
make clean.”
All the old Mosaic regulations were to make Israel
a separate people and prevent their intermingling with
the pagans who surrounded them. They all served to
preserve Israel and its treasured promises lest these
latter be dissipated and lost. This was done, of course,
in the interest of Israel but equally in the interest of
the Gentile world, for the preservation was made for
the sake of the human race. After the fulﬁllment had
been wrought through Christ, its blessings were to go

out to all nations. Israel’s separation had served its
purpose. The veil in the Temple was rent. “The middle wall of partition” had been broken down, Eph.
2:14; now there was “neither Jew nor Greek,” Gal.
3:28; the old had decayed and vanished, the new had
come in Christ, Heb. 8:13. A test was made in the
matter of meats in the case of hungry Peter. He was
warned to stop contradicting God by making unclean
and unholy what God had relieved of this stigma and
had thus cleansed. It sounds like an angel’s word,
for he is speaking of what God has done.
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16) This occurred three times, and then the
great sheet was suddenly received up into heaven. Did
Peter refuse a second and even a third time after that
ﬁrst forceful warning? It seems so. Here there is
shown the patience of the Lord in giving us time to
adjust ourselves to the truth. Three questions were
put to Peter in John 21:15, etc.; three prayers were
uttered in Gethsemane; three‘times Paul besought the
Lord to remove the thorn in his ﬂesh, II Cor. 12 :8. We
often note threefold repetitions. Ordinary emphasis is
attained by one repetition; the double repetition intensiﬁes still more.
17) Now, while Peter was greatly perplexed
in himself as to what the vision he saw might mean,
the men that had been sent by Cornelius, having
inquired through for the house of Simon, stood at
the portal and, having called out, were trying to
learn whether Simon, called Peter, was lodging
there. Now, Peter continuing to reﬂect concerning
the vision, the Spirit said to him; Lo, three men are
seeking thee. Now, then, having arisen, go down
and he going with them in no respect doubting, because I myself have sent them.

After the vision had ended, the imperfect compound
with 8d describes Peter as sitting there on the housetop
“thoroughly perplexed.” The idea is not that he did

not understand the vision itself, namely as far as unclean animals were concerned; that was too obvious.
Peter realized that the vision meant much more; “what
it might be,” i. e., it had him thoroughly unsettled. The
indirect question with the optative and iv is the apodosis of a condition of potentiality and is retained unchanged from the direct question, the protasis, of
course, being understood: “What might this be if it
were explained?" What bearing did it have? What
application should Peter make of this warning not to
make common what God had cleansed?
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The answer was to be found at the portal that led
into the courtyard of the house. There were the men
that had been commissioned (perfect participle: now
acting on their commission) by Cornelius. The aorist
participle states that they had succeeded in inquiring

their way through (M) to Simon’s house which was
along the seashore. Again we-note that Simon could
not have lived in a pretentious house. The portal was
probably a passageway that led through the building
itself into the inner yard.
18) Here they had called aloud until someone
came and opened the doors, and at the moment they
were trying to learn (the imperfect, although some

texts have the aorist) whether the Simon who had the
additional name Peter was lodging there.
19) Leaving them in that act, Luke takes us back
to Peter who, in the genitive absolute, is pictured as
still being engaged in reﬂection concerning the vision,
i. e., concerning its import, the double compound (a
hapaxlegomenon) signifying that his mind was going
through and through (Sui) and stopping in (iv) what he
had seen in order to discover its full meaning. In the
midst of this effort “the Spirit spoke to him” in the
same way that Peter had often experienced, especially
when he was directed to perform this or that miracle.
The words of the Spirit are actually stated in this
case. Peter is not left to draw timid conclusions from
the vision; the matter is so important in every way that
the Spirit himself proceeds to show Peter the full hearing of the vision. “Lo, three men are seeking thee !”
excludes the implication that Peter heard the men calling in the street below and overheard even his own
name in the inquiry they made. No, this is the ﬁrst
information granted him. But so much is plain: the
coming of these men is not accidental, their coming at
just this moment is somehow connected with the vision
and its real import. Some texts read “two," a few omit
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the numeral. These are variations that may be disregarded.
20) The claim that and has an adversative force
in all connections is naturally also made in the present
instance, but this claim can be upheld only by inserting
an adversative idea that Luke fails to indicate: “Three
men are seeking thee; but (donot let yourself be sought
and do not hesitate any longer, on the contrary), hav-

ing arisen, go down 2" But Peter had not been hesitating, had not been letting himself be sought; there is
no "but" and “on the contrary,” R’s doubt in W. P. is
groundless. This is the copulative ma which is described in R. 1185, etc.; it is continuative and adds an
accessory idea and is to be translated “yea” or “now
then.” Peter’s arising and going down now that he
knows that these men are seeking him is to follow as a
matter of course. Note another dvawds‘ (v. 13; 9:18),
here it means as much as “hurry” and go down.
But he is to do more: he is not merely to go and to
ﬁnd out what they want, he is to accede to their request,
to be going with them, and to do this by dismissing any
misgivings on his part. The Sprwdpcvoe is in Peter’s
mind and not in his conduct (R., W. P.), and ”86v is
adverbial, “as to not a thing." It is very well to tell
one not to waver in his own mind, to let nothing make
him judge for himself now this way and now that way
(Sui, note also the, middle voice); it is quite another
thing to get a man’s mind to the point where he will

actually not do that. This other thing the Spirit accomplished with one simple stroke: “because I myself
(emphatic c‘yo'.) have sent them" (so thatthey are now
here).
Here is the counterpart to “God" in v. 15: if God
cleansed, Peter ought to be satisﬁed; if the Spirit said
to go with these men, Peter ought to drop any misgiv-

ings about going. When we have God’s authority, any
scruples on our part insult God. Oh God's authority
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we must act even if we do not fully understand all that
he commands or promiSes. Too often our trouble is
that we invent his authority for what he does not want
us to do; and when we do what he disapproves we refer
it to him as having demanded it.
21) And having gone down, Peter said to the
men: Lo, I am the one whom you are seeking!
What is the reason on account of which you are
here? And they said: Cornelius, a centurion, a
man righteous and fearing God, also attested by the
whole nation of the Jews was directed by a holy
angel to summon thee for himself to his house and
to hear utterances from thee. Accordingly, having
called them in, he lodged them.
Peter now acts with perfect assurance. He introduces himself as the man they are seeking and, of
course, is anxious to know the azn’a, here “the reason"
for which they are here. The Spirit had intimated
nothing in regard to that point; all that was accomplished was to make the connection between Cornelius
and Peter on the basis of Peter’s vision, All else would
follow in natural order step by step.
22) The men related their errand briefly. They
introduce Cornelius fully so that Peter may exactly understand with whom he is dealing. What we know
from v. 1, 2 is ampliﬁed.

Now we have Sham, “right-

eous,” which is often disposed of with the remark that

Cornelius observed the Jewish regulations. But he was
not circumcised, he did not live kosher—a point of
special importance in regard to Peter’s visit at his
house —he was not a full-ﬂedged proselyte. This explanation of “righteous” will not do. The term is
always forensic, it is exactly like the Hebrew tzaddiq
and is well deﬁned by C.-K. 309: he who is able to stand

before God, whom God justiﬁes, the Coda-fearing man.
In this case the judge is God and not men, for they are
spoken of separately. After adding the connection
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with the synagogue the messengers state that Cornelius
is “attested by the whole nation of the Jews," meaning, of course, the entire body of Jews in Caesarea; “of
good report” (A. V.), “well reported of" (R. V.) gives
only the general sense of the participle.
This is the man who “was directed by a holy angel”
to summon Peter. The verb means that he received a
communication, and “by an angel” implies that God
sent this word; there is no idea of “warning” as in our
versions.

The implication is only that Cornelius re-

ceived directions in answer to petitions he had made.
He was to summon Peter “to his house"—an important point; Peter is to enter this Gentile’s house. Now,
no strict Jew would think of doing such a thing because
of the deﬁlement involved. Here Peter began to see the
real import of his vision. Peter is to lodge with this
Gentile, to eat of his non-kosher food, etc. So all of
this was contained in the vision of those many unclean
animals and birds. And the Spirit had told him not to
waver in regard to anything.

This summons is to the

effect that Cornelius may hear utterances from Peter,
i. e., whatever the Spirit may give him to utter to a
man such as this.

In other words, here God was not

only opening the door to the Gentiles for Peter but literally thrusting Peter in; he, too, was receiving directions from God and could not but comply.
23) The men had a long, hard trip behind them
and, Gentiles though they were, Peter invited them into
the house and lodged them for that day and the night,
his own host. also welcoming these guests. Yes, Peter
had a great deal more than food to digest when, hungry
as he was (v. 10), the meal that was in preparation
(v. 10) was now served to him and to these three unexpected Gentile guests.
Now on the mom-ow, having arisen (circumstan—
tial as in 9:18; 10:13, 20), he went out with them,

and some of the brethren from Joppa went aibng
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with him.
Caesarea.

And on the marrow they went into

The journey was begun the next morning, and six

brethren from Joppa Went along (11:12), which made
a party of ten. We cannot say that Peter was fortifying himself with witnesses, for these men saw only

what happened in Caesarea after Peter had gotten there,
and the important matters, the vision of Cornelius and
that of Peter, were beyond their direct ken. The brethren went along because of their interest in what was

transpiring.
24) They traveled all day. put up for the night,
and arrived in Cesarea the following day (see v. 30).
We take it that everything had been planned in advance
by Corneliusso that he knew just when his messengers

and Peter would arrive. ’
And Cornelius was expecting them, having called
together his relatives and close friends.

If Peter

had not been found or had not accompanied them, the
messengers would probably have traveled all night and
would thus have arrived that night. After the night
had passed and they had not arrived, Cornelius was in
high expectation and knew approximately when his
men would return and bring Peter with them. So he
summoned all his relatives and also his close friends.

All these were alike in their faith, all had been informed
in regard to what Cornelius had done, all were anxious
to hear what message Peter would bring them.

The

congregation is assembled and is waiting eagerly for
the preacher. One cannot but admire this Roman oﬂicer. He is the leader of this ﬂock; many of them owed
their faith to him and to his inﬂuence. Only one man
is needed to start a congregation if he is at all the man
he ought to be. We should like to have some details
about these relatives and these friends. But that is
the way with us, we always want to know more than

is related.

Acts 10:25
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25) At this point Codex Bezae and a few other
codices read: "Now Peter coming near to Cesarea, one
of the slaves, having run forward, made clear that he
had come; but Cornelius, having jumped forth and" —then continuing as in our text: “having met him, on
having fallen down,” etc. In spite of the fact that, according to v. 24, the travelers are already in the city
while this reading still has them drawing near to it,
Zahn regards this reading seriously. What follows
also contradicts such a view. But Zahn maintains his
hypothesis that Luke issued Acts in two editions, the
ﬁrst being represented in Codex Bezae. The many
changes, additions, etc., in this ﬁrst edition (see our
introduction to Acts) receive considerable attention in
Zahn’s commentary but deserve little notice and most
likely represent some ambitious scribe’s effort to improve Luke’s original.
Now, when it came to pass that Peter came in,

having met him, Cornelius, on having fallen at his
feet, did oheisance. But Peter raised him up, saying,
Rise up; I myself also am a man!
Not on the street of the city or on the road to the
city did this meeting occur (Zahn supposes the latter)
but, as Luke here states, when Peter went in, namely
into the house of Cornelius. Then, as was proper for
the head of the house, Cornelius met Peter in what we
may call his reception room. Note that we have three

(iododv: in v. 24 they go into Caesarea; in v. 25 Peter
goes into the house of Cornelius; in v. 27 Peter and his
host go into the room where the assembly is waiting for
them. All this follows in proper sequence, but Codex
Bezae alters it in order to introduce its addition in regard to the slave's running in and Cornelius' leaping up
and running out of the city, etc.
The construction iyémo with the subject m3 dc'nwciv
n‘u- nérpov was rather difﬁcult for the older grammarians. Winer calls it a construction that drives the in-
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ﬁnitive with roll beyond all bounds and shakes his head
at a man like Luke for using it. Meyer speaks of the
impossibility of explaining this use of the inﬁnitive in a

rational manner and calls it a lone instance of a linguistic Fehlgriﬂ'. But such views are a thing of the
past. B.-D. ﬁnds that we may be added pleonastically
to nearly any inﬁnitive but that a an sentence cannot be
converted into such an inﬁnitive, this being possible
only with regard to {ya and 507: clauses. So one breathes
easier. R.. 1067, etc., regards this inﬁnitive with m“:
which is used as a subject as a Hebraism and ﬁnds

examples in the LXX and elsewhere. Other explanations may be disregarded. Compare Luke 17:1, and I
Cor. 16:4. The genitive force of ma has been lost.
Cornelius falls at the feet of Peter and thus makes
obeisance to him as to a supernatural messenger sent
to him from God. This is the ﬁrst time Peter had such
an experience. The translation of our versions, “worshipped him,” is misleading unless we remember the inferior sense of this verb in many connections, even as
“your worship” is only a title of honor for magistrates,
etc. Cornelius was not paying divine honor to Peter but

was going beyond the limit that a minister of God or
even an angel can accept, Rev. 19:10, etc.; 22:8, etc.

This act of Cornelius’ does all credit to his humble and
willing spirit; but Peter’s refusal to accept such an
honor does equal credit to him. In great St. Peter’s in
Rome they still kiss the big toe of the bronze statue of
St. Peter; the writer saw a woman and her baby in the
act. and if the guide, a learned Italian professor, may be
believed, that bronze toe is kissed away and has to be
renewed about every so often. Peter ought to visit St.
Peter’s.
26)

Peter promptly raised Cornelius with the per-

emptory aorist imperative, “Rise up !" and added that
he himself was only a man, Ji'oponros, a human being.

Let all dignitaries in church and in state remember

Acts 10 :27—29
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that. Orientals are far more demonstrative by bowing
down their faces to the earth than we Occidentals are.
This discounts the obeisance on the part of Cornelius
but yet leaves it too strong for Peter.
27)

And conversing with him, he went in and

ﬁnds many having come together and said to them:
You on your part understand how unlawful it is for

a man, a Jew, to he in close contact with or to be
visiting with one of another nation. And yet to me
God showed to declare no man common or unclean;
wherefore also without gainsaying I came on being
summoned. Accordingly, I ask for what reason you
summoned me.
A beautiful picture: Peter and Cornelius in conversation as they enter the larger room where the
whole company sat as an audience. Luke uses the historical (aoristic) present: Peter “ﬁnds many having
come together.” So many that it surprised him. The
messengers "had not told him that, and Cornelius had
probably just mentioned the fact that others were in
the room into which he led Peter.

28, 29) In a simple but very direct fashion Peter
explains his presence in the house of a Gentile, in contact with this Gentile audience. Note the pivotal
points: you know —- yet to me God showed — wherefore I came —— accordingly I ask.

Since all Peter's

hearers know that it is «minnow for any man who is a
Jew (the second noun is predicative to the ﬁrst) to
maintain close association with one of another nation,
i. e.. a non-Jew, or even to be going to him, i. e., keep

visiting him, they will naturally want to» know how
Peter, a Jew, can enter among them for an association
that because of its nature must be close, in fact, very
close. From the Jewish standpoint such conduct would,

indeed, be entirely contrary to law and custom. The
“moon, “to glue oneself to,” refers to close association, and wpocc'pxw’ﬂat, going to someone, both being du-
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rative. to making a practice of such actions, the second
being less serious than the ﬁrst. The Mosaic law had
no speciﬁc prohibition to this effect, but the entire law
with all its regulations had such a prohibition as a result. The man who acted otherwise was going contrary,
not to one item of the law, but to the law in its entirety.
This was thoroughly understood in Judaism, and Peter
takes it for granted that these Gentiles, too, know all
about it.
Exceptions are sometimes cited, but King Izates,
mentioned in Josephus, Ant. 20, 2, 4, etc., is not a true

exception, nor are the other cases of making Jewish
proselytes. The assumption that the rule of strict separation did not apply to proselytes of the gate, hence
not to Cornelius, is mistaken. Why does Peter then
speak as he does? Only proselytes of righteousness (of
the Sanctuary) were considered the equals of Jews, and
the rabbis often spoke very slightingly even of these, as
when they were called stout scabies Israeli. The rule of
exclusiveness here stated by Peter was not merely a
piece of Pharisaic rigorousness, it was the general rule
of Judaism. And the rule itself was general and not to
be reduced to the regulation that no Jew was to go to
Gentiles of his own accord, which would excuse Peter
who had been summoned. Peter says to this assembly:
“You know what the law is for Jews in this matter. and
you see me here in this house and in your company in
direct contravention of this law."
Peter confesses that he would never voluntarily have
gone contrary to that ﬁxed principle of Judaism, Christian though he now was. It was God who showed him
(in the vision) to declare no man common or unclean
in the Jewish sense. 0n the two adjectives see v. 14,
15, and note that Peter is practically quoting and therefore used prﬁe'va and not own. Kn: is copulative and yet
connects adversative clauses;- we do not use “and” in
that way and hence translate “and ye .” The Greek

Acts 10:29, 80
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mind was nimble enough not to need more than m'.
which explains what we may call its idiomatic use. “To
me," Peter says, God showed; hence without demurring, I came on being summoned. Peter is acting on
divine orders; he himself has them apart from what
God had communicated to Cornelius. Since these things
are now clear, Peter asks for what reason he was summoned, My” being used in the sense of “reason” and
not of “intent.”
30) And Cornelius said: Four days ago, until
this hour I was praying, the ninth hour. in my house;
and lo, a man stood before me in brilliant apparel
and says: Cornelius, thy prayer was heard and thy
aims were remembered before God. Send, therefore, to Joppa and call unto thee Simon who is also
called Peter; he is lodging in Simon's, the tanner’s,
house by the sea. Forthwith, therefore, i sent for
thee; and thou on thy part didst well in having come.
Now, therefore, we all on our part are here present
before God to hear all things, that have been commanded to thee by the Lord.
The sum of what Peter and Cornelius state before
the assembled company is that God himself has arranged this meeting for them. God himself was here
opening the door of his church to the entire Gentile
world wholly apart from Judaism and the synagogue.
That is the feature of the history that Luke here sees
and leads his reader to see. This is something that by
far transcends Cornelius and Peter, something that
must be understood in that light. The phrase with dad
is idiomatic and is similar to the use of ex; the Greek
always counts forward from the remoter end to himself, we do the reverse. “From the fourth day" =
starting at that point. On that day Cornelius was
praying “up to this hour" of the day, the time of day
that it was now when he was speaking; and by “this
hour" he means “the ninth" (v. 3), three o’clock in the
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afternoon. R. 471 notes that in ﬂéxpt raiirm n); ﬁpac we
have point of time which is then explained as denoting
the entire “ninth hour" by the accusative 61v twdmy
(épav) ; this, hOWever, is not the object of the participle
(“keeping the ninth hour of prayer," R. V.) but merely
denotes extent of time: praying that long. Fasting
(A. V.) is not in the accepted text. “In my house"
means in private devotion, all alone, and not in the local
synagogue.
31) Cornelius describes the angel who suddenly
stood before him as “a man," which agrees with all the
other passages that mention angels, Mark 16:5, “a
young man," Luke 24:4, “two men," etc.

Although

the angels are sexless, they never appear in the form of
a woman or of a child (cherubs) but in a form that
symbolizes power and authority, a point that ought to
be noted when angels are portrayed in church decorations. So also the “brilliant apparel," pure white as is
sometimes noted, shining with superearthly radiance,
symbolizes holiness. Cornelius retells what the angel
had said about his prayer and his aims in v. 4.
32) Then he repeats the order he had received to
call Peter from the tanner’s house in Joppa. Here the
point must not be overlooked that Peter is to come to
this Gentile’s house. He was already at a tanner’s
house, at the home of a man who was considered unclean from the Jewish standpoint because he handled
hides; he is to go much farther: the one step was to
lead to the next, to the one that was really important
for the spread of the gospel.
33) Cornelius complied with the angel's orders
very promptly and expresses his happiness that Peter,
too, came so readily.

R., W. P., calls KaAﬁs rarely a reg-

ular formula for expressing thanks (Phil. 4 :14; 11 Pet.
1:19; III John 6), the participle neatly bringing out
the act for which thanks are extended. The sense is:
“We certainly thank thee for having come." And now,

Acts 10:33, 84
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in a ﬁne conclusion Cornelius adds: “Here we all are
to hear what thou hast to tell us !” Every word and
every turn of expression is important.

.

“Now" the great moment has come to which all
these supernatural communications have led. “We all
on our part are present here” (note ﬂapd), eager and
anxious, dxof'aat, aorist, to hear effectively and thus

hearing to obey.

“In the presence of God" with his

eyes resting upon us voices the faith that all these
Gentiles had received in their hearts because of their
connection with the synagogue. Cornelius indicates his
military training when he says, “All things that have
been commanded thee by the Lord,” the perfect participle implying that they stand as the Lord’s permanent
orders. As military orders, especialy those of the commander-in-chief, are obeyed without question, so Cornelius and all those present intend to obey what the

Lord (here referring to God) will communicate to
them through Peter.
This is, indeed, a model congregation, model in its
attitude toward God, toward his Word, and toward his
minister. Here there is true willingness to receive,
believe, and obey. Here there is no “if" or “but”; they
will accept “all things.” Why? They come from the
Lord God. Here there is implicit faith, which, however, rests, as it must, on the explicit. They do not as
yet know what Peter will say but they do know that
what he will say comes from God, and so they are willing to believe.
When this example is held up to our congregations,
let it net be overlooked that our congregations must
have the same assurance regarding their preachers,
that what they say is, indeed, “all that has been commanded to them by the Lord." For with this expression
Cornelius paints the model preacher.
34)

And having opened his mouth (the sonar-

ous formula for proceeding to an important address),
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Peter said: Of a truth I am comprehending that God
is not a respecter of persons, but in every nation the
one fearing him and working righteousness is acceptable to him. The Word which he sent to the sons
of Israel, proclaiming as good news peace through
Jesus Christ, this is Lord of all.
Luke ﬁrst mentions two preliminary statements
that are parallel to each other and decisive for all that
follows, one about God and one about his gospel Word.

Peter cOnfesses that “of a truth,” literally, “on the basis
of reality,” he is comprehending (simple progressive
present), grasping more and more that God is not a respecter of persons, partial to the Jew merely because
he is a Jew, unfair to the Gentile just because he is a
Gentile. upoamoawipnqc occurs only here and in Chrysostom, but its cognates are used; it refers to a judge
who looks at a man’s face and renders a verdict, not in
accord with the merits of the case, but according as he
likes or dislikes the man. The notion of bribery does
not lie in the word.
85) In reality God does the contrary (W) : “in
every nation” he accepts only those who fear him and
work righteousness. Jew and Gentile who fail to do so
he rejects. God is a just Judge. This is the fear of
which both Testaments speak constantly, the mark of
godly men, the fear of reverence, faith, obedience. And
a 6:6: is the true God who reveals himself in the Scriptures and not God as some imagine him according to
the formula:
Jud’, Heid’ and Hottentott,
Wir glauben all’ an einen Gott.
Both “God" and this “fearing" are definitely revealed in the Word, and neither term is to be determined by men. A wrong conception of God involves a
wrong conception of what fearing God means; and vice
versa. No greater insult can be offered to God than to

Acts 10:35
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disregard his Word concerning himself and our relation to him. -In no way does Peter say or imply that a
pagan who is serious about what he is pleased to call
god is accepted by God.
The ﬁrst participial designation would sufﬁce, but
a second is added in order to make the matter still
clearer. Both participles are present, durative, qualitative, substantivized by the article. We have both
6 «016v and 6 épyatéluvoc Smawmivnv With no difference in
sense; they are allied to similar expressions such as
“pursuing righteousness, faith, love." Thus an attitude of life is referred to, one that is bent on securing “righteousness,” a quality of soul and of life that
God's verdict approves.
This is far more than doing single deeds and something totally different from doing deeds that men in
their verdict are pleased to judge as righteous. See
C.-K. 315. The sinner does righteousness when he
repents, and a mark of this condition of righteousness
is daily contrition and repentance. The contrite sinner
does righteousness when he believes and accepts God’s
pardon in Christ Jesus, and the mark of this condition
of righteousness is faith daily renewed. The believer
does righteousness when by faith he runs the way of
God’s commandments, follows in the footsteps of Jesus,
bows to the ﬁrst table of the law and then also to the
second.
Doing righteousness is not the simple matter that

some make it. Let them look at Cornelius! If his honest pagan convictions had been sufﬁcient, why did he

seek the synagogue? If the synagogue had been
enough, why was Peter here? A few moral rules of
life apart from the Triune God, without Jesus, the
Redeemer, are a travesty on Peter's words and will
bring tragedy to their advocates. The verbal adjective

sméc. “one received,” refers to God's judgment.
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36) As Peter’s view is broadening in its true com.
prehension of God, so also is it in its true comprehension of God’s gospel Word. No man can fear God and
work righteousness and be accepted by God without the
gospel, that gospel as a promise of the Messiah in the
old covenant and as fulﬁllment in Jesus in the new.
Peter says that God commissioned this Word, sent it
with a message (drier-(dc) to the sons of Israel, “sons”
(not “children," our versions). The connotation in
“sons” is valuable: these were the legal heirs of Israel
who inherited his position and prerogatives in the covenant (see the term in 5:21; 7 :23, 37; 9:15; it always
has the same high connotation). Not because they
were “children” and dear to Israel (u'xva) but because
they were the "sons" and heirs of Israel (vioi) did God
send his great gospel of Christ to the Jews, and being

“sons," they had the high and holy obligation to be like
their father Israel in faith.
When he describes this Word and its contents, Peter
says of it: “proclaiming as good news peace through

Jesus Christ."

This is the a'priw], Hebrew shalom, of

which Jesus Christ, in his person and his ofﬁce combined (see 2 :38), is the Mediator (Sui) . He purchased
and won this “peace,” the fruit of his salvation, and
bestows it by proclaiming the good news of it, which
nhyyditcaOm of the Word awakens and is intended for
faith. Since it is here used in connection with “the
Word" and the verb “gospelizing,” “peace” must refer
to the saving peace of salvation for sinners when God
accepts the sinner for Christ’s sake and remits all his
sins.

This mighty statement should not be toned down

by introducing peace between Jew and Gentile, between
nation and nation, man and man.
With the resumptive ol'mn Peter declares, “This
(i. e., Word) is Lord of all" (i. e., of all men), namely
of Jew and Gentile alike. It and it alone is the divine
Ruler of men; it alone directs, guides, blesses them.

Acts 10:86. 37
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The emphasis is strongly on this last predicate “Lord
of all" which includes also the Gentile world. As Christ
is our saving, beneﬁcent Lord, so is his gospel which
brings him to us. It is “the gospel of peace" (Eph.

6:15) , of peace with God, and rules our hearts in such
a way that we enjoy the fulness of this peace. What a
glorious thought: all men under this one Lord, the

Word which proclaims peace! A few of the fathers
thought that “Word” signiﬁed the Logos as sent to the
sons of Israel, but that would illy ﬁt the context.
Our versions with their parenthesis and their labored construction of this and the following verse, and
still more the grammars with their efforts at construing these verses which lead them even to amend the
assured reading of the text, exhibit the confusion that

has resulted from failure to understand what Peter
says. B.-D. 162, 7 and 295 reject Képm when not a
single text exists without it; some texts omit By. The
parenthesis is peculiarly unfortunate and makes the

statement a side-issue, namely that Jesus Christ is
Lord of all. What perplexed so many is the accusative
n‘w Aéyay at the beginning of the verse; they thought
that this was intended as the object of 01.8117: in v. 37
and did not hesitate to make iii,“ its synonym (our versions, for instance). Tt‘w )uiyov is accusative by inverse
attraction to its relative, of which construction there
are many other examples, I Cor. 10:16: Matt. 21:42.
This usage is so common that it should have been read-

ily recognized, likewise that cirrus is resumptive as it is
in a number of cases and so plainly resumes all that

has been said about this Aéyos that was sent to Israel.
37)

After the two great opening statements in

regard to God and the gospel, which voice the heart of
what Peter has to say to his Gentile hearers, he
launches into the body of his address. That is why
he uses no connective and thus indicates that his main
discourse now begins.

You yourselves know the
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utterance that came down through the whole of
Judea, having begun from Galilee after the baptism
which John heralded, Jesus from Nazareth, how

God anointed him with the Holy Spirit and power,
who went from place to place doing good and healing all those tyrannized by the devil because God
was with him. And we, we are witnesses of all
things which he did both in the country of the Jews
and in Jerusalem.
Peter reviews brieﬂy what his hearers already
know and contrasts innit with the {units occurring in v.
39: “You, you know all this; we, we were the actual
witnesses of all this and can thus testify and assure you

that you heard the truth.” They heard the ﬁﬁpa, “the
utterance" that men made when they told what follows ;
this talk went through the whole of Judea after starting with great volume from Galilee after John the Baptist preached his baptism and had thereby prepared
the way. The news was spread abroad in exactly such
a manner. It began after John had come, started with
great volume from Galilee, then ﬁlled all Judea. The
:6 135m does not resume and continue the n‘w Myov of v.
36. The latter refers to the gospel itself with all its
contents while the former means that men spoke and
were not silent but told about Jesus.
But apeépms causes the grammarians and the exegetes some diﬂiculty. Zahn thinks that it is a solecism;
others decide for the neuter and have a few texts to support them (B.-D. 137, 3) but fail to explain why the mas-

culine appears in all the other texts. Although the par-

ticiple is masculine it modiﬁes the neuter 75 ﬁﬁpa. We
have the same phenomenon in Luke 24:47, where the
same participle is in the nominative when the construction demands the accusative. The masculine nominative is retained unaltered in the Greek and is neither
solecism nor anacoluthon (R., W. P., and 413) ; «Mp7sis similarly retained without being declined.

Acts 10:88
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38) “Jesus from Nazareth" does not depend on
aware in v. 37, for it is the object of Expmy and is proleptic for the sake of emphasis, and m'miv is pleonastically inserted where the name would otherwise be
placed. The clause with .3: is in apposition with n‘: ﬁﬁpa.
The news that passed from mouth to mouth and ﬁlled
the land was: “How God anointed him -— Jesus from
Nazareth — with the Holy Spirit and power."

That

anointing took place immediately after the baptism of
Jesus. The verb is the historical aorist and reports the

one act of anointing and uses the sacred, ceremonial
verb xpiu (not dA¢Z¢w). This verb does not refer to the
Incarnation or to Nazareth (Luke 4 :14) because Jesus
is here said to be from Nazareth, or in a general way
to the entire life of Jesus.
Peter is speaking to Gentiles who have come into
contact with the synagogue; they seem to need no ex-

planation in regard to the Holy Spirit and how that
Spirit could anoint Jesus. The Old Testament must be
far clearer in regard to the three Persons of the Godhead than the critics are willing to admit. With the
Holy Spirit “and power” makes emphatic the feature
of the anointing that was so prominent in all the work
of Jesus: he was full of power. The Spirit and the
power had come upon him. This refers to his human
nature. Peter says still more, namely, that God was
with him. Thus all three Persons cooperated in our
redemption. We see no reason why the miraculous
anointing of Jesus could not have been generally known

and reported as Peter here states.

Those who wit-

nessed it certainly told others.

The Greek often uses the relative pronoun in an
emphatic manner where we should begin a new sentence. So here and again in v. 39 we have: “who" =
“he who,” he was the one who went from place to place
(M in the verb) “doing good and (to be speciﬁc) healing (even the worst imaginable ailment) all those tyr-
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annized by the devil." In this graphic way the demoniacs are described. It is the physician Luke who records these words; compare 5:16; 8:7; and the entire
subject as discussed in connection with Matt. 4:24;
8:28; Mark 1:23; Luke 4:33. Peter ascribes demoniacal possession to the devil, sumo»: (“slanderer”), the
head of the hellish kingdom who acts through his spirit
subjects. All that Jesus did showed that “God was with
him," pad, in company with him; compare Luke 1:66;
John 3:2; and the great statements of Jesus himself,
John 8 :16, 29; 10 :30; and many others. Peter is showing his hearers the man “Jesus from Nazareth” of
whom all men spoke at the time he was on earth and
reveals his connection with God.
39) Now the emphatic mute. Peter’s hearers only
knew. Peter and the other apostles — for of these he
speaks and not of the six brethren from Joppa -— had
been actual eyewitnesses inasmuch as they had themselves seen “all things which he did both in the land of
the Jews (in general) and in Jerusalem (the capital,
in particular)"; (5v is attracted from a. With this emphatic “we" Peter assures his hearers of the full truth
of what they thus know about Jesus.
Whom also they made away with by hanging him
on wood. This one God raised up on the third day
and gave him to become manifest, not to all the people, but to witnesses designated beforehand by God,

to us, such as ate with him and drank with him after
that he arose from the dead.
Peter does not say that his hearers know also these
things. They knew that Jesus had been cruciﬁed. But
Peter prefers to consider the death and the resurrection as a unit and, apart from anything his hearers had

heard, himself to present this part of the gospel story.
The pronoun “whom," like the one used in v. 38, is em-

phatic and really begins a new sentence: “him, whom,"
he it was whom they made away with, (annoy), the

Acts 10:89~41

425

verb we have met so repeatedly. Kai = even this they
did, leaving the subject of this frightful deed unnamed,
“they," yes, “they.” But he adds the aorist participle
of means: “by hanging him on wood” as one who was
accursed in the eyes of all Jews; see the explanation in

5:30, and the explanation in Gal. 3:13. We feel the
throbbing contrasts that we have seen Peter use
against the Sanhedrin and the Jews (2:36; 3:13-15;
4:10; 5:30, 31): God anointed him, God was with
him, but they even made away with him, and then God
raised him up. Here only m’ points to the contrast.
Peter shows no bitterness toward the Jews who killed
Jesus.
40) With a decidedly emphatic resumptive roarov,
“this one,” which includes all that has thus far been
said about Jesus, especially what was said about his
being killed as being accursed, Peter states the great
fact of the resurrection of Jesus and the evidence for
that fact. The fact is simply that “God raised him up
on the third day," here ascribing the resurrection to
God, in v. 41 to Jesus himself.

Both are equally true

since all the opera, at extra. sunt indivisa out commune
according to Scripture testimony. God did more: “he
gave him to become manifest," i. e., granted that Jesus
appeared. This was not a gift to Jesus but, as the following datives state, a gift to us. The manifestations
of the resurrection continued for forty days in the repeated appearances of the risen Savior.

41)

Peter tells this very carefully. Someone may

ask why everybody did not see the risen Jesus.

Peter

says that God gave his being manifest “not to all the
people.” These manifestations Were intended for the
speciﬁc purpose of attesting the resurrection of Jesus

to the whole world, attesting it beyond a doubt. God
could not use anybody and everybody for that task and
high honor. When the people who wanted Jesus hung
on wood as being accursed heard from the Roman sol-
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diers at the tomb how Jesus had arisen, they bribed
these indirect witnesses to lie and to deny the resurrection. People, who in spite of all that they had
seen and heard of Jesus had, nevertheless, refused to
have faith in him, were unﬁt to be witnesses of his resurrection, and an appearance of Jesus to them would
have increased their unbelief by that much. God thus
chose his owu witnesses. The participle states that he
selected them with his own hand, for they had to be
prepared and qualiﬁed properly to attest the resurrection.

“To us,” Peter says, God gave Jesus to become
manifest. The pronoun is emphatic by position, “to
us,” his believers, 500 at one time, I Cor. 15:6, in particular to the apostles to whom Jesus showed himself
repeatedly and before whom he ascended to heaven.
How complete and how intimate this manifestation was
Peter indicates by means of the relative clause: “such
as ate with him and drank with him after that he arose
from the dead." Otnm is to be construed with “we” in
the inﬂections] endings of the verbs, and the eating and
drinking refer to Luke’s own statements made in 1:4;
Luke 24 :42. In fact, Peter here speaks as though eating and drinking may have gone beyond what these passages state.

Peter is now acting the witness. He is so speciﬁc
and exact in his testimony that these Gentile hearers of
his who may have heard something about the resurrection of Jesus shall now receive solid assurance. Peter’s
testimony is that of an eyewitness. In I Cor. 15 :4-8
Paul lists the essential witnesses on whose testimony
our faith rests. Here Peter ascribes the resurrection
to Jesus himself; on c'x mpév and its misinterpretation
see 3 :16.

42) And he charged as to herald to the people
and to attest that this One is he that has been
ordained by God as Judge of quick and dead. To
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this One all the prophets bear witness that every
one believing in him receives through his name remission of sins.
Peter means that Jesus gave the order to the apostles to herald, etc. In v. 40, God is the subject and he
might be the subject also here in v. 42 if it were not
for the following phrase “by God.” Both inﬁnitives
are eﬂ'ective aorists: “to herald and attest" so that the
work is thoroughly, effectively done and leaves nothing
to be added.
quiioa'cw means to proclaim aloud as a herald, to
make an announcement, “to preach” in this sense. The
herald announces what he is ordered to announce, no
more, no less, and without alteration. That remains the
preacher’s task to this day although many think that
they are authorized to herald their own ideas. Only
one message has the Lord’s authorization. Any alteration of that message, any substitution for it, is not Only

empty but, when it pretends to be the Lord’s true message, makes the herald who proclaims it a liar, a false
prophet.
When Peter says w; Aug-n and uses the same word that
occurs in v. 41, the reference is to Israel, Junie being
steadily used in this restricted sense; “the peOple” is
not to be understood in the sense of men in general, the
word for this would be depunror. Peter refers to 1:8,
the command to begin preaching in Jerusalem and in
Judea, i. e., among the Jews. The idea to be expressed

is that thus far and by the Lord's own direction the
heralding has been limited to “the people,” the Jews, as
it was, indeed, natural that it should be. This heralding was to be an attesting, the depositions of sworn
witnesses as though they were under oath to God.
The climax of their heralding and solemn (Sui)
attestation was to be “that this One is he that has been
ordained by God as Judge of quick and dead.” Here
the deictic on'n’os is again resumptive and gathers up all
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that Peter has said about “Jesus from Nazareth."

He

whom God anointed, etc.. whom God raised from the
dead and gave to be manifest as risen —- he is the One,
he alone, who has been ordained and stands as thus
ordained (this is the force of the perfect participle) by
God as Judge of quick and dead. He who by his death
and his resurrection redeemed men shall at the last day
judge them as to whether they accepted his redemption or not. A natural, yea, an essential connection
demands this ordination or appointment of Jesus as the
ﬁnal Judge.
It should be evident that this ordination pertains to
his human nature even as Peter used the human name
“Jesus from Nazareth." “For . . . to have all judgment . . . are not created gifts, but divine, inﬁnite properties, and yet these have been given and communicated
to the man Christ . . . . what Holy Scripture testiﬁes
that Christ received in time he received not according
to the divine nature (according to which he has everything from eternity), but the person has receivedit in
time ratione et respectu humanae naturae, that is,
as referring, and with respect to, according to the as-

sumed human nature.” 6'. Tr. 1033 etc., 65, etc. John
5 :22 and especially 27; Acts 17:31.
“Quick and dead” need no articles (R. 419), they
are like other pairs. The “quick," “living," are those
who shall still be alive at the end of the world. "Quick
and dead" put it beyond question that Peter is speaking
of the ﬁnal judgment. Yet even here Peter is not stressing the universality of the gospel and of Jesus' work.
He is stating only the great acts of God regarding
Jesus. How they apply to his present Gentile hearers
who are in a class other than the Jews, Peter made
plain in his very ﬁrst sentence (v. 34).

43) The note of universality struck at the start
resounds again at the end of the address. Tolinp is now
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more emphatic than ever as embracing all that has thus
far been said regarding Jesus, “to this One,” yea, to
Him, all the prophets of the Old Testament who were
known to Cornelius and all these Gentiles through the
LXX bear witness that he and he alone is the Savior.

The object of papmpoimv is the clause with the accusative and inﬁnitive which summarily states what all the
prophets testify and is thus in indirect discourse. All
the prophets unite in saying that “remission of sins
receives through his name everyone believing in him."
This is the Greek word order which places a strong emphasis on both object and subject by putting the former
ﬁrst and the latter last — read it aloud in order to get
the effect. See the discussion of 34mm in 2:38. This
complete riddance of sin and guilt is received by every
believer through Jesus' name.

The aorist Aupciv is used to indicate the one effective
act of receiving.

Remission and riddance of sins are

bestowed on him by God, and thus he has them. The
reception is effected “through his name." Sui presenting
his Name as the medium that effects the remission. It
is. of course, the objective medium, God's great means
for ridding the sinner of his guilt. It is essential, however, to see what Swan means. Review the term as it is
discussed in 2:31, 38; 3:6, and in the following passages. In all of them it is the revelation which brings
Jesus and his person and his saving work to the sinner.

In all these phrases and connections the “name” does
not mean “authority” or “power.” Compare what C.K.
has to say on pages 800 and 803: God's name =
“what God is as the God of the saving revelation",
praying in Jesus’ name = on the basis of and in connectiOn with what has unveiled itself in Jesus. C.-K.
also discusses the latest literature on the subject, omitting, however, S. Goebel, Die Reden unseres Herrn
nach Johannes, II, 120, which is especially ﬁne.
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No remission is possible except “through his name.”
But this name as the revelation of what Jesus is and
what he did and thus is for us always has as its correlative faith, the knowledge of this name and the conﬁdence
of the heart which embraces all that this conveys and
clings to it and relies upon it in life and in death. Faith
is thus the subjective means of remission. Peter says
that “everyone believing in him" receives remission,
the present participle is subtantivized and describes
the person as continuing in faith. The name with all
that it embraces and reveals produces this conﬁdence
by deserving in the highest degree that all sinners rely
upon it and upon it alone for remission. When Peter
says “everyone believing” he reverts to v. 34, and gently
but most effectively opens the door of the gospel and of
the Christian Church to the Gentiles sitting before him
in rapt attention. It was, indeed, a great hour in the
progress of the gospel!
44) While Peter was still uttering these utterances, the Holy Spirit fell upon all those hearing the
Word. And amazed were the believers of the circumcision, as many as came with Peter, that also
upon the Gentiles the gift of the Holy Spirit was be-

ing poured out. For they began to hear them speaking with tongues and magnifying God.
Here we see how God himself ﬁnished the work
which he had inaugurated and directed from the beginning. In 11:16, Peter says that the Holy Spirit descended “when I began to speak”; he had intended to
say much more, but all that he had to reserve until
some later time. God spoke in his own- mighty way at
this point by sending the Holy Spirit upon these Gentiles. The verb “fell" denotes the suddenness and also
the descent from above.
45) Before Luke continues the narrative proper
he records the amazement of the six Jewish Christians
who had come from Joppa with Peter. They are dumb-
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founded “because the gift of the Holy Spirit is being
poured out also upon the Gentiles." The Greek retains
the present tense “is being poured on ” of the direct
discourse of these Jewish believers; but it includes
more than this'one instance of outpouring and states
that as a general thing, as this striking case shows, the
Gentiles were receiving “the gift of the Holy Spiri ”
i. e., were by God himself being placed on a par with
all believers from Judaism. That was the astounding
thing. It was God and God alone and most directly
who gave "the gift." At this time he preferred to
dispense with the laying on of hands (8:17); he did

not even wait until these Gentiles had been baptized.
That is a minor point. At Pentecost the 3,000 received
the Spirit charismatically neither before nor after their
baptism. The Pentecostal charisma was never repeated in the congregation at Jerusalem. There were
signs and miracles many but no speaking with tongues.
Confusion has resulted by failing to notice that “the
gift of the Holy Spirit" referred to at this point is the
same gift that was bestowed at the time of Pentecost,
a charisma, and only a charisma and not the gift of the
Spirit, and certainly not the gift of sudden total sanctiﬁcation. All those who spoke with tongues at the time
of Pentecost were already saved, and none of those who
were saved that day received the Spirit miraculously
and spoke with tongues. All those who heard Peter in
the house of Cornelius had faith and were saved before
the Spirit came and gave them the ability to speak with
tongues. The same is true with regard to the Samaritans, 8:15-17. This falling of the Spirit upon people,
this charismatic gift of the Spirit, is entirely separate
from the Spirit's reception by faith for salvation and
by baptism for regeneration and renewing (Tit. 3:5).
When this is understood, Luke’s account will not be
referred to in order to deprive baptism of its saving
power as though the Spirit comes apart from and with-
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out baptism, and as though baptism is only an empty
symbol and sign. Peter did not regard baptism thus
in the present instance. Since these Jewish Christians
called the charismatic gift of the Spirit a pouring out,
some say it was “the baptism of the Spirit,” or “that
these Gentiles were baptized with the Spirit.” That
may pass but only as long as this “baptism” is viewed
as charismatic and as nothing more.

46)

With ydp Luke explains “the gift of the Holy

Spirit": Peter and his companions “began to hear them
speaking with tongues,” ﬁxovov, the inchoative imperfect.

Note aimﬁv )Lahoﬁv-mv ‘on'mmue, and in 2:4, WV

lrc'pcus yM'iaoais; then also #va16me 75v ®¢6v, “magnifying God," and in 2:11, rd mama. 105 0:05 — the lan-

guage is strikingly similar. We have these three in a
direct line: 2:2-13; 8:15-17; and now 10:44-46. The
miracle is the same, a sudden speaking in languages
the speakers had never learned, ﬁrst by Jewish, secondly by Samaritan, and now thirdly by Gentile Christians, the plain intention being to show that God made
no difference between them, in particular by placing
the Samaritan and the Gentile believers on a par with
the Jewish believers. One Spirit— many tongues!
But some do not share this view. In 2:4, Luke
writes érépais: they spoke with "other" tongues; and
here he leaves out this adjective. So in Jerusalem the
speaking was done in “other" human languages, but
here in Cesarea in no human languages. There were
two kinds of speaking with tongues. And this argument is based on the omission of the word “other."
But what, then, were these tongues if they were not
“other" human languages?

Various suggestions are

offered, but none of them are acceptable.
We have discussed this subject in connection with
2:4 and ﬁnd full conﬁrmation here. Peter and Camelius must have spoken in Greek, and Peter’s speech must
have been made in that language. And now ﬁrst one
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and then another — certainly not several in a babel —
“magniﬁed God" by speaking in some other and strange
language, one in this, another in some other. This phenomenon occurred again in 19:6. The identity of the
occurrence with that of Pentecost is placed beyond
question by 15:8: “giving them the Holy Spirit, even
as unto us” at Pentecost; also in 11:15-17. At Caesarea,
however, no strangers were at hand to be impressed by
the miracle of tongues. The object of the miracle was
different, namely to reveal to all present how God
“made no distinction between us (Jewish believers)

and them (Gentile believers),” 15 :9.
47)

Then answered Peter, Can anyone forbid

the water so that these be not baptized. such as
received the Holy Spirit as also we ourselves? And
he ordered that they be baptized in the name of
Jesus Christ.
some days.

Then they requested him to remain for

“Answered," as frequently, is used in the wider
sense of responding to a situation. “Certainly no one
can forbid," etc., min, the interrogative particle, expects a negative answer. Peter asks whether anyone
is able to hinder it that the water necessary to baptize
these Gentiles be brought and the sacrament be duly
administered. Was anyone able to oﬂ’er valid objection? He was sure that no one was able.
The verb of hindering, whim, is construed with m3

p1; and the inﬁnitive, but the sense with mi is: “so that
not” (B.-D. 400, 4), it is consecutive; p15 is omitted
when the inﬁnitive is unmodiﬁed (B.-D. 392, 1), and

sometimes pr; seems redundant according to us (B.-D.
429). This is more exact than R... W. P., that the
negative may or may not appear after a verb of hindering.

otnm is causal: “since they received,” etc., R. 728.
It is God himself who makes Peter so certain, for he

had given these Gentiles the Holy Spirit. “As also we
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ourselves," and again in 11:15, “as on us at the beginning,” also the context of 11:15-17, are decisive as far
as the miracle of Pentecost and this one here in Cresarea are concerned: they are identical.
When Knowling interprets, “The greater had been
bestowed; could the lesser be withheld?” he has reversed the two. Paul regards the gift of tongues as
being the least of all and shows the Corinthians something far better, I Cor. 12:31. Baptism with its regenerating and renewing grace (Tit. 3:5) vastly excels
the transient speaking with tongues. Peter makes no

wrong comparison in his question. He implies that the
gift of tongues is God’s indication that these Gentiles
are just as acceptable to him as the Jews (v. 34, 35),
therefore baptism and Christianity are intended for
them. We should not confuse the gift of the Spirit,
which is but a transient charisma, with the gift of the
Spirit in and through Word and sacrament, which is
permanent and eternal salvation.
When Peter asks about someone hindering the
water he is not thinking of the Mediterranean or some
body of water but of water to be brought in; somebody
might try to prevent its being brought in. We may
hinder a person from going to a body of water but
never the body of water itself. Peter’s question does
not suggest immersion. It sounds as though the whole
company was promptly baptized with water that had
been brought into the room where all were assembled.
48) The aorist verbs and inﬁnitives imply that
what they speak of was done. We should note the passive, “that they be baptized,” and that Peter does not
say “to baptize them,” active. ' We give an order to do
something and not that something be done. It is this
passive inﬁnitive that prevents us from agreeing with
those who say that Peter ordered the disciples from
Joppa who had accompanied him to baptize these Gentiles and then cite I Cor. 1:16, and John 4 :2, with the
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remark that the apostles considered it less their duty to
baptize than to preach, and overlook the fact that this
does not agree with Matt. 28 :19, where Jesus puts baptizing and teaching (two participles) on the same
plane. As to I Cor. 1:16, Paul congratulates himself
that the Pauline party could not point to him and make
his administration of baptism the basis of their party.
The apostles do not share the view which makes
baptism only a symbol instead of a channel of grace.
We remember that Cornelius had been ordered to call
Peter and not also the brethren of Joppa and that Peter
had been ordered to go and not also others. The six
brethren went along of their own accord. Peter "or.
dered that they be baptized" (or “them to be baptized,"
our versions) means that he gave an order for water
for the baptism. And none of the six brethren were
able to object. Peter ﬁrst asked whether any one of
them was able to offer valid objection, and none could.
Then he called for the water and baptized the Gentiles.
A strange thing, indeed, if he had not done so with his
own hands! Here we have this ﬁrst body of Gentiles
entering the church, entering it through Peter, God
making all the arrangements for Peter, and yet Peter

telling ordinary brethren to do the baptizing! But the
idea behind this view is that these Gentiles were immersed, underwent Zahn’s Vollbad, and that Was too
great a task for Peter, he shifted it to the six brethren.
Even so if it be considered a task, why did Peter not
help?
Baptism was the decisive act. That admitted these
Gentiles into the Christian Church, admitted them di-

rectly from Gentilism and without ﬁrst having to pass
through Judaism.

That is why Luke says no more

about Cornelius or the congregation that was thus
formed in Caesarea. His story has been told: in Caesarea the Gentiles ﬁrst entered the Christian Church.
The aorist tenses imply that Peter gladly remained “for
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some days.” But this means a good deal as 11:3 indicates. Peter had not only entered'a Gentile's house
and thus deﬁled himself according to Jewish ideas, he
remained and lodged in the home of Cornelius, ate his
Gentile host’s food which was anything but kosher.
All this was decisive for Peter himself. He on his part
was sloughing off the old Jewish legalism and ceremonialism. Aurez‘ dies! Bengel exclaims; yes, these were
golden days for the entire church.

CHAPTER XI
PETER Jusrrrlss

THE RECEPTION or rm: GENTILES

1) Now the apostles and the brethren, those
throughout Judea, heard that also the Gentiles received the Word of God.

The news of all that had occurred in Cesarea, no
doubt, spread rapidly. chieﬂy, however, the great fact
itself that “also the Gentiles” had become Christians.
The point to be noted was that as Gentiles, without
ﬁrst becoming full Jewish proselytes like those mentioned in 2:10, “they received (we should say: had
received) the Word.” meaning that, by having thus
received it, they had been admitted into the Christian
Church. This, indeed, was important news. Where
the apostles were when they heard this Luke does not
say. The assumption that they were in Jerusalem is
not veriﬁable; like Peter, they were busy here and
there, which explains why Luke does not mention their
location. The brethren throughout Judea include those
in Jerusalem; and may be considered distributive (R.,
W. P.), The news, no doubt, penetrated also to other
places, but Luke is concerned especially with Judea
which includes Jerusalem.
2)
And when Peter went up to Jerusalem, those
of the circumcision began to contend with him, say-

ing, To men having foreskin thou didst go in and
did-t eat with them.
We have no way of knowing how long Peter remained in Cesarea and how soon he returned to Jerusalem. To speak about a year and to include work in
other places is an unnecessary insertion. In v. 12 the
six brethren from Joppa appear in Jerusalem with
(437)
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Peter. This makes it unlikely that Peter waited so
long a time before going back to Jerusalem, or that he
ﬁrst toured Galilee. It is most probable that the interval did not extend beyond two or three weeks, and that
thus these six brethren from Joppa were still in Peter’s
company.
In Jerusalem, Peter met objection to his course of
action in Cesarea. “Those of the circumcision began
to contend with him," inchoative imperfect, leaving the
outcome of this contending to be stated in the sequel.
In 10:45, “the believers of the circumcision" intends to

say'only that the six brethren with Peter were circumcised Jewish Christians and to contrast them with “the
Gentiles” who were not circumcised. Here, however,
“those of the circumcision" has a narrower sense,
namely those who contended for circumcision as being
necessary for membership in the Christian Church, the
circumcision party. In Gal. 2:12 the designation is
still narrower: the circumcision party as Judaizers and
legalists. The beginnings of this party appear here in
this contention with Peter. When the proponents of
these views developed into a permanent party in the
church and caused Paul so much trouble, they mixed
the gospel with the old Jewish ceremonial legalism by
contending that this latter alone was the true gospel.
3) The attack on Peter centered in the point that
he had gone in to and had eaten with “men having
dxpoBIIo'ﬂfc, the prepuce, foreskin," i'. e., uncircumcised
men.

The point at issue is not that Peter should not

have gone in to them, and that it would have been different if they had come to him; the latter would have
been just as bad. The point is that simply to go in and
then -— still worse — to eat was wrong, to say nothing
of baptizing such men and receiving them into the

church. This circumcision party appealed to the Mosaic regulations which were clear in regard to circumcision and kosher foods. Already these regulations,
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they claimed, condemned Peter's proceeding as being
totally wrong. This contention was perfectly correct
— if, indeed, the Mosaic regulations were still in force;
then the only way into the church was through the
synagogue.
To appreciate this point we must remember that
until this time all the believers, even those in Samaria,
were recruited from the circumcised. To bring in uncircumcised men, to-enter into full fraternal relation
with them in their own houses and at their own tables
was a revolutionary innovation. The whole question
as to whether this dared to be done came upon these

Jewish Christians with a suddenness in the conduct of
Peter who had gone and done this astounding thing.
The fact that some should object was certainly natural,
especially since they were not as yet fully informed as
to how Peter had been impelled by God himself to do
what he had done. The wonder is that all of them did
not obj ect, and also that not a single apostle objected.
It has been well said that here Peter was certainly not
treated as a pope, to say nothing of an infallible pope.
With refreshing openness he was taken to task for his
conduct.
4) But Peter, beginning, proceeded to set out
(the matter) in order for them, saying:
I for my
part was in Joppa city praying and I saw in an
ecstasy a vision, a kind of receptacle coming down,
like a great linen sheet being let down by four
corners out of heaven, and it came to me. Into
which having earnestly gazed, I began to consider
and saw the four-footed things of the earth and the
wild beasts and the creeping things and the ﬂying
things of the heaven; moreover, I heard also a. voice
saying to me, Having arisen, Peter, slay and eat!
But I said, By no means, Lord! because a common
or unclean thing never yet came into my mouth. Yet
there answered a voice a second time out of heaven,
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What God did cleanse, do thou stop making common! Moreover, this occurred three times; and all
were drawn up again into heaven.
We are agreed that the contention with Peter and
his reply occurred at a meeting of the congregation at
Jerusalem. That, too, explains the elaborate way in
which Luke introduces this reply of Peter's. ’Apedpgm is
circumstantial but scarcely pleonastic; it marks the importance of the reply as now begun, parallels the adverb
“in order,” and means “beginning" and not “from the
beginning” (A. V.). Peter began and went on telling
the whole story just as it had happened. He did not
argue in the least; he let the facts speak for others just
as they had spoken 'for him. The imperfect ism'om
should receive more attention, “he proceeded to set
out." It continues the previous imperfect Suxpz’wwo.
Both are descriptive, but both intend to hold the reader
in suspense as to the ﬁnal outcome which is recorded by
the aorists in~v. 18 after Peter has delivered his address. Here were these people contending with Peter,
here was Peter telling his story. What was the result?
Verse '18 tells us.
_ 5) Peter tells the story as we already know it
from 10:9-16 (the vision of Peter) and the following.
Only a few variations need receive attention. '37:]: is
emphatic, "I on my part,” or, “as for me, I was in
Joppa city," etc. “Ecstasy” and "vision” have been
explained. The point of emphasis in Peter’s story is, of
course, the fact that God sent the vision of the great
sheet to him. He was engaged in his devotions and had
no idea of what was coming, least of all that he should
have any dealings with Gentiles. He was not even in
Cesarea but miles away. He adds the point that the
great sheet “came up to me,” which explains how he
could see its contents.
6) The aorist participle states how he fastened his
eyes on the sheet; the imperfect of the ﬁnite verb how
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he began to put his mind on it; then the aorist of the
verb how in a ﬂash he saw all the creatures in the sheet.
Participle and verbs picture the action perfectly. The
imperfect especially shows the mind bent on discovering what the sheet held, the aorist suddenly brings the
effort to an end. The list of creatures has the one addition “wild animals,” even as in “the four-footed things
of the earth" and in “the ﬂying things of the heaven"
the idea is that the animals and the birds were unconﬁned, wild, not domesticated, few if any of them being
permitted to Jews as kosher food.
7) Yet “a voice" bids Peter to use these creatures
as food. Peter does not try to identify this voice.
8) It was certain to him that he was dealing
with the “Lord," and he states how he made answer to
him in words that his present objectors would certainly
have used if they had been in Peter’s place. This was
the very point at issue: Peter's eating ceremonially
common or unclean, non-kosher food. He shrank from
the very idea. He had a clean record thus far. Never
had a particle of such food come into his mouth. He
had felt exactly as those of the circumcision do who are
now taking him to task. Peter said “no” to the Lord.
That was not a small thing. Could his objectors have
done more?
9)

Then Peter relates the exact answer he re-

ceived which ordered him to stop making common what

God himself had cleansed. We have explained this
cleansing in v. 15. Peter had the Lord's answer to his
objection, and it certainly constituted the answer also
for his objectors. Let them right here and now stop
making food common and forbidden which God himself
had made clean and even bade Peter eat! A statement of the simple fact of what had occurred was far
more effective than any argument or reasoning of a
general nature could have been.
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10) And what Peter tells occurred no less than
three times. Let nobody, then, attempt to say that
there must be some mistake. And let all note that
Peter held out to the end by stressing his old Jewish
prejudice and refusal. No, that was not commendable;
it showed no virtue in Peter, it showed only God's
patience with his ignorance and his narrowness. Perhaps some of these men may have wondered whether,
if they had been put into Peter’s place, they would have
held out as long as he did. Yet the vision had accomplished its purpose, it was withdrawn into heaven
whence it had come, it did not merely vanish. To the
last Peter knew, and now his hearers are to know, that
he had been dealing with the Lord.
11) And lo, forthwith three men stood at the
house in which we were, having been commissioned
from Cornelius to me. Moreover, the Spirit said to
me to go with them, in no respect doubting. And
there went with me also these six brethren, and
we went into the house of the man. Now he reported to us how he saw the angel in the house
stand and say:
Send a commission to Joppa and
summon Simon, surnamed Peter, who will utter
utterances to thee by which thou shalt be saved, thou
and all thy house.

Remarkable, indeed, (“10”) was it that at this precise moment those three men who had been commissioned by Cornelius should have appeared. God had
sent the vision to Peter, and the Holy Spirit now fur.

nishes the interpretation. No, not by accident did
those messengers appear “forthwith.”
12) Peter would have hesitated to go with them to
a Roman centurion and a Gentile; he was just like the
men who had raised objection to what he had done. It
was the Spirit himself who told Peter to go with the
messengers and to stop doubting, letting his judgment
so now this way and now that (M and (pins). Does
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any man intend to say that Peter should have done
otherwise than to obey the Spirit and to go as he was
bidden? Even in Joppa six of the brethren, the ones
who are now here with Peter. were so interested that
they went along with him. And so, Peter says, “we
went into the house of the man.” Even these six brethren who also were of the circumcision (10:45) did not
hesitate.
When Peter says in v. 11, “in which we were
(ﬁpn)," he is already thinking of these brethren; a va-

riant is 5mm “1 was.”

Objection had been raised to

Peter’s even‘entering the Gentile's house (v. 3). That
is why Peter is so speciﬁc on that point. If entering
was already wrong and deﬁling, eating at a Gentil'e’s
table could be no worse and hence is not discussed.
13) Peter now tells what God had been doing at
the other end by preparing Cornelius and having him
summon Peter. He properly quotes the centurion himself and not the messengers in whom he had conﬁded.
Here was much more that was astonishing, indeed, but
revealed that Peter was only God’s agent. and that God
himself was the author of everything. An angel had
entered into this Gentile’s house. He evidently did not
fear contamination. God had, of course, sent him to
that house. This angel directs Cornelius to summon
Peter. Both the summons to Peter and his own orders
to obey that summons came from God. Why should
any Christian man object?
14) The relative clause in regard to what Peter
would do is not found in 10:5, 6, and in 10:22. Here
we have a fuller narration. This highly pertinent
clause is added in order to let Peter’s hearers know
what God’s great purpose was in bringing Peter into
this Gentile’s house. He was to.tell Cornelius what
would save both him and his house (family). It was a
matter of saving this household; on the verb and on the

noun see 2:47; 4:12.

Adrian isthmus is important, “he
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shall utter utterances,” he'shall be the Lord’s mouthpiece and receive what he is to say from the Lord. “In
connection wit ” these utterances the Lord would save

this family, for his word and his grace would be in
every word uttered.
“Shall be saved" is passive and implies the Savior
as the agent. Despite his connection with the synagogue, Cornelius had not yet found salvation as is
clear from 4:12. What Peter says brings out the very
thing all these Jewish Christians must realize, namely
that they were not saved by circumcision or legal ordinances of Moses but solely and also completely by the
utterances which contain the gospel and are connected
with the Savior. And these utterances were sufﬁcient
to save any man, be he Jew or Gentile.
15) Now, when I began to make utterance, the
Holy Spirit fell on them just as also upon us at the
beginning.

And I remembered the utterance of the

Lord, how he was saying, John baptized with water,
but you, you shall be baptized in connection with the
Holy Spirit.
If, therefore, God gave to them the
equal gift as to us as having come to believe on the

Lord Jesus Christ, I, who was I, as able to hinder
God?

Here we have the tremendous climax of all that God
did in this case. Luke frequently uses the idiom iv rig.
with the inﬁnitive, usually the present inﬁnitive but
occasionally also the aorist as here. Peter had scarcely begun to speak—we know how little it was that

he said, 10:34-43—when God did the decisive thing
as far as putting the Gentiles on an equality with Jews
in the matter of receiving them into the church was
concerned: he gave them the charisma of the Spirit,
namely to speak with tongues, exactly as he had done
Er am) (many phrases need no articles), “in the beginning,” for us, namely at Pentecost. We have dis-
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cussed the identity of this gift in connection with
10:44-46.
16) When Peter witnessed the charisma at Caesarea, there at once ﬂashed into his memory the Lord's
own utterance and promise which he had made just
before his ascension, that word and promise which
had been spoken already by the Baptist in Matt. 3:11,
“how he was saying" (added circumstantially), “John
baptized with water, but you. you shall be baptized
with the Holy Ghost,” see the interpretation in 1:5,
also in Matthew. The promise of the Baptist and of
Jesus was fulﬁlled at Pentecost and had an extension
in Caesarea, and Peter at once saw it.
17) This is clinched by the conclusion which Peter
drew and was intended to draw (only). The condition
is one of reality which has the apodosis in the form
of a question in order the more forcefully to impress
Peter’s hearers. If God gave the identical gift to
them (Gentiles) as also to us (Jews), they as well as
we having come to believe on Jesus, who was Peter
and what power had he to interfere and to prevent
God from doing such a thing? Tip t'myv Supcdv is “the
like gift" (our versions) in the sense of “the same,"
“the equal gift."

It was God who placed these Gentiles on an equality
with the Jews in so far as both believed on the Lord.
The unmodiﬁed participle mam‘aaaw is to be construed
with both 0151’on and may: “to them as also to us as
having come to believe," R., W. P. Our versions and
many commentators would refer this participle only
to may, but such a construction would require the
article.
It is this having come equally to believe
that induced God to bestow the equal gift (gift, also
in 10:45) "on them as also on us." The participle is
plainly predicative.
Having come to faith is the

essential thing.

By faith the Spirit takes possession
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of the heart and saves; then, as God deems ﬁt, he may
bestow the Spirit also in a charismatic way whenever
the interest of the gospel requires this.
Peter asks his critics whether they thought that he
was able to prevent God from dealing with these Gentiles as he did. Two questions are fused into one:
“Who was I?" and, “Was I able?" The very idea that
Peter might hinder God in this bestowal is preposterous. Did his critics intend to claim that he should have
attempted that? The question asked them involves
also whether they would so hinder God.
18) Now, having heard these things, they
were quiet and gloriﬁed God, saying, Then also
to the Gentiles did God give the repentance unto
life!
Here the imperfects “began to contend” and “proceeded to set out in order" which occur in v. 2 and 4 are
brought to their completion in the two aorists “were
quiet and gloriﬁed.” Here were critics, indeed, but
when the actual facts were placed before .them. they
sought not to carp, they were convinced, they capitulated, “they were quiet” as to any further objection;
nay, more, they gloriﬁed God, and that for the real
and essential thing which is expressed as a deduction
by 5pa, “then" or “accordingly,” namely that “also to
the Gentiles did God give the repentance unto life."
“Then" refers to all that Peter had said, moSt especially to the last part of his address, the bestowal of
the Spirit by the charisma of tongues. That was the
evidence of something far greater, the bestowal of
“the repentance" which brought “life," {my}, spiritual,
everlasting life.
On wanna see 2:38; it consists of contrition and
faith, the turn of the heart from sin to Christ and his
pardon. Where this is found, “life” enters, namely
the life of faith which is connected with Christ, the
Life. This life is invisible, it is in the soul or heart,
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in this respect it is like our physical life; but, again
like our physical life, wherever it is present it manitests itself in endless ways. Those who are spiritually
alive love the Lord, confess him, worship him, pray
to him, feed on his Word, serve him, etc.
God has succeeded in opening the door of the church
to the Gentiles; he succeeded also in having the Jewish
Christians who were already within the portal welcome these incoming Gentiles and praise him for bringing them in.
THE CHURCH A‘l‘ ANTIOCH

19) Once more, as he had done in 9:31, Luke reverts to Stephen’s death; oi ptv 01'»! is used as it was in
1:6. They, then, that were scattered due to the
tribulation that occurred in the case of Stephen
went on through as far as Phoenicia and Cyprus and
Antioch, speaking the Word to no one except only
to Jews.

As a result of the ﬁrst persecution Luke related to
us the conversion of Saul and his story as far as the
return to Tarsus; then-Peter's activity outside of Jerusalem which ended with the acceptance of Gentile converts by the brethren in Jerusalem. Now, again re.
verting to the persecution, Luke records the story of
Antioch.

According to a conservative estimate there were
25,000 Christians in Jerusalem at the time of Stephen's
death. The great dispersion that ensued as a result
of Saul's activity scattered quite a number of these
to rather distant and safe parts. Some of them naturally migrated into Phoenicia, into cities like Tyre,
Sidon, and Ptolomais along the Mediterranean; others
crossed to the great island of Cyprus where many
Jews dwelt: ﬁnally—and this is the important point
to Luke—a goodly number went as far north as
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Antioch and thus bring this future center of Christianity to our notice for the ﬁrst time.
The data in regard to Antioch are compiled in the
Bible dictionaries. We note that because of its population of half a million Antioch was rated as the third
city in the entire Roman empire, being outranked only
by Rome and Alexandria. At one time it had been the
residence of the Seleucian kings; later it became the
residence of the Roman procurators of Syria. Lying
a bit inland on the Orontes River, its seaport was
Seleucia from which Paul started his sea voyages
when he set out on his great missionary tours. Cilicia
bordered on Syria, and Tarsus was not far distant
from Antioch.
Many Jews were residing in this
pagan city which exhibited both the splendor and
the vices of the Roman and the Oriental paganism.
Starting with the present account of Luke, Antioch
loomed large in the entire early history of the Christian Church.
When Christian fugitives from Jerusalem, all of
whom were native Jews or complete Jewish proselytes, settled in Antioch they naturally spread the gos.’
pel among the Antiochian Jews in the synagogues of

the city, and Luke notes that this was the extent of
their ﬁrst missionary efforts.
These limited missionary efforts were not due to a question of language
as between the Aramaic of the Jews in Antioch and the
Jewish Christians from Jerusalem, on the one hand,
and the Greek of the general population of Antioch, on
the other. Greek was known to all. In fact, to this
day, as we ourselves found in our eastern travels, men
residing in these territories speak several languages
with ease. In Caesarea, in the house of Cornelius,
Peter spoke Greek although he had been but a ﬁsherr
man on the Lake of Galilee.
20) But some of them were Cyprian and Cyranian men, such as, on coming to Antioch, began to
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speak also to the Greeks, proclaiming as good new:
the Lord Jesus Christ.
The decisive points are: ﬁrst, the reading "Greeks"
and next, the chronology. We must have the reading
'EMnmc, the common word for pagan Greeks which is"
often used in contrast with “barbarians,” the term for
natives of all kinds who did not speak Greek and had
no Greek culture. Greeks and Jews are also frequently paired and contrasted. Both were on a higher level
in the old world although they diﬁered from each other,

and all barbarians were beneath them.
The texts which have 'EM'qvurrds,

“Hellenists,”

“Grecians,” cannot be correct, for these were Jews,

namely Jews who had been born outside of Palestine
but were of Jewish blood and religion just as much
as those who had been born in Palestine. In 2:9-11
we have quite a list of such foreign-born Jews; the
3,000 converts made at the time of Pentecost were,
for the most part, such Hellenists. In 6 :1 we have discussed the two types of Jews, “Hebrews” and “Hellenists." When Luke states in v. 19 that the Christians at ﬁrst spoke the gospel to Jews only, the “Jews"
were these foreign-born Jews or Hellenists, at least for
the greater part, since the proportion of Jews who had
been born in Palestine was not so large in Antioch.
To say that the gospel was spread among such would
mean nothing, for this had been done on an extensive

scale on the day of Pentecost and had been done ever
since that time. But to say that some Christians were
now preaching Christ to pagan Greeks, that, indeed,

was a new thing, one that was revolutionary for the
Jewish ideas that were still prevalent in the church.
and vastly important for all future history.
That, too. is why Luke speciﬁcally mentions the
Christians who ﬁrst made this advance in Antioch,
namely, not native Palestinians, but Hellenists, Jewish
Christians who had been born in Cyprus and in Cyre-
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nia—they began to speak (inchoative imperfect) to
these pagan Greeks. Luke omits any further characterization such as he used in connection with Cornelius in
10:2, to the effect that they were “fearing God,"
“poem. ray @eév, one of the standard expressions
for designating proselytes of the gate. No, these were
just heathen Greeks without synagogue connections.
Here, then, is the continuation of what Peter did at
Caesarea; it is even. an advance on that.
Now Luke does not date this offer of the gospel
to pagan Greeks. He gives us only the general historical connection and places this account after the
story of Cornelius. Luke’s indeﬁnite chronology does
not, however, justify the view that the extension of
the gospel to pagan Greeks precedes the extension God
made to proselytes of the gate in Caesarea. If pagan
Greeks were already being brought into the church in
a great Jewish center such as Antioch, would God go
to all the trouble that Luke reports in order to have
also Greek proselytes of the gate brought in? The
report of the action in Antioch reached Jerusalem
promptly and caused no commotion whatever. How
could it have been received without dissent if the action
of Peter in Caesarea afterwards called forth criticism?
No; we must leave the events in the order in which
Luke records them. These Cyprians and these Cyrenians heard what Peter had done, knew what had
been said in Jerusalem that “also to the Gentiles God
gave the repentance of life” (v. 18) , and thus preached

the gospel to Gentiles, namely Greeks in Antioch. Luke
makes everything plain. In spite of the directions
given by God in the case of Cornelius most Christians
still clung to their old Jewish narrowness and conﬁned
their missionary efforts to the Antiochian Jews; only
the men of Cyprus and of Cyrenia eventually went
farther by acting consistent with God’s will as this had
been revealed at Caesarea in the case of Cornelius.
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21) The gospel achieved a pronounced success
among the heathen Greeks. And the Lord's hand
was with them, and a great number that came to
believe turned to the Lord. This was due to “the
Lord’s hand," the anarthrous Kﬁpm signifying Yahweh,
which Luke distinguishes from the articulated dem
which precedes and follows. The Lord's hand is his
power which worked in a providential way in making
everything favorable for these disciples to bring the
gospel to these Greeks.
He opened many doors to
them. This is essential in all missionary work. The
work is God’s and not ours, and he either opens the
doors or leaves them closed. So many have the idea
' that they themselves may decide where to work; but it
is futile to beat against closed doors.
Thus a great number of heathen Greeks were converted to Jesus. The aorist completes what the imperfect used in v. 20 left unﬁnished: they began to speak,
and a great number turned. No issue should be made
of the use of the article with maraiaas' since this only
makes the participle attributive whereas it is predicative in v. 17. Luke describes the great number, it
was a number “that came to faith"; of course, he could
have omitted the article if he intended to say “a great
number on coming to believe.” The aorist participle is
ingressive.
22) And the report concerning then: came to
the ears of the church that was in Jerusalem; and
they sent forth Barnabas as far as Antioch, who,
having come and having seen the grace of God, rejoiced and proceeded to exhort all with the purpose
of the heart to remain with the Lord because he
was a good man and full of the Holy Spirit and
faith. And a considerable multitude was added to
the Lord.
Literally, the word or substance concerning these
Cyprians, etc., “was heard in the ears” (static (is).
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Luke says that the news came to the church, “the one
being in Jerusalem,” the mother church. He does not
say that the word reached the apostles. The only fair
conclusion is that the apostles were absent from Jerusalem as we, for example, saw Peter busy at Lydda,
Joppa, and Caesarea. It is unwarranted, on the basis
of the expression “the church in Jerusalem,” to draw
the conclusion that the believers in Antioch were not
yet a church. When, then, did they become a church?
On c'uxAr’m'a see 5:11; the church is where believers are
found.
It was due merely to the absence of the apostles
from Jerusalem, which left Barnabas as the best available man, that the mother church sent him to Antioch.
Besides, he, too, was a Cyprian and Would thus be the
most suitable man to see what his countrymen were
doing in Antioch. The view that Peter was not acceptable as the commissioner, and that, therefore, his services were “discounted” for the present task is unwarranted.
Peter was absent.
Why was some other
apostle not sent? Plainly because the other apostles,
too, were absent. In 8 :14 the apostles do the sending
and not the church. The church did not direct the
apostles; the apostles always directed the church, and
the church always looked to them for its leadership.
The church acted in the present case because it was
thought that the apostles would be absent for some
time. It was too long to wait until some of them returned; thus it came about that the church acted independently. In this the church had the example of the
apostles as recorded in 8:14 (Philip’s work in Samaria). The idea behind this procedure was the same
idea that had been followed in that advance movement,
namely that all believers everywhere constituted one
spiritual body that still had its headquarters in Jerusalem, from which center the apostles still carried on
their work, and to which they returned from time to
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time. The church in Jerusalem acted in good faith
and with due wisdom, and the apostles certainly approved its action when one after another ﬁnally returned.
23) So Barnabas went. What he was to do we
see from what he did. All doubt as to the reception
of Greeks into the church had been removed. That
matter was settled completely in v. 18.
Barnabas
shows that he had no instructions to question the right
of these Greeks to come into the church. While it
was a new movement and should thus come under the
supervision of the central church, the headquarters of
the apostles, anything beyond that was not contemplated. For those in Antioch, too, it was worth much
to remain in connection with the apostles and to have
their approval for all their work. A true spirit of
unity was back of this commission of Barnabas and
of all that he did in its execution. That spirit is often
lacking today. sometimes to the extent that even
this mission of Barnabas is not properly understood.
Barnabas rejoiced because of the grace of God
which he saw in Antioch. Note the suavis paranomasz‘a between ‘n‘qv xtipw and exam. Luke sees more than
the faith and the conversions Barnabas found in
Antioch, where so many Greeks now believed and confessed. These were the results, God's grace was the
ultimate source. He saw the cause in the effect. To
be sure, Barnabas had eyes to see—that is why he
was sent on this mission. Every task calls for a competent man. Barnabas found nothing that needed to
be corrected in Antioch.

How many congregations

could today be visited by a man like Barnabas. without his ﬁnding something, even much, to correct?
Take this very thing of receiving members by just letting people come into the church in order to augment
the number without the proper instruction and separation from their old heathen life and connections! Some
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day a greater than Barnabas will come, see, and — not
rejoice.
So all that Barnabas found it necessary to do was
to exhort all “that with the purpose of the heart they
remain with the Lor .” The imperfect pictures Barnabas as continuing this exhortation, and the present
inﬁnitive speaks of continuous remaining. A good
start is excellent, but we must endure to the end. Because a text or two has iv, “in the Lord," the R. V.
margin offers its translation.
Hpoaue'mv has the dative 113 1091?; to remain With
the Lord was the burden of Barnabas’ exhortations,
and to do this “with the purpose of the heart,” i. e.,
with the set determination of the center of the personality (xapsza). Thus Barnabas sought to conﬁrm
the believers in Antioch, especially also the recent ones,
the Greeks. Since he found everything in such excellent order, it was not necessary that he return to Jerusalem to make report; he most likely sent word in some
other way.
24) The reason that Barnabas showed such interest in the growing church at Antioch was his personal character. Barnabas has been only slightly introduced thus far (4: 36, 37), hence Luke tells us more
about him. In that he was "full of the Holy Spirit
and faith” he was a man like Stephen, of whom Luke
records the same thing in 6:5. The Holy Spirit had
taken possession of his heart through the Word and
ﬁlled it with strong and virile faith. When Luke calls
him “a good man,” this other description is the basis
of his goodness. “Good” is a rather pale translation
of dyaotic. Since it is his exhortation that Luke explains by calling Barnabas “a good man,” we shall
hardly go amiss in making the adjective mean “competen " “capable,” “serviceable,” i. e., good in what
he was able to do for others (C.-K. 4) just as «mic

means “good for nothing" in whatever respect one
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ought to serve his purpose. Here, then, was not a man
who judged the situation in Antioch superﬁcially and
merely uttered words of praise to please everybody.
Such supervisors of the church do her no good because
they are not “good” men. It was a blessing for the
church in Antioch to have the approval and the support of a “good" man like Barnabas.
This description of Barnabas has led to the conclusion that Luke himself was one of the Greeks who
had been won for Christianity in Antioch. It is
thought that he was a member of the congregation at
Antioch, and that Theophilus also resided there. Thus
Luke would have met Barnabas himself and presently
also Saul. Some of the ancient fathers call Luke a
Syrian from Antioch, although again, it seems, he is
reported to have come only from a former Antiochian
family. Attention is drawn to the fact that he seems
to take a special interest in Antioch, for instance in
6:6 where he tells us that one of the seven deacons
was an Antiochian proselyte. All this is interesting
but not conclusive. We fear that even the closest
scrutiny will ﬁnd the available data and hints as to
Luke’s home, family, etc., too slight to advance us beyond hypotheses.
The presence of Barnabas in Antioch soon resulted
in far more than a visit with a consequent return to
Jerusalem. He himself entered actively into the work.
Stimulating all the others and helping on his own part,
“a considerable multitude was added to the Lor .”
Not merely to the congregation but “to the Lord”; the
passive implies an agent which we may take .to be the
Word. Luke does not say whether these new mem.
bers were Jews or Greeks; his manner of expression
leaves the impression that this difference was no longer
of moment. The congregation was growing apace; it
had a wonderful future before it in the Acts and in the
centuries beyond.
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25) He, however, went out to Terms to hunt
up Saul and, having found him, he brought him to
Antioch.
Here there is room for the play of the imagination.
We note that Saul returned to Tarsus in 9 :30, but that
was seven or eight years ago. During this period of

time Saul simply drops out of sight, and that is the
best that can be said. Some “imagine” that he worked
in Tarsus and in Cilicia on the basis of Gal. 1:21, but
he then accomplished nothing, for there is no evidence
that a single congregation was started by him durinx
those years. Ramsey supposes that Saul was not as
yet clear in regard to his mission to the Gentiles, still

had the idea that the door to the church led through
the synagogue; but Saul did not work even in the synagogue in Tarsus. If we feel that an explanation is
necessary, let us say that Saul waited for God’s call as
this was promised to him when God told him to leave
Jerusalem, 22:17-21. It was a long wait, but Saul
bore it well, and now the call came.
What led Barnabas to think of Saul? All we know
is what Barnabas did for Saul in 9 :26, etc, and we are
entitled to add that Barnabas knew that the Lord’s
intention concerning Saul was to use him as a chosen
instrument especially among the Gentiles (9:15). The
Gentiles were now beginning to come into the church
in large numbers. May that fact not have turned the
thoughts of Barnabas toward Saul? Let us say that
the Lord guided the thoughts of Barnabas. Seven
years or more are certainly along time. How did Barnabas know that Saul was still in Tarsus and that his
journey to that place would not be in vain? We have
no clue in regard to this point. All we know is that

he located Saul and that he succeeded in bringing him
into the great work that was going forward in
Antioch.
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26) And it came to pass for them that even
for a whole year they were brought together in
the church and taught a considerable multitude, also
the disciples bore ﬁrst in Antioch the name Chris.
tians.
This was the year 43 or 44. The important point is
that Barnabas and Saul were in close association in the
work at Antioch for an entire year. Energetically
and in friendly fellowship they worked, successfully
teaching a large multitude and bringing them into the
church. All three aorists are subjects of c'yc'vcro, to
which «115705: is added as a dative of advantage; Luke
states what occurred “for them,” Barnabas and Saul.
The inﬁnitives are historical aorists which intend
simply to report the facts. Luke shows how the two
men became intimate in their great work. The “multitude” refers to outsiders who were taught so as to
be brought into the church. It is fair to assume that
not a few were Greeks and thus needed a thorough

teaching.
By being added with n, the third inﬁnitive is connected with both inﬁnitives that precede and thus
states that it was during this year that the disciples
bore (or ingressive: came to bear) the name “Christians.” This is an interesting fact.
It is at once
evident that the disciples did not invent this name for

themselves. They always and for years to come called
themselves as Luke himself here calls them, “disciples"
(see 6 :1), or as he has repeatedly called them, “saints”
(see 9:13) also, “brethren” (1 :15) also, “those believing” or “believers” (mam’) .
“Christian"‘appears twice more in the New Testament, in 26:28, and in I Pet. 4 :16, each time as a name

that was given to the disciples by others. Since the
name was derived from “Christ,” the Greek word for
“Messiah,” it is certain that the disciples got this name
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in Antioch and not from the Jews who would never
have connected the Messiah with the disciples either in
a derogatory or in any other way. The Greeks invented this name. Philologians have much to say in
regard to the Latin ending taro: which is appended to
a Greek name by Greeks; then, too, they discuss
xppmuk, which appears as a variant of xpmumis

(Codex Sinaiticus) and was used extensively by
others e. g., Tacitus, Xma‘rds also being used in place
of xpm-éc. In the days of the Roman persecutions
the very name was certainly enough to condemn
a man. The question is debated as to whether
already in Antioch “Christians” or “Chréstians” was
intended as a vicious title or was used only to distinguish the disciples of Christ from the Jews. Monographs havebeen written on this subject.
As far as Luke is concerned, the active aorist in-

ﬁnitive macs-(oat, “to bear a name,” means only that
outsiders bestowed the name. As to the spelling of
the word by Luke, it is impossible to show that he
wrote the name “Chréstians” and did it in order to
show that it was intended as a viliﬁcation. The fact
that this designation became opprobrious during the
persecutions need not be pointed out. There is evidence that the mispronunciation was due to ordinary
vulgarity even as Tacitus writes: vulgus Chrestitmos
appellabat. He himself spells Christus correctly in the
same sentence. Since it was given them by outsiders,
the disciples would for a long time be reluctant to
adopt the name.
Moreover, their reverence for
Christ would restrain them from using a designation
for themselves which embodied his holy name. We
thus conclude that, when the opprobrium attached
to the “Christians" is emphasized, we should be content with the reference to the days of Roman persecution and not go back to Antioch and the ﬁrst invention of the name. There is no indication that during
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this early period any hostility toward the disciples was
manifested in Antioch.
27)

Now in these days there came down from

Jerusalem prophets to

Antioch.

And one

of

them, by name Agabus, was signifying through the
Spirit that a great famine was about to be on
the whole inhabited earth; which occurred under
Claudius.
“These days” refer to the year Luke has just mentioned, probably to the middle of the year, since it
took some time to gather the money for the proposed
relief. Here we note “prophets” in the church for the
ﬁrst time; in 13:1 we have “prophets and teachers."
The prophets are far more prominent in the Old Testament than in the new; some of them are towering
ﬁgures. In the New Testament only the apostles rank
with those prophets. The prophets, properly so called
in the New Testament, are men of less importance,
we may call them Christian teachers to whom the
Spirit at times made special direct communications
of but minor import. We learn about Agabus as their
representative and about two of the communications
that he transmitted, the one regarding the famine and
the other regarding Paul (21:10, etc.) ; then also the
daughters of Philip are mentioned (21:9). The
apostles themselves were prophets in this sense.
Besides this we read about the gift of prophecy
which Paul extols as being far superior to the gift of
tongues, cf., First Corinthians. This gift any Christian might acquire, and Paul urges all to seek it
(I Cor. 14:1). It consisted in thoroughly understanding the Word and in adequately presenting it. Thus
we ﬁnd “prophets and teachers" combined in 13:1.
The apostles. of course, had also this gift in an eminent
degree, and next to them are their assistants such as
Judas and Silas (15:32).
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28) When it is asked why these prophets went
from Jerusalem to Antioch, we prefer to think that
their purpose was to deliver the very message which
one of them, namely Agabus, conveyed.
It is not
necessary to think that he received this revelation
only after coming to Antioch; it may have come to
him in Jerusalem with the intimation that it was to
be conveyed to the brethren in Antioch. Note the verb
“was signifying.” The imperfect expresses repeated
action, and the verb itself implies that he used some
symbolic action in connection with his revelation after
the manner indicated in 21 :11. Luke states no details
but only the message itself, that a great famine was
impending, #G'Mcw with;the future inﬁnitive pointing
to a famine that is close at hand.
When Agabus states that this famine was to be
“on the whole inhabited eart ” he indicates that it
was to be “great" in its extent. Drought and crop

failures would produce famine conditions which affected
now this part, now that with more or less severity, so
that conditions of distress would affect the whole inhabited world. We need not restrict rip oixovpémv (ﬂy)
to the Roman empire; for if all these lands suffered
more or less, the barbarian countries would certainly
not escape.

Luke has thus far furnished no dates; that is why,
writing years afterward, he adds: “which (6am:
“which very one," R. 728) occurred under Claudius,”
('m', “in the time of," R. 603. Claudius reigned from
January 41 to October 54. Much of his reign was
marked by famine conditions as Roman writers
(Suetonius: assiduae sterilitates, Dio Cassius, Tacitus)
and Josephus report.
The entire empire was not
affected equally at the same time and just for one
period, but crop failures were wide-spread, and certain
regions suffered great distress because they were un-
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able to import much from sections that were less
affected.
Zahn’s deduction from Luke's remark, that Agabus
must have spoken his prophecy before Claudius came
to the throne, i. e., before January 41. conﬂicts with
his own statement that “in these days" signiﬁes in the
year mentioned in v. 26, which must be the year 43-44.
Luke’s phrase “under Claudius” is written, not with
reference to Agabus, but with reference to Luke’s own
time of writing. 0n the reading in the Codex Bezae
with its “we" as implying Luke’s own presence here in
Antioch see 16 :‘10.
29) And of the disciples, as anyone was well
off, they determined, each one of them, to send for

ministration to the brethren dwelling in Judea.
Which also they did, commissioning it to the elders
by hand of Barnabas and Saul.
It seems that a link is missing between the general
prophecy of Agabus and this action of the congregation at Antioch. How did the brethren at Antioch
know that the church in Judea would soon suffer?
Luke evidently intends that his reader supply the link.
From what Antioch proceeded to do, namely to gather
funds for Judea. it is plain that Agabus must have
speciﬁed that the impending famine conditions in the
world would presently bring distress to the church in
Judea. The Lord himself sent Agabus from Jerusalem
to Antioch at the proper time, in advance, to prepare
the necessary relief.
This, it seems, was set under way promptly after
the revelation had been received. Everyone of the
disciples in Antioch took part, and this was done by
joint action of the church. The sentence has been
called awkward, and yet it neatly brings out these two
points: “they determined" (plural), jointly as a body;
"of the disciples, as anyone was well off, each one”
(singular). not one holding back.
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No; they did not tithe. Saul and Barnabas,
although they were former Jews, did not gather funds
in this manner. In this very ﬁrst instance in the
Christian Church, when relief on a large scale had to
be provided, the correct principle and method were
adopted: “as anyone was well off," the imperfect signifying “continued to be well off or prosper.”
This
implies that funds were gathered gradually and that
each kept giving as he could from time to time, perhaps from Sunday to Sunday. We know how Paul
proceeded later on when relief was again necessary
for Jerusalem and when he gathered funds from
all the Gentile congregations. It was here at Antioch
that his later method was ﬁrst applied. Eb.- Smon'av,
“for ministration.” recalls “the daily ministration"
of food and relief to the widows mentioned in 6 :1. The
same beautiful word is used which denotes help for
the sake of help.
30) Already the aorists (v. 29) imply that this
thing was done, but Luke adds, probably because it
covered so long a period: “which also they did,” etc.
When the relief became necessary, Barnabas and Saul
were the commissioners who were sent from Antioch
to the elders in Judea to administer the needed help.
This took place after Herod had killed James (12:2),
had attempted to kill Peter, had abused the church in
Jerusalem (12:1), and had died a most terrible death
(12:23), after the Passover of 44. The worst of the
famine occurred during the next year.
The relief was sent, we are told, “to the elders.”
This term comes as a surprise since Luke has not mentioned elders; but he is writing from his own later
standpoint and for a reader who knew what elders
were. We might call them pastors. They had charge
of the congregations in all their church affairs and
attended to the services, the teaching, and the spiritual

oversight.

prﬁt'vﬂpot,

“elders,” designated them
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according to their dignity, while lm'anoum described

them from the viewpoint of their work as “overseers,”
“bishops,” both terms denoting the same ofﬁce. The
apostles called themselves “elders,” I Pet. 6 :1; II John
1; III John 1.
We do not know when this ofﬁce was inaugurated;
it came about naturally as an inheritance from the
synagogues with their management by elders.
At
times the majority of the Jews in a town or a syna-gogue were converted to Christianity. At ﬁrst the
apostles remained and worked in Jerusalem, but when
congregations sprang up everywhere, they were absent
from Jerusalem, and elders had to manage even this
congregation, to say nothing of the many others. Here
Luke speaks of the elders in Judea. Since they were
the managers of the congregations, Barnabas and Saul
naturally worked through them.
A number of questions arise at this point. Did
Saul go to Jerusalem on this relief journey, or did he
avoid Jerusalem and dispense relief only in Judea? If
he went to Jerusalem, did he meet any of the Twelve
there? If he went to Jerusalem, why did he fail to
mention this visit in Gal. 2:1? Must we conclude
from Gal. 2:1 that he kept away from Jerusalem
on this relief journey?
Or is this relief journey
identical with the journey and the visit described in
Gal. 2:1, etc.?
As far as the facts are concerned, Saul and Barnahas went to Jerusalem, for in 12:25 they return from
this city after ﬁnishing their ministry of relief.
Secondly, it is impossible to identify this relief journey
with the one described in Gal. 2:1, etc., which was
ordered by revelation. The visit referred to in Gal. 2
is undoubtedly identical with the one recorded in
Acts 15 :1, etc. How could Paul then omit this relief
journey from his Galatian letter? Whether we can
answer that or not, he did so omit it. To insist that
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such an omission would destroy his whole argument
in Gal. one and two is answered by the simple fact
that Paul did not think so. But perhaps Paul omitted
mention of this relief visit in Galatians because he
failed to meet any of the Twelve on this visit. That
is pessible. But that explanation only raises more
questions.
A glance shows that 11 :30 and 12 :25 must be considered together:
Barnabas and Saul are commissioned to bring relief to the brethren in Judea—on
completing the relief Barnabas and Saul return from
Jerusalem. But why does Luke interlard all that he
records about Herod (12:1-23) between these two
statements? The matter is simple. The famine and
its relief occurred in the summer or the fall of 44 or
in 45, hence after Herod’s death (12:23). But the
prophecy of Agabus and the beginning of the gathering of funds occurred before this Herodian persecution. Now instead of telling his reader merely that
the gathering of contributions for relief was undertaken in Antioch, then reporting about Herod, and
ﬁnally adding that Barnabas and Saul were sent to
convey the relief, Luke at once says that the relief was
duly conveyed (11:30). But in 13:1, etc., Barnabas
and Saul are commissioned for their ﬁrst great missionary journey. They were then back in Antioch;
that is why their return is mentioned in the preceding
verse, in 12:25.
We are sorry to note that Lightfoot draws such a
wretched picture of the Twelve and also of Saul. He
confuses the dates.
Saul and Barnabas bring the
relief in the midst of the Herodian terror, James is
dead, Peter has ﬂed, the Twelve have taken to cover,
“every Christian of rank” has left the city. Saul and
Barnabas steal into the city, hurriedly deposit the
relief funds, and depart. Ramsay says correctly: “It
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was not men like that who carried Christianity over

the empire within a few years.”
But Ramsay has his own story.

Besides confusing

11:30 and 15:1, etc., he has Barnabas and Saul bring
loads of provisions instead of money and has them in
person attend to distributing these provisions to all
the needy —— in person in order to produce the
greater effect of this charity as coming from Antioch;

and all this took weeks, for Judea was included. To
give the ﬁnal touch to all this we are left to conclude
that these weeks occurred during the Herodian perseo
cution, and that the apostolic council met at the same
time! When over a decade later Paul took up his
great collection for famine relief in the Gentile
churches he brought the money
So Barnabas and
Saul brought funds. They most likely went ﬁrst of
all to Jerusalem and from there turned in various
directions into Judea and distributed this relief
money. Then they returned to Antioch. The apostles
were busy in various ﬁelds. Herod had been dead
for months.

CHAPTER Xll
THE PERSECUTION UNDER Hsaoo AGRIPPA I
1) Along that period of time Herod, the king,
put forth his hands to abuse some of those belonging
to the church.

We have explained the chronology of events in
11:30. Herod’s persecution occurred “along about that
Kalpds or period of time.” The prophecy of Agabus
preceded Herod’s persecution and his death, and this,
in turn, preceded the famine and its suﬂering and the
relief brought by Barnabas and Saul. Herod died
after the Passover of 44, the famine followed toward
the end of 44 and continued into 45. “Herod, the
king,” refers to the Herod who was at this time the
actual king of all Palestine and not merely, like his
uncle Herod Antipas, often called king while he was
only a tetrarch. This is Herod Agrippa I, a grandson
of Herod the Great, a son of Aristobolus and Bernice.
We have told his story in connection with 10:1: He
was a prisoner in Rome until Tiberius died, was made
tetrarch on the occasion of the accession of Caligula,
and then king of all Palestine by Claudius in 41, and
thus became the ﬁrst and only Herodian who ruled as
king over all Palestine after the death of Herod the
Great. He died three years after his appointment as
king. He was a treacherous, superﬁcial, extravagant
prince, although not as bad a character as his grandfather had been. Jerusalem was his capital. Since
his elevation to the kingship he courted the favor of the
Jews, especially that of the bigoted Pharisees, and
played the role of zealous protector of the Jewish faith
(466)
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and cultus. The hostility which developed some years
before, when Stephen was slain, found in him a new
protagonist, which explains what follows.
He began suddenly to take active measures against
the Christians by putting forth his hands (through his
minions) to abuse or ill-treat “some of those from the
church,” oz am: is often used with reference to the
members of a corporation. Luke writes only “some”
without specifying who are referred to although we
may assume that he selected his victims. The idea that
he observed them in their attendance at the Temple and
gave orders to expel them from the courts and the worship, is too general and mild.

The view that Peter’s

action in Cesarea when he permitted Gentiles to enter
the church stirred up Herod’s animosity, is rather superficial. Kaxu'aaai implies that he arrested some of the
more prominent Christians, had them scourged and

abused in other ways, and thus began his further
bloody work. These ﬁrst victims escaped death, otherwise Luke would have used a stronger verb than
“abuse.”
2) Moreover, he made away with James, the
brother of John, by means of the sword.
During the persecution that followed upon Stephen's martyrdom some Christians were no doubt
killed. James is usually called the second martyr, yet.
in reality, others preceded him. Although he was one
of the Twelve, Luke makes only brief mention of the
martyrdom of James. This has been found strange,
and some say we do not know why Luke did not tell

the entire story for he certainly knew all the details.
Luke, however, follows a deﬁnite plan. The story of
Stephen was vital for that plan since the death of Stephen led to the extension of the church in all direc-

tions, even to distant lands. The martyrdom of James
had no comparable effect, hence the brevity of the record. The importance of this bloody deed lies only in
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the fact that it singled out an apostle and that it
showed the temper of Herod and indicated to what
lengths he intended to go.
We again have the signiﬁcant verb sum (dmtpe'm),
“he made away with,” which always denotes murder
and criminal killing; in the previous chapters it is constantly used with regard to the death of Jesus. The
dative of means, mxatpg, shows that James was beheaded by an executioner as the Baptist had been by
that other Herod. James was thus arrested. He may
also have been brought to trial before Herod or have
been summarily executed after his arrest. The fact
that James was at ﬁrst the sole victim is most likely
due to the circumstance that he was the only one of the
apostles who happened to be in the city at the moment.
Clement of Alexandria tells a story which he claims
to have received from his Christian ancestors to the
eifect that the soldier who led James from the court
room, after witnessing the joyful confession James had
made, was so deeply affected that he on his part confessed himself a Christian, whereupon he was led out
to execution together with James. On the way this
soldier asked James to pardon him for having served

as the tool of the king. James thought a little while
and then turned and said, “Peace be with thee!” and
kissed the soldier. An affecting story, but whether it
is true or not, no one can say. See Eusehius 2, 9.
3) And, on seeing that it was pleasing to the
Jews, he in addition arrested also Peter — now
they were days of the unleavened hrend—n-whom
also, on capturing, he placed in prison, delivering
him to four quaternions of soldiers to guard him,
intending after the Passover to bring him up to the
people.
To see their king take such strong measures against
the Christians delighted the hostile Jews to the highest
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It was the king's very purpose to gain this

vigorous approval. In the combination «poae’om cumﬂciv, “he added to seize," a Hebraism, the verb takes
the place of an adverb, and the inﬁnitive expresses the
main idea: “he in addition arrested” also Peter.
Greatly encouraged by the ﬁrst execution. the king proceeded to the next one.
Again we ask why Peter was the one to be arrested,
and also why Herod did not arrest more or even all of
the apostles. The only satisfactory answer is that the
other apostles were absent at this time. When James
returned, Herod made away with him; now when Peter
came back to the city he, too, fell into Herod's hands.
The interval between these two events seems to have
been quite short.
The parenthesis is indicated by 85, and ﬁpépar is the
predicate. “They were days of the unleavened bread"
means that it was Passover time when all leaven was
scrupulously removed from the house for the duration
of the entire festival week which began at sundown on
the fourteenth of Nisan, the evening on which the Passover lamb was eaten (Matt. 26:17), Num. 28:16. 17.

The entire week was called at agupa (Myam, cakes),
hammatzoth. It seems that Peter had come to Jcrusalem in order to spend the Passover week with the
mother congregation.
4) Upon his arrest Peter was lodged in prison,
which was very likely located in Herod's palace, and
was put under the heaviest kind of guard. The reason
for this was the fact that Herod had heard that the
Twelve had once been locked up securely, and yet that
on the next morning their prison had been found

empty. The king intended that such an occurrence
should not be repeated. So he had Peter delivered to
four quaternions of his soldiers who were “to be guard~
ing him," one set of four soldiers doing guard duty in
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the way indicated in v. 6 for one watch of six hours,
and so each set in rotation.
It was Herod’s intention “to bring Peter up to the
people” the day after the Passover proper. That means
that he was to be led up out of his dungeon cell to the
hall of trial where all who cared to could be present,
and from there to be led away to execution where all

who cared to could witness the act which demonstrated
the king’s wonderful zeal for the integrity of the Jew-

ish faith.
“After the Passover” means after the Passover
meal on the evening of the fourteenth of Nisan, namely
on the ﬁfteenth. The plan was to duplicate the execution of Jesus who also died on the ﬁfteenth of Nisan.
Herod intended to impress the thousands of people
who attended the festival from far and near. In Matt.
26:5, the Sanhedrin planned to wait until the festival
week was past because it feared the people, the pilgrim

hosts attending the festival who were captivated by
Jesus. Their plan was frustrated when God allowed
Jesus to fall into their hands on the night between the
fourteenth and the ﬁfteenth. The Jewish rule was:
Non judicant die festo. It was broken in the case of
Jesus; it was again to be broken in the case of Peter.
“After the Passover” is generally taken to mean
“after the entire Passover week,” which identiﬁes

“days of unleavened bread” and “Passover.”

Mom

has this wider meaning, but it also has the narrower
which then refers to the ceremonial meal when the
Passover lamb was eaten on the evening of the fourteenth of Nisan. Here the narrower meaning is in
place because of the context and because “days of unleavened brea ” precedes. “After the Passover" speciﬁes on which particular day during the days of unleavened bread the execution was to take place.
The king’s plans were made, and due measures had
been taken to see that they would be carried out.
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5) Peter, accordingly, was being kept in the
prison. Prayer, however, was being made strenuously by the church to God concerning him.
The two imperfect tenses describe the situation and
ask the reader to visualize and to dwell on it. Which
will be the stronger, the dungeon and its guards or the
prayers of the church? The entire congregation was
making prayer to God; 77v and the present participle are
the periphrastic imperfect. Whether we prefer the
reading mp: or im'p the sense is that the prayer so strenuously made to God was “concerning” or “for” Peter
in the sense that his mortal danger was laid before God
who was asked that his will be done. God had allowed
Stephen and recently also James to die; it might be that
Peter's name was to be added to those of these martyrs,
and yet God might deliver Peter even now (21 :14).
Human impossibilities are not impossibilities to him.
6) Now, when Herod was about to bring him
before them, on that very night Peter was sleeping
between two soldiers, having been fettered with two
chains, also guards before the doors were keeping

the prison.
The imperfect tenses still describe, but we are carried forward to the critical night, the one that it was
Herod’s intention was to be Peter’s last on earth.
Herod was very close to bringing him before them
(wpodyuv) , thus carrying out his murderous plan.

Hope

seemed to be gone, rescue or deliverance impossible.
God often lets a case become desperate and delays to
the last in order that we may the more clearly recognize that the deliverance comes from him. It was “in
that night," on the evening of which the Passover
lambs were eaten.
Luke states how Peter was guarded :. he lay sleeping
between two soldiers and was chained to one on each
side so that he could not stir even in his sleep without
arousing these two guards who were stretched out at
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his sides.

In addition (7:) guards manned all the

doors of the prison.

This is usually referred to the

other two soldiers of the quaternion on duty; but while

these may have stood inside or outside of the door of
Peter’s cell, the prison was kept by other guards, 'some
of whom were stationed at each exit. Each quaternion
when it was on duty, was responsible with its lifesfor
Peter's safekeeping; but the prison itself had many
more guards, in fact, as the Codex Bezae reads, the
entire cohort of the king's soldiers. Herod would certainly have quite a force of troops in Jerusalem at the
time of the Passover when thousands of pilgrims were
in the city.
7) Now we have the aorists which report the outcome in detail. And lo, an angel of the Lord stood
by him, and a light shone in the cell; moreover, having slapped the side of Peter, he awoke hint, saying,
Arise in haste!
And his chains fell off from his
hands. And the angel said to him, Gird thyself and
bind on thy sandals! And he did thus. And he says
to him, Throw thy robe around thee and be following me! And, having gone out, he was following.
And he was not aware that it was true what was
occurring through the angel but was thinking he was
seeing a vision.
The very thing that Herod intended to prevent, a

recurrence of what had happened in the case of the
Twelve when the Sanhedrin had imprisoned them, God
made reality. God accepted Herod's challenge, and
Peter was as easily released as the Twelve had been.
Out of the fetters, the cell, the prison, out from among
the special and all other guards, Peter walked as
though they had not been there. The account is as
lucid and clear as it can be; yet it has been considered
a piece of fancy, and men have undertaken to tell us
what happened. There is the lightning story; Peter
is released by the head jailer — yet the quaternion
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paid for it with their lives; the king himself had Peter
released -— yet he killed the four guards; how Peter.
got out nobody knows, he just imagined that it was
through the agency of an angel.
Comment is almost unnecessary. The guards are
as though they were not there; none of them is con-

scious of what was happening. The angel and the light
that ﬁlled his cell (ohmic, the place in the building)
Peter saw when he awoke. Let us not overlook the fact
that Peter was peacefully asleep. He did not lie there
and worry on this apparently his last day on earth.
What he would say at his trial and how he would act
was dismissed from his mind; he had his Lord's own
promises, which he had already tested twice before
when he was a prisoner before the Sanhedrin (Matt.
10:19, 20; Mark 13:11-13; Luke 12:11; 21:14, 15).
Thus Peter, having committed his soul to the Lord,
slept in peace! At the angel's command to arise, the
chains by which he was fastened to the soldiers at his
wrists, at once drop off noiselessly. 'Aydom is the short
form of the second aorist imperative active instead of
dmiooqn.
8) Peter acts as though he were in a dream and
has to be told everything. He is ordered to fasten the
belt about his tunic and to put on his sandals; the two
imperatives are the middle voice: “gird thyself,” “bind
under for thyself.” The belt had been unfastened and
the sandals laid aside for sleep. When Peter has done
this, he is told to throw his long loose outer robe around
him and to be following the angel. He probably slept
on the robeby drawing it over his body as well as he
could. The aorist imperative to express the one act is
also middle and reﬂexive, but the order to follow is
properly the durative present.
9) Peter followed the angel as though no doors
blocked his Way. Did they open and then close noiselessly? No guards saw or heard anything. Peter him-
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self could at the moment not tell whether what was
occurring through the instrumentality (Sui) of the
angel was real (“9069) , or whether it was a vision that

had come to him in his sleep. Luke had heard this
from Peter’s own lips. Note the three imperfect descriptive tenses; the present participle and the present
inﬁnitive are the same: “the thing occurring”; thought
“to be seeing."
10) And, on having gone through a ﬁrst and
second guard, they came to the gate, the iron one,
the one leading into the city, which automatically
opened for them; and having gone out, they went
forward along one narrow street, and immediately
the angel was gone from him.
We need make no difﬁculties for ourselves. In v. 9
Peter and the angel go out of the cell and leave behind

the quaternion that had been especially commanded to
guard Peter. Now they pass through two other
guarded portals and thus get into the great open court
from which a great gate led to the street. The repetition of the article gives the noun as well as its two
modiﬁers individual attention and forms a sort of climax (R. 762, 764): “the gate, the iron one, the one
leading to the oi .” This ﬁnal barrier was impressive.

It was made of iron and thus very heavy and was
locked with a massive bolt so that a number of men
were required to open it. The other two had been
ordinary doors. This massive gate opened of itself and
let Peter and the angel out, and then, of course, closed
just as automatically. That this happened just as the
guards were changing is one of those unacceptable

suggestions. There lay the prison undisturbed, all its
locks and its bolts in place, all its many strong guards
in their places — but the prisoner was gone.
The great gate probably opened upon a wide street

(auras) from which a narrow one (56”) turned of.
The angel guided Peter forward along this one narrow
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street and thus some distance from the prison and
then suddenly disappeared; dm'arq is the opposite of

c‘m’m in v. 7.
11) And Peter, having come to himself, said:
Now I know truly that the Lord sent forth his angel
and took me out of Herod’s hand and all the expectation of the people of the Jews.
Peter’s impression that it was all a dream continued
until he stood alone on that narrow street in the dark
night. All his movements had followed the directions
and the leading of the angel, now he had to think and
to act for himself. His natural consciousness returned.
He now knew that he had not seen a mere vision, but
that what he had seen was full reality. In v. 9 “he was
not knowing” (ﬂan used as an imperfect) ; in v. 11 he
says, “Now I am knowing, do know.” First, that Kliptos
(Yahweh) had actually commissioned his angel, and

that he had actually taken him out of Herod’s hand or
power, and thus out of all that the Jews were expecting, namely that Peter would be killed on the very anniversary of Jesus’ death, killed without hope or help of
rescue as James had been a short time before this.
Peter is making an inventory of what God has done for
him and what this really implies. The aorists state the

two facts; ifu'M'ro is a form of ifatpc’w. God’s intent is
plain: Peter is not yet to suffer martyrdom, not yet is
John 21 :18, 19 to be fulﬁlled. Having been given his
liberty, Peter is to use it to escape from Herod. God
used supernatural means to free him but intends that
from now on Peter is to use natural means and prudence to remain free.
12)
Also, on considering, he went to the house
of Mary, the mother of John, the one surnamed

Mark, where were many, having been assembled and
praying.

The participle states that Peter saw everything
together, i. e., viewed his present situation in relation
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to what his next steps should be. On thus considering
he went to the house of Mary who is identiﬁed by naming her son John, whose other name was Mark, by
which name he is best known to us; he became the
writer of the second Gospel. We again meet Mark in
v. 25, and then in 15:5, 13. In Col. 4:10 he is called

the dvcduds or cousin of Barnabas. In I Pet. 5:13, Peter
calls Mark “my son”; in analogy with I Tim. 1:2, where
Paul calls Timothy his own son in the faith, it is fair to
conclude that Mark was converted by Peter.
Luke states that many disciples were gathered together in Mary’s house this night of the Passover and
were praying for Peter. We have two predicative participles, for since one is perfect and the other present,
neither can be combined with ﬁoav as a periphrastic
verb form. Having been collected, they were now thus.
Whether Peter knew that he would ﬁnd many here is
not indicated by Luke although some interpreters
assume this to be a fact and build up their combinations
on this assumption.
Let us at once state that Peter's object was ﬁrst of
all to notify his friends about his miraculous deliver—
ance. Whether he would ﬁnd many or few at Mary’s
house made little difference as to that object, for the
whole church was deeply concerned about him, and he
could not communicate with all that night. The fact
that Peter found many at Mary’s house was providential. Let us not forget how the Christians after the
death of Stephen, and how Peter, remembering that,
might well have expected another ﬂight now that Herod
was maltreating Christians, had beheaded James, and
was attempting to do the same with Peter himself. It
is not at all certain that Peter expected to ﬁnd an
assembly in Mary’s house.
We take it that Peter’s release was effected not long
after midnight, for a new quaternion would go on duty
at that time. This would allow until six A. M. before
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the escape was discovered, when a new quaternion
came on duty. He who miraculously led Peter out of
prison would scarcely permit a premature discovery of
the escape. Those two soldiers within the cell snored
peacefully on until well toward six o’clock.
No objection can be raised to the assumption that
Mary’s house often served as a place of meeting for a
group of the disciples, and that the house was large,
that Mary was rich, that she was a widow, a woman of
character, and all that. But when we are asked to
believe that hers was the house in the upper room of
which Jesus celebrated the last Passover and instituted the Sacrament, that Mark was the man bearing
the pitcher of water whom Peter and John were to follow, that Mary’s husband was still living at that time,
that Mark was present at the last Passover of Jesus,
that he was the young man clad only in a sheet, which
sheet was snatched from him when he ran for his life
near Gethsemane — we regard this as one of those
syntheses which Zahn’s great Kombimtz‘onsgabe has
produced.
But there are serious objections to this combination
of facts. From this assembly on the night of Peter’s
escape we are asked to leap backward across a space of
about ﬁfteen years to the night of Jesus’ last PaSSOVer,
make the houses the same, and weave in everything e18e
—that is the basic part of this hypothesis. This
demands too much of us. Moreover, when Jesus delegated Peter and John to go and to prepare for the Passover, no man could even guess whose the house would
be —- it was not one where Jesus had been often; for
Jesus states that its upper room would be tiled, the
implication being that the disciples had never before
set foot in it. No one but Jesus and the Twelve were
present at the Passover: one proof of this is the fact
that Jesus had to wash the feet of his disciples. If
Mark was there, how did it come that he followed the
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procession clothed only in a sheet? Would any man
clothed only in-a sheet walk out through the city streets
and into the country to the neighborhood of Gethsemane? Men slept in their tunics. How long did it take
to put on a tunic, throw a robe around the shoulders,
and then run out? We cannot accept Zahn’s view.
13) Now he having knocked at the door of the
passage, there came to it a maid to answer by name
Rhoda; and on recognizing the voice of Peter, due
to her joy, she did not open the passage but, after
running in, she reported Peter to be standing before
the passage. But they said to her, Thou art crazy!
Yet she insisted that it was so. They, however, went
on to say, It is his angel! But Peter remained there
knocking; and having opened, they saw him and
were amazed.
Here we have one of the beautiful detailed paintings of Luke. It is like the human interest stories that
are so constantly published in the daily press of today.
Four lines in 11 :19, 20 dispose of the collection and the
sending of the funds for relief; many lines fully describe Peter’s experience.
According to Luke’s account an outer door led into
a passageway through the building that faced the street
'into an inner court. When Peter knocked at the door, a
maid came to answer his knock (im-axoﬁam, aorist), and
Luke preserves even her name: Rhoda, our Rose or
Rosa. R., W. P., comments on these beautiful names
for women such as Dorcas (Gazelle), Euodia (Sweet
Aroma), Syntyche (Good Fortune). Luke’s mention
of the maid's name perhaps indicates that Peter knew
the household well. As all her actions show, Rhoda
herself was a Christian. Maids were used as portresses (John 18 :16,, 17) ; they were often, no doubt,
slaves, although it is not likely that Rhoda was a slave.
Peter’s knocking was heard in the dead of the night.

Many disciples Were gathered somewhere in the house.
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Herod had maltreated some of the Christians, slain
James, and was counting on slaying Peter. That
knock at the outer door must have caused great fright
among the gathered disciples. Their ﬁrst thought must
have been that Herod had sent soldiers to make more
arrests, and that in some way he had found out about
the gathering at Mary’s house. Who should go to the
door and answer that knocking? Surely, they would
not send just this girl even though answering the door
was her regular duty. Some brave man or two ought
to have gone. But no, Rhoda goes. To be sure, her
answering the door would not arouse suspicion and
might afford the disciples time for ﬂight. Bravely
Rhoda goes. Let us remember her for that. With palpitating heart she listened in order to learn who was
seeking entrance in the middle of the night.
14) On. asking, Rhoda at once recognized Peter’s
voice — another sign that Peter was well known at
that house. Straightforward, with nothing ﬂighty or
superstitious about her, she believes the evidence of her
ears. Not for a moment does she hesitate and reason
that this cannot be Peter, that he is far away in the
terrible prison under heaviest guard. Instantly her
heart is flooded with joy so that she forgets to unlock
the door, runs back pell-mell to the assembled disciples,
and shouts the great news. One must not sit in his
study and coldly view this action. All the emotion, the
sudden plunge from dreadful fears to the very extreme
of joy in this maid's heart must be felt by the reader.
“Peter is standing before the portal! Peter himself is
standing before the portal 1” she shouts to the assembly. The perfect ('a'ra'mu is always used in the sense of
the present.
15) The answer she received was that she must
be demented, we should say crazy. But Rhoda insisted
that it was as she declared; with an adverb Exuv always
has the sense of “to be,” the present tense is that of
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the direct discourse: es nerhaelt sich also. Rhoda was
the only one of that entire company who kept her balance. Although it was one against all, she did not waver. In the face of her constancy and under the ne-

cessity of explaining that voice which Rhoda had heard
the disciples fell to saying (descriptive imperfect,
which also holds us in suspense as to what the fact
would turn out to be) : “His angel it is l’ i. e., that is
who it must be.
Since 577m: means “messenger," and angels are so
called because they are God’s messengers, some think
that the exclamation meant that Peter had sent some

messenger from his prison cell, and that Rhoda had
heard this messenger say something about coming from
Peter and had thus imagined that it was Peter himself.
But this is untenable. These disciples could not shake
off their mortal fears for Peter and leaped to the conclusion that he was already dead, and that his guardian
angel had come to tell the sad news. It was a wild idea,
but fears inspire weird notions. Matt. 18 :10, and
Heb. 1:14, plus old Jewish ideas may have been commingled in their minds. It is difﬁcult to be entirely
sure. We recall the cries of the apostles on the night
they saw Jesus walking on the water, Matt. 14 :26. The
one thing thatwas the fact the company in Mary’s
house absolutely refused to believe. After praying for
Peter's deliverance the thought that God might deliver
him seemed incredible to them.
16) All this was going on while Peter was standing before the locked passage. To show that he was
still there he kept on knocking. Finally there was only
one thing to do, to stop arguing and to unlock that door.
The plural shows that practically everybody went to
the door. Imagine their perturbed state and the ex.
citement as to what opening that door would reveal.
When it swung back — there stood Peter! Rhoda was
right,- everybody else was wrong. The unbelievable.
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was fact -—-- “they saw him.” And now the sudden and
terriﬁc reaction: “they were amazed,” lée'cmdav, their
minds were completely upset.
17)

ensued.

They, of course, took him in, and a hubbub

Now, after beckoning to them with the

hand to be silent, he recounted to them how the
Lord had led him out of the prison. He also said,
Report these things to James and the brethren, and
having gone out, he traveled to a different place.

Peter had to gesture with his hand in order to bring
the excited company to silence. Then he told the entire
story of his miraculous deliverance and asked that it
be reported also to James and to the brethren, namely

to the entire congregation. Without further delay
Peter left them and proceeded to another place.
Why does Luke not namelthis place? The answer
that Peter went into hiding in Jerusalem itself is too
improbable to be accepted; besides, nearly all interpreters are agreed that he left the city. But why make
so much ado about the place to which Peter went when
Luke considered it too unimportant to be mentioned?
Did Herod not die shortly after this Passover? Then
all danger was past. Herod had no royal succeSsors,
Roman procuratOrs once mere governed. So Peter was

free to come and to go as he might please. That is
why Luke says only “to a different place." He does not
say' to what places the other apostles had gone at this

time and for the same reason: the matter was of no
special importance.

Zahn finds a hint here that Luke intended to Write
a third book in which the story of Peter Was to be continued in detail. Luke, he tells us, would mention this

“different place" in that third book. The supposition
of a third book cannot be supported by an omission
such as this. The reason Peter sent no word to the
other apostles was the fact that they were not in Jerusalem at the time but at work elsewhere. The Apostle
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James, it seems, had been seized by Herod and killed
because James happened to return to Jerusalem for a
visit; Herod had arrested Peter and probably intended
to do the same with any of the other apostles who
might come back.
Romanists ﬁll out the blank which Luke left regarding the place to which Peter ﬂed from Jerusalem by
claiming that he went to Rome and remained there for
a ministry of twenty-ﬁve years as the ﬁrst pope of the
church. This idea is fantastic. Luke wrote the Acts
in order to show how the gospel took its course from

Jerusalem to Rome, the ﬁrst apostle to arrive there being Paul, and he a prisoner. and all the while Peter
had been in Rome, had been there as a pope, and Luke
never said a word about it in the entire Acts, did not
even incidentally mention Rome when Peter left Jerusalem but wrote only “a different place." And when
Paul ﬁnally proposed to visit Rome and wrote to Rome
from Corinth he forgot to send greetings to Peter, and
after he was in Rome and wrote to others from Rome
he again forgot to send greetings from Peter. Thus
there is no basis for Rome's contention.
The way in which James is mentioned here, and the
fact that Peter sends word especially to him, prepare
for 15:13; Gal. 1:19; 2:9, 12; James 1:1. In‘Gal. 1:19
Paul calls him “the Lord’s brother”; the question as to
what that relationship implies has been discussed in
connection with 1:14, where Luke mentions “his (Jesus’) brothers." He must have been the chief elder of
the congregation at Jerusalem and. as 15:13, and Gal.
2 :9 would imply, chief because of his personal charac-

ter and ability. In 11:30, the Judean elders are mentioned but no apostles. The conclusion is evident that
at this time the apostles no longer had personal charge
of the congregation at Jerusalem.
After the great scattering that followed Stephen's
stoning and Saul's cruel persecution the congregation
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again grew. At what particular time elders were
placed in charge of it no one knows. During that ﬁrst
persecution the apostles remained in Jerusalem (8:1),
but when Saul was converted and quiet again came, we
see Peter working at Lydda, Joppa, and Caesarea; the
other apostles must have gone out from Jerusalem in
the same manner. So already at that time elders must
have been chosen by the Jerusalem church, among them
was James who from that time onward had charge of
the congregation and of all its affairs.

18) But when day came, there was no small
disturbance among the soldiers as to what, then,
had become of Peter.
Herod, however, when he
had made search for him and not found him, after
putting the guards to an examination, ordered
them to he led away to execution. And having gone
down from Judea Ito Caesarea, he was spending time
there.

There was great excitement among the soldiers.
which includes the entire garrison of the palace of
Herod. 'Apa implies: “since Peter was gone," and 11'
may be considered an accusative adverb, R. 916. The
great question was: “What became of Peter?" as our
idiom would state the question. He had vanished into
thin air. This happened “when day came." as we take
it, about six in the morning when the new quaternion
came on duty. Herod, of course, was soon informed.
19)

He scarcely made the search in person but

made it by means of his chief ofﬁcers. If Peter had
somehow gotten out of his cell, how had he managed
to get through the guards and the doors, the ﬁrst. the
second, and then the great iron gate? But thorough
search (or: in the participle) revealed not even a trace
of the prisoner; he was just not to be found. The ﬁrst
two participles report the preliminary actions, the third
what followed them, namely a judicial examination
with Herod acting as judge. He grilled the four
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guards from whom Peter had escaped. Of course, his
questioning brought no results, and Herod then com-

manded that they “be led away,” dwaxaﬁvat, which is like
the active in Luke 23:26, a judicial term which may
have a modiﬁer as it does in Matt. 27 :31, and again
may not. The four guards were forthwith summarily
executed. It was the military law that the guards of a
prisoner were liable with their lives for the security of
the prisoner specially committed to them.
And yet one wonders at Herod. His chagrin was
great; what about “all the expectation of the people of
the Jews ” (v. 11) ? If Herod had not had the example of the Twelve recorded in 5:19-24, if he had not
posted that extra heavy guard to prevent a recurrence,
he might have been justiﬁed in giving the limit of the
law to the poor guards. But he certainly must have
felt that a higher hand was behind this inexplicable
disappearance of the apostle whom he had planned to
kill that day. Did he execute these guards merely to
save his face? We know that he left the city, dropped
all further persecutions, and spent some time in Caesarea. This is the force of Scam/3w, the durative imperfect, which is used with or without a noun such as
“time,” “day,” etc.
20) Now he was in a hot quarrel with Tyrians
and Sidonians. With one accord, however, they were
present with him and, having persuaded Blastus, the
one over the hedchamher of the king, they were duly
asking peace because their country was being nourished from the king’s.

How the hot contention arose is not indicated. Tyre
and Sidon lie on the coast of Phoenicia which was only
a narrow strip of land extending along the coast. This
territory belonged to Syria and not to Herod’s domain,
yet it was dependent on “the royal land” for the greater
part of its foodstuffs, especially grain and cattle, being

shut off from Syrian imports by rough mountainous
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heights. Whatever the cause of the rupture might have
been, Herod had discontinued the supplies from his
country.

Tyre and Sidon were rich due to their mari-

time trade, yet they suffered under Herod’s punitive
measures. Thus a delegation of Tyrians and Sidonians
was present in Caesarea for the purpose of asking

peace.
The imperfect tenses are in place because the outcome of the negotiations was still uncertain. The middle irroﬁu‘ra, “were duly asking,” indicates that the matter was a piece of business; the negotiations were oﬁi-

cial. The delegation had made Blastus, the king’s
chamberlain, “the one over the king’s bedchamber"
(the Greek lacking our ready title), their friend. We
need not ask how they “persuaded" him; bribes have
always been effective.

the king.

He was using his inﬂuence with

A“). 76 with the present inﬁnitive states the

reason for both the presence of the delegation and for

their petition.
21)

And on an appointed day Herod, having

put on royal apparel, after having sat down on
the throne, was making an oration unto them; and

the people kept calling, Voice of a god and not
of a man! And immediately the Lord's angel
smote him because he did not give the glory to

God.

And having come to be eaten of worms, he

expired.

From Josephus (Ant. XIX, 8, 2) we learn that the
ﬁxed or appointed day was the second in a grand celebration of games after the Roman fashion in honor of
a victory and triumph of the emperor Claudius on his
return from Britain and not in honor merely of his
birthday or of the anniversary of his reign. On this
day Herod gave his answer to the Tyrian and Sidonian

ambassadors in the great theater where the games were
being celebrated.

The affair was made a. magniﬁcent

occasion inasmuch also as the answer was favorable.
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Luke says that Herod had arrayed himself in royal apparel. That is putting it mildly; Josephus speaks of a
are»; or festal robe wrought in silver so that on this

morning the slanting rays of the sun made the king
glisten and sparkle with brilliance.
The theater was ﬁlled with the Macs, “the people”
considered as a body politic (Mac.- would be the people
at large, 29m the nation, 6x»; just an unorganized

crowd). In their hearing the king, seated on the Bﬁpa.
the elevated stage with its chair or throne, delivered an

oration to the ambassadors, isqppyépu, the word indicating the desire for the favor and the praise of the 817mm.
The king was mounting to the pinnacle of his glory.
The games spoke of the great favor Herod was enjoying at the hands of the emperor; the games reﬂected
the glories of Rome; all the important and digniﬁed
personages of Herod’s kingdom were present among
the demos; then there were these ambassadors from
Tyre and S_idon with their humble suit for peace. In
his blazing silver apparel and with his demogogic oration the king was grandly rising to the occasion.
22) And then the shouts began among the
demos: “A god's voice and not a man’s!” As far as
the people were concerned, most of them were pagan
idolaters and used to deifyi-ng the Roman emperors,
and this shouting was no more than a bit of ﬂattery to
tickle the vanity of the king. His theatrical robes, his
entire grandiose bearing on this special day for which
the aﬁair was staged invited the ﬂattery which ranked
Herod among the gods as was the case with regard to

the Roman emperors. But Herod was a nominal Jew,
the king of the Jewish nation, and, as we have seen in
connection with his persecution of the Christians, one
who posed as a most zealous exponent of Judaism, its
great defender against Christian encroachments. This
Jew permitted those shouts that deiﬁed him to continue instead of instantly bushing them as being utter
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blasphemy; he let these pagan idolaters make a pagan
god of him and enjoyed it.
We must note the imperfect tenses in v. 21, 22.
They picture what was happening and intimate that
something decisive followed as the outcome. The
aorists used in the next verse record what that outcome
was.
23) Immediately, right there in the theater, Herod
was struck by the Lord’s angel dua’ aw, “in exchange or
in return for which things”, i. e., because he did not
give the glory to God, namely all divine glory, instead
of accepting such glory for his own person. Kai adds
what this smiting of the angel implied: “he came to be
eaten of worms," axmayxéppmoc, and thus died, ash/weer.
the lower word, “breathed out his W ’,” not the higher,
“breathed out his mcﬁpa." The psyche is man’s immaterial part in so far as it animates his physical body.
hence it is often translated “life.” So all that Luke

says and properly can say is that life went out of him.
This was the frightful and sudden end of Agrippa I
which came to him after only three short years of royal
reign; he died at the age of 54.
The manner of his death is plainly marked as a
Gottesgericht, a signal and visible judgment of God. A
number of similar horrible deaths through masses of
maggots eating the victim’s putrifying body as though
it were already a corpse are reported. all of them coming to human monsters. Read Josephus on the death of
Herod the Great, Ant. 17, 6, 5; II Maccabees 9:5, 9 on
the death of Antiochus Epiphanes who bitterly persecuted the Jews and is prominent as a type of Antichrist. Pheretima, queen of Cyrene, celebrated for her
cruelty, was eaten by masses of worms while she was
still alive; Herminianus, Roman governor of Cappadocia, who cruelly persecuted the Christians, was another; also the emperor Galerius, the last Roman emperor to persecute the church. The historian Niebuhr

488

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

adds also Philip II of Spain who was noted for his
cruelties and his persecutions.
As far as Josephus and his account of Herod’s
death are concerned (Ant. 19, 8, 2), he states that
Herod lived only ﬁve days after being stricken in the
theater and agrees that it was due to the fact that he
accepted the blasphemous praise. Josephus always
writes with an eye to the Romans and thus says nothing
about the worms eating Herod’s vitals but tones this
down to pains and trouble in Herod's “belly." In Ant.
18, 6, 7 he tells of the time when Herod was a prisoner
under Tiberius in Rome, how he saw an owl sitting, and
how a German fellow prisoner worked his way toward
him and prophesied that this owl meant good luck, and
that he would soon be elevated to the highest position;
but that if he should again see an owl, it would be the
reverse, that he would then live only ﬁve days. Josephus claims that while he was in the theater he saw an
owl sitting upon a rope and died after ﬁve days in fulﬁllment of the German’s prophecy. If any basis in fact
exists for this story about the owl, we set it down .as an
instance of second sight.
Zahn seems to ﬁnd a connection between this owl as
a messenger (5.1th9) of evil and Luke’s angel (inches)
who smote Herod and thinks that Josephus, who wrote
his Antiquities in the year 93 or 94, must have read
Luke’s statement in Acts. No angel was visible when
Herod was stricken; the fact that God employed the
agency of an angel in visiting his sudden and swift
judgment on Herod was the conviction of the apostles
who had the illumination of the Holy Spirit.
24) The Word of God, however, Went on growlng and being multiplied. That is the way in which
the histories of the persecutions always end. Herod
perished, the Word just grew more than even.

Note

the imperfect tenses: grew and grew, etc. Both verbs
\ mean that the Word itself increased by entering more
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and more hearts. In the parable of the Sower the seed
thus multiplies itself; in the parable of the Pounds the
capital multiplies by being used in trade. It is a wonderful view of the vital life of the Word. It actually
thrives under persecution. Yet we so often hang our
heads when God sends persecution here and there. Ten.
most bloody persecutions ravaged the church under the
pagan Roman emperors, and, when they had spent
themselves, Christianity had permeated the empire, and
in due time a Christian emperor ascended the throne.
25)

Now Barnabas and Saul returned out of

Jerusalem, having fulﬁlled their ministry, having
taken along with them John, the one called Mark.
We have discussed this passage in connection with
11:30, which see.. Herod died in 44, the relief was sent
from Antioch after Herod’s death and not before, for
the famine and its distress came later.

In 11:30 only

Judea is mentioned, here, however, we see that Jerusalem was included, and no deductions can be made
from “Judea” that would exclude the presence of Barnabas and Saul in Jerusalem.
A curious textual question arises because of the fact
that two great uncials read ate, "to Jerusalem,” instead
of as or dwo', “out o " or “from.” But in spite of Westcott and Hort who adopt (it; this reading must be rejected as contradicting the context and also 11 :30. The
grammarians raise another question regarding the

aorist participle o-upyrapaxaﬁémc by stating that it might
denote action that was subsequent to that of the main
verb “returned”; it indicates coincident action in the
very nature of the case, R. 862. We have met Mark in
v. 12; we shall meet him again in 13 :5, 9. We see how
he got to Antioch and could be taken along on the ﬁrst
great missionary journey by Saul. Since he was a
cousin of Barnabas, the latter must have advocated tak-

ing him along, to which Saul readily consented.

CHAPTER Xlll
THE SECOND HALF
The Gospel Among the Gentiles in the Empire
Chapters 13 to 28

The time covered by this period extends from 45 to '
62, from the ﬁrst missionary jaurney to Paul’s imprisonment in Rome.
The action moves through the Roman Empire in a
grand sweep. Mission work reaches its highest development.
The chief personage is Paul; at his side appear his
notable assistants. We also again meet Peter in chapter 15, and James in chapters 15 and 21.
We see the progress of the gospel ﬁrst, with Paul
at liberty (13 to 21 :16) ; then, the progress with Paul
in captivity (21:17 to 28:31). Three great missionary journeys are prominent while Paul is at liberty.
Besides Jerusalem, Antioch, the center from which the
journeys were made, attracts our attention; then Corinth and Ephesus and other localities become important
centers of Christian activity. When Paul is in captivity, Caesarea draws attention but only as the steppingstone to the ﬁnal goal which is Rome. Thus Luke’s
objective is reached: the great transition of the gospel
from its original center in Jerusalem and Judaism to
its grand new center, Rome and the vast Gentile world.
(490)
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The Third Quarter
The Progress of the Gospel with Paul at Liberty
THE FIRST MISSIONARY JOURNEY: THROUGH THE
ISLAND or CYPRUS

1) Barnabas and Saul are back at Antioch after
their brief mission of relief (11:30; 12:25). Now
there

were

in

Antioch

throughout

the

present

church prophets and teachers, both Barnabas and
Symeon called Niger and Lucius, the Cyrenian, also
Manaen, Herod the tetrarch’s child companion, and
Saul.
Transitional Si transfers us to a time that is later
than that mentioned in 11:26 and in 11:30 and 12:25.
Luke advances us from the summer or the fall of 44 to
the year 49. Zahn has corrected the 50 which is found
in his Introduction to the New Testament III, 482,
Chronological Table, to 49, in his Kommentar, 868. in
accord with a recently discovered inscription.
Saul and Barnabas are to be sent away on a missionary tour that will necessitate their absence from
Antioch for some time. Luke thus mentions the most
prominent “prophets and teachers” in the congregation
at this time. Three of these would remain at Antioch.
We give Rani distributive force “throughout the church"
in Antioch because we think of the church as being
distributed over the large city and having a host of
members.
. The added aim» is taken to mean in der dortigen
Gemeinde (B.-D. 474. 5), “in the local church" (Moulton in R. 1107); but the participle is not to be construed with "in Antioch": “the church being in Antioch, being there"; we take it to be temporal: “being"
at the time of which Luke writes: “the present
church." It is not said that the church had these ﬁve
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illustrious teachers in 44; it has them now in the
year 49.
“Prophets” is explained in 11:27, and here refers
to men who are able to expound the Word. The context does not suggest prophets of the type of Agabus,
to whom God communicated future events. These men
served the congregation in the regular manner. “Prophets and teachers" thus go together: men who thoroughly understand the Word and are at the same time
able to teach it to others. Hence, too, we decline to
let the two 7: divide the ﬁve named into three prophets
and two teachers. For certainly Saul, the very last in
the list, had already received direct communications
from the Lord (among others also the one mentioned in
22:17, etc), while we do not know whether Barnabas
had received such communications. B.-D. 444, 5 does
not divide into groups, yet Luke evidently intended to
indicate two groups although we do not see why he
divides the list of names. When Barnabas is placed
ﬁrst and Saul last, this seems to imply that the names
are arranged according to the time of the conversion

of those named or, possibly, according to the time of
their entrance into the church at Antioch.
Barnabas and saul we know. The fact that Symeon had the Roman name Niger in addition to his Aramaic name and was so designated by the Greeks, is only
a common feature and really states nothing deﬁnite
about the man. If he were the Simon who bore the
cross for Jesus, Luke would have so identiﬁed him.

That Simon came to distinction because of his two sons
(Mark 15 :21) and hence not because of a later prominence of his own.

The fact that Symeon was not a

Cyrenian like Lucius also proves that he was not
Simon, the crossbearer. Lucius is designated as 3. Gyrenian and may have been one of those who ﬂed after
Stephen’s death and ﬁrst preached the gospel to the
Greeks in Antioch (11:20). B.-D. 268 calls attention
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to the article “the Cyrenian" and thinks that it was
perhaps intended to distinguish him from Luke, whose
name appears also as “Lucius." Zahn, who ﬁnds Luke
indirectly referred to in 11:28 (Codex Bezae), scouts
the idea that he could have here listed himself as one
of the great teachers in Antioch. Symeon is designated by his second name because there are many other
Symeons or Simons; Lucius by his birthplace for a
similar reason; but Manaen by his connection with the
tetrarch, Herod Antipas, whose child companion he
had been, a'livrpodme, Milchbmder, collactaneus (Vul-

gate), nourished and brought up together with this
Herod. That would make Manaen about 69 years old,
for Herod Antipas was born in 20 B. C. Some interpreters identify Manaen with the Bum/\mo's mentioned
in John 4 :46-53; but this is only a guess. With more
assurance we may say that Manaen was of aristocratic
if not princely birth and thus stands out among the
disciples. His princely education was an asset in his
present leadership.
0n the basis of a hypothetical ﬁrst edition of Acts,
Zahn thinks that a sixth name was added between
Lucius and Manaen, namely that of Ticius, an Antiochian, whom Zahn supposes to be Titus, one of Paul’s
later assistants, this being the only mention of him in
Acts. Aside from the hypothesis itself (Forschungen
IX) and Zahn's alteration of “Ticius” to Titus, he fails
to show how Luke could issue a second edition and
from it omit this most certainly important name.
2) And while they were engaged in a divine
service to the Lord and on fasting, the Holy Spirit
said, Separate now for me Barnabas and Saul for the
work to which 1 have called them for myself. Then,
after having fasted and prayed and laid the hands on
them, they released them.
The great hour had come: the call to the Gentile
world, even to stand before kings! Saul had waited all
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these years, from 35 to 49, and had been working here
in Antioch for about six years. Now at last he was to go
out into the pagan world, not alone, but together with
his close friend Barnabas. The Attic orators used the
word Acsroupydv to designate any free service rendered
to the state, in the LXX it is used with reference to the
ofﬁcial service rendered by priests and Levites, and in
the New Testament with reference to any sacred ofﬁcial
service (Rom. 13 :6, and 15 :27 are not exceptions.)
Here the participle must mean that these ﬁve men were
not merely generally busy in their ofﬁcial capacities as
prophets and teachers but were in the midst of a divine
service with the assembled congregation; it may well
have been one of the regular Sunday services which
included the entire congregation as such.
The early Christians retained the Jewish religious
custom of fasting. The law prescribed only one annual fast on the Day of Atonement, hence this is also
called The Fast (Acts 27:9). A few additional fast
days had been arranged by the nation itself in memory
of sad experiences. The Pharisaic fasting was selfimposed and was observed for the sake of acquiring
merit. Yet pious Jews also fasted in all sincerity, and '
it was this custom that was followed by the Christian
Church. This fasting'was always partial. (The writer’s parents never ate before the Communion.) It is
correct, the pronoun ai'rrév refers only to the ﬁve men,
but the ﬁrst participle insures the presence of the
congregation.

We ﬁnd no danger in thinking that the church as
such was present. Barnabas and Saul belonged to the
congregation as prophets and teachers. The members
were certainly concerned in the mission of these two.
The Holy Spirit alone was their Sender and not the congregation, and certainly not the other three teachers.
In 14 :26, etc., we see that the church commended Bar-
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nabas and Saul to the grace of God for the work which
they did and that they returned and made a report to
the church. We are not told how the Holy Spirit spoke
as he did although it is usually assumed that it was by
means of a special revelation to one of the three teachers who was to remain, but this is done largely because
we know of no other way unless Saul himself received
the revelation. We say the latter only because Saul had
previously received such revelations, cf., 9:12, and
22 :17, etc.
The order of the Spirit was: “Separate now for me
Barnabas and Saul,” etc. Here the second person
plural cannot refer to the ﬁve men who are included in
the aﬁfév, because two of them were to be separated;
this command is addressed to the entire church. It was
to give up the services of Barnabas and of Saul and let
them serve the Holy Spirit elsewhere. A1; is rare and
has a note of urgency. It emphasizes the imperative
and is like the Latin jam or the German dock. There
is no real equivalent in English, hence it is left untranslated in our versions; it is ‘an emotional particle, and
we may render: “Do now separate l" Note the perfect:
for the work to which “I have called them for myself”
(middle). What this work was we know from 9:15;
22:14, 15, 21; 27:16, in regard to Saul, and this was
now to apply also to Barnabas.
3) What the Spirit ordered was promptly done.
We do not think that the commissioning service was set
for a later day. We take it that the service was now
turned into a commissioning service.

It was consider-

ably prolonged. Thus with fasting, praying, and laying on of hands, the latter by the presbyters and not by
the three other prophet-teachers who were left behind,
“they released them,” namely the whole church at Antioch. Luke is careful not to say: “they sent or they
commissioned them," which would have been untrue.
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The substance of the prayers we know from 14:26:

t‘they were recommended to the grace of God for their
work.” It was a great day for the entire church.
The laying on of hands was used in connection with
the seven deacons and is explained in 6:6. It is here
again used in the same symbolical way. This, of
course, was not ordination for Barnabas and for Saul,

who were already “prophets and teachers." Yet it was
the ceremony the church deemed proper formally to
carry out the will of the Spirit in order to separate
these two for their special work. We have no divine

command for ordination, and when we now ordain we
merely follow in the footsteps of the apostles and the
early church by solemnly setting men apart for the holy
ministry. So we also adopt the laying on of hands for
our ordination and also for our conﬁrmation of catechumens. We are free to do this and equally free not
to add the ancient fasting. The virtue of these rites
does not lie in the symbol of the hands being laid on
but in the prayers of the church for those who are

thereby set apart, prayers that are efﬁcacious with God.
4) They on their part, therefore, having been
sent out by the Holy Spirit, went down to Seleucia
and from there sailed away to Cyprus.
Luke writes eta-oi with a natural emphasis and re.

fers to Barnabas and Saul, and [1.2V oa'm is used as in 1:6.
Luke purposely repeats that it was the Holy Spirit who
had sent them out, and had done that by an immediate
call. So the two went the short distance from Antioch
to its harbor town Seleucia at the mouth of the Grantee
River, found a ship there, and sailed for Cyprus, the
island of which Barnabas was a native; see 4 :36. The

distance was not great. The Spirit evidently let them
choose the locality where they wished to labor, and they
followed natural lines by returning to the old homeland of Barnabas where he knew the type of people
that would be met. It is one of Luke’s literary habits
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always to name the harbors in connection with the
voyages; this has been attributed to his love for the sea
which was so characteristic of the Greeks. We are not
told how this tour was ﬁnanced. Money was required
for the passage on the boat and also otherwise. It does
not seem that the congregation at Antioch supplied
the funds. All that one may conclude is that Barnabas
and Saul went quite on their own.
5) And being at Salamis. they began to pro~
claim the Word of God in the synagogues of the
Jews. Moreover, they had also Mark as attendant.
The actual work of proclaiming the Word started at
Salamis, and that method was at once used which Saul
followed ever after: they began in the synagogues.
That was a simple and an easy way. As teachers and
speakers who were efﬁcient and able in every way, wha
were themselves of Jewish birth and training, permission was always freely given them to address the syn-

agogue congregations and to expound to them the Old
Testament prophecies concerning the Messiah and their
fulﬁllment in Jesus. This was, of course, mission work
only among the Jews, but it was done among the Jews
of the diaspora, in pagan cities, and was intended to
reach out from the synagogues to the Gentiles of those
cities.
It is often thought of as following the rule or, shall
we say, the principle: to the Jewa ﬁrst and then to the
Gentiles. But this was not a mere rule. The wall of
partition (Eph. 2:14) had been removed, together they
were to become Christians. It was this far deeper
principle that Barnabas and Saul followed when they
entered the synagogues ﬁrst.

The Jews had the Scrip-

tures and the Scripture knowledge of God. Therefore
the beginning was naturally made with them. Salvation was of the Jews (John 4: 22), the Messiah was
David’s son, redemption was wrought in Israel. The
gospel was thus oﬁ‘ered ﬁrst to the JeWs throughout
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the diaspora so that the Jews might lead the Gentiles

into the Christian Church. It would have been abnormal to follow any other course; in fact, wrong to ignore the Jews.
At this point Luke remarks that Mark was a third

party in the work but only in the capacity of an attendant; he was the n‘m-qu'm, literally, “under-rower in a
trireme,” and then anyone under the orders of another,
“an underling." This word is used with reference to
the Levite Temple police who were under the orders of
their Wpa'rqyds or commander, for instance at the time
of the arrest of Jesus in Gethsemane and at the Jewish
trial of Jesus. This shows what Mark's duties were:
he was to do what Barnabas and Saul ordered him to
do. The view that he was to baptize the converts is
untenable. The administration of this sacrament was
not a chore but as sacred and important as the preaching of the gospel itself, for it had been commanded by
Jesus as much as the preaching had. Mark did whatever Barnabas and Saul asked him to do; they assigned
his duties. This is the force of “underling.” They
may have used him also for teaching, perhaps also even
for baptizing or helping to baptize on occasion. All
depended on what might be needed. Some of his duties were prabably those of an ordinary servant. It
was through the instrumentality of his cousin Barnabas that he was taken along. Luke mentions his
presence in Jerusalem in 12 :12, and shows how he was
brought to Antioch in 12:25.
6) Having gone through the whole island as
far as Paphos, they found a man, a magus, a false
prophet, a Jew, whose name was Barjesus, who was
with the proconsul Sergius Paulus, a man of understanding. This one, having called to himself Barnahas and Saul, earnestly sought to hear the Word
of God. But Elymns, the magus -— for thus his
name is translated — began to stand against
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them, seeking to turn the proconsul aside from the
faith.
All that Luke states in v. 5 is that, upon arrival at
Salamis, they adopted the practice of preaching in the
synagogues. Now we read that the missionaries
crossed the entire island by following its southeastern
shore line — the interior is mountainous -— to Paphos
at the western end. Luke does not intend to furnish an
itinerary nor to describe what was done at each place.
We have no details about Salamis. There were no places
of importance along the route to Paphos. The old Paphos had been destroyed by an earthquake in 15 B. C.
With the aid of Augustus the new city was built at
some distance from the site of the old ruins. at a spot
where a bay faced south. Here the Roman proconsul
had his residence.
The reliability of Luke's statement was formerly
challenged on the ground that Cyprus was an imperial
province and hence was not governed by a proconsul
but by a propraetor. That was. indeed. true at a former
time, but at this time Cyprus had been made a senatorial province, and its governor thus was a proconsul
as Luke states. The island later again became an imperial province. General Cesnola discovered an inscription on the north coast of Cyprus which was dated
“in the proconsulship of Paulus,” the very Sergius
Paulus of Acts. Robertson. Luke the Hism‘ian, etc.,
182.
We are granted only one glimpse of the work done
in Cyprus: Saul's clash with a Jewish charlatan before
the proconsul of the island. It is a parallel to the experience Peter had with Simon Magus as recorded in
8:9. etc. As far as the record goes, the work went on
in its regular course with nothing especially to be
noted. Here in Paphos the clash with the magus is important. not for its own sake. but for the eﬁ'ect it had
on the proconsul. After he had been won for the
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gospel, great success was assured. This [Id-yo: was a
man of the type of Simon Magus, of whom payday and
naydcu are predicated in 8 :9, 11, the practice of magical
arts, which were usually, however, associated with occultism and strange religious claims. This man was “a
pseudo-prophe ,” who mixed his arts with false religious doctrines which were most likely concocted by
himself, He was a “Jew," of course, no longer in religion but only by birth. He was a man of less importance
than Simon Magus and spread no mysterious halo of
divinity about himself.
7) He had managed to attach himself to the proconsu! whom Luke characterizes as amuse, which is
more than dapéwpos, “sensible,” and means rather the
quality of understanding, ability to put his mind on an
object and to grasp it. This charlatan, unlike Simon
Magus, cared nothing for the ordinary people but, like
so many of his ilk in this era, sought to impress only
some great personage and subject him to his control.
The fact that he should have had a hold on a man of
understanding such as Sergius Paulus was is not so
strange when we recall what Juvenal reports regarding the Emperor Tiberius, “sitting on the rock of Capri
with his ﬂock of Chaldeans around him.” Shallow
men like Pontius Pilate scoffed at truth and anything
serious, others who were dissatisﬁed with ordinary
idolatry fell for the impressive and cunning deceivers
who oﬁer’ed mysterious and apparently supernatural
arts invested with strange Oriental philosophies.
Yet when this proconsul heard of Barnabas and
Saul and the stir they were causing in Paphos he summoned them and, as Luke expresses it, imCrirqa’ev, “earnestly sought,” to hear the Word of God, i. e., this
teaching which they had to offer. The aorist of the
Verb and the inﬁnitive imply that he obtained what he
sought and fully heard that Word, namely the gospel.
Barnabas and Saul had a public audience with the gov-
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ernor, at which they could speak at length and fully
inform their great hearer.
8)

And now we come upon a linguistic problem

that is connected also with the variant readings of the
codices and of the ancient versions. Does Luke intend
to say that “Elymas” is a translation of 6 My“, and is
“Elymas” then an Arabic or an Aramaic term that is
equivalent to a professional title like “professor" which
was appropriated by the old mesmerists, the present
mediums, and others? This has been the usual view.
Attempts were made to clear up the etymology by reference to the Arabic verb ‘alima, “to gain insight,”
“to grasp,” and the noun ‘alim, “magician," “diviner.”
The contention of Zahn and others is that “Elymas”
is not intended to be a translation of 6 who: which needs
no translation but of the man's name “Barjesus,” a
patronymic with “bar" to be understood in the sense of
“son.” The process starts by regarding “Elymas” as
a Greek term to which the Aramaic “Barjesus” is then
ﬁtted. The result is that “Elymas,” a corruption of
‘Etoemus (‘Etimas), is really paratus = “the Expert";

and “Barjesus,” when this is derived from the Hebrew
shavah which in the piel means “to smooth,” “to ﬁnish" (omitting bar = “son") . is something of an equivalent of “the Expert."
This “Son of the Expert" or simply “Expert," the
“ready man,” began to oppose Barnabas and Saul and
sought to divert (staarpe'gbat, turn this way and that by
raising objections) the proconsul, his patron, from
the faith, the article pointing to the objective sense of
“faith," i. e., from the Word intended for faith. The
imperfect tense and the present participle reveal only

the attempt and point forward to the outcome. The
devil had his advocate at the proconsul’s side who was
seeking to defeat the messengers of God. The trickster
feared that he would lose control and be ousted. Evil
men are always in the road to prevent the gospel from
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saving others. Spurious science and false religious
teachings know they will be ousted if the gospel has
full sway.
9) But Saul, also Paul, ﬁlled with the Holy
Spirit, earnestly looking on him, said: 0 full of all
guile and all villainy, devil’s son, enemy of all
righteousness, wilt thou not cease to turn aside the
Lord’s ways, the straight ones? And now, lo, the
Lord's hand on thee!

And thou shalt be blind, not

seeing the sun until a season!

And immediately

there fell on him a mist and darkness and, going

around, he began seeking hand-leaders.
In the simplest way, with a mere 6 mt, which R.
734 thinks might be intended as a relative, Luke introduces the name “Paul" instead of Saul. From this
point onward he intends to use only the name Paul

except where the apostle may speak of himself. The
reason for making the change at this point is plain.
Up to this moment it is always “Barnabas and Saul,"
which implies that Barnabas exercised the leadership;
but now the Spirit descends on Saul, and from this
point onward the leadership rests with him. Here,
then, was a ﬁtting place to indicate that Saul now
used his Roman name Paul because he worked among
Greeks to whom Sh’aﬁl would sound too foreign.
Saul did not receive or himself take the name Paul
at the time of his baptism in Damascus. If that had
been the case, Luke would have called him Paul from
that time onward.

The idea that conversion “made

Saul a Paul” is not correct. Saul did not assume the
name Paul here in Paphos and did not choose “Paul"
because of the proconsul’s name “Paulus.”
These
suggestions, as Farrar says, contain “an element of
vulgarity impossible to St. Paul.” Augustine thought
that he chose “Paul" from motives of humility since
the word means “little"; but almost the opposite is
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true. “Paul" had a proud ring in those days as suggesting the glories of the Aemelian family (Page).
On the eighth day. at the time of his circumcision,
the father named his little son after the one Jewish
king who had been chosen from the tribe of Benjamin,
the tribe to which the family belonged; thus he received his Jewish name “Saul." But he was born a
Roman citizen of the great city of Tarsus and thus
received his Roman name (Latin) “Paul" on the ninth
day. Like his Jewish name and like so many names of
children, this was chosen because it was borne by illustrious persons of the Roman world. Other Jews had
Greek names; the apostle and the evangelist were both
named Philip after the tetrarch of that name. Saul's
father gave the child a Roman and Latin name because
he was a Roman citizen with all the rights in the

Roman empire this implied.

The child had both

names from infancy.
When his father called him
he shouted, “Saul, Saul !" but when the Greek boys
with whom he played called him they shouted, ”Paul.
Paul!” In his early connections with Jews he was
called “Saul" as Luke has named him up to this time;
from now on as he henceforth worked chieﬂy among
Gentiles, “Paul” was the name he used, and Luke
makes the change by showing that it began at this
point. That is why Luke writes only 6 mi mama: and
says nothing about his assuming this name; he always
had had it.
'
It was not Barnabas but Paul who at this critical
moment was ﬁlled with the Holy Spirit and was made
the divine instrument for bringing judgment upon
Barjishwan — Hetoimos (as Zahn calls him). Up to
this point in the narrative Barnabas is always named
ﬁrst. Here in Cyprus, his native land, he properly
took the lead. Now that the missionaries are about
to leave the island, Paul will be the leader. This was
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God’s intention regarding this “chosen instrument" for
the Work among Gentiles; and with it, no doubt, went
also Paul's own higher qualiﬁcations for the leadership. Moreover, Paul would continue in this work
among Gentiles long after Barnabas.
When Paul now denounces the trickster and tells
him that he will be blinded he does this, not by his
own power, but through the Spirit. It is the same
thing that occurred in Peter’s case, who exposed Ananias and his hypocrisy by the Spirit’s revelation and
not by any‘powers of his own. To say that being
ﬁlled with the Holy Spirit means being ﬁlled only
with “a high degree of agitation," in hochgradiger
Erregung, is unwarranted. A holy indignation did,
indeed, move Paul just as it moved Jesus when he
denounced the Pharisees and announced their judgment, cf., Matt. 23 :13, etc. But Paul could never have
brought blindness on this charlatan by even the intensest indignation. A mere volition on the part of
an apostle never worked a miracle; the Lord and his
Spirit use even the apostles only as instruments to
carry out their volitions.
10) Paul is not carried away by his indignation,
for his words have cold logic in them, in this respect
being like the denunciation of the Pharisees on the
part of Jesus. First, the evil in the man’s heart, his
inner motives are named; next, what these make of
him in God’s sight; then, what they ever lead him
to do.

“And now” rests the penalty of the Spirit

on this clear basis. First, the full evidence of outrageous guilt; then, the verdict announcing the
punishment. The Spirit, speaking through Paul, is
absolutely just.
The Greek uses "0" sparingly, which makes it only
the stronger when it is used. “Full of all guile and
all villainy" exposes exactly what was in this man’s
heart. These were the motives back of his opposition
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to the missionaries and his efforts to keep the proconsnl
from the faith. Ao‘Aoc is "bait” and then the cunning
that uses it to catch its victim; the Word is very much
in place here: the proconsul wasthe victim who was
to snatch at the bait this fellow was offering by his
arguments against the faith. 'PaSvayta, “the ability
to do a thing easily," is used in the sense of “unscrupulousness,” when one acts without the least compunction

or hesitation as to the damage he may do to others
in gaining his ends, hence “villainy.” The fellow was
ready to do or to say anything in order to keep his
hold on his victim. Twice Paul adds “all,” which
marks the extent of this man’s viciousness.
What this really made of him Paul states in plain
words, “a devil's son,” via: is to be understood in the

ethical sense as described in John 8:44. “Son” and
“sons" are used in both an evil and a good way. We
have “sons of light," “sons of Israel,” or “of the
prophets," etc.; in II Thess. 2:3, “son of perdition.”
Children are dear to men; but in ethical connections
the son reﬂects the father or the quality and thus
represents the one or the other. A devil’s son is not
only his offspring but one in whom the devil's '
characteristics reappear.
“Devil” is Satan 'without
stress on the etymology “slanderer.” Those who
understand “Barjesu‘s” as meaning “son of Jesus”

(Joshuah) ﬁnd a contrast to this name in “devil’s
son.” Paul speciﬁes the ethical feature when he adds
“enemy of all righteousness.” An ixapéc is a hating
personal enemy, and Sumo-dun; is righteousness or right

in the forensic sense as meeting the approval of the
righteous divine Judge. Anything of that sort this
man hated, for it would utterly condemn and destroy
him and his vicious practices.
The motive. the man, and now the deeds: "Wilt
thou not cease to turn aside the Lord’s Ways, the

straight ones?"

The addition of the adjective by
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11) But the Spirit has a way that will stop him:
“And now" as the legitimate deduction from this
character and conduct, “lo, the Lord's hand upon
thee l"
Why insert “is" and weaken what is an
exclamation and not a cool declaration?
Paul, as
it were, sees that hand or almighty power of the Lord
. Jesus striking this devil’s son. The fellow is to be
blind and not see the sun until the time (mp6s) set
by the Lord. This blindness for a time is a judicial
penalty; it is by no means all that he deserved, but
in his grace God moderated it by not cutting off the
opportunity for repentance.
It was a preliminary
judgment like so many that God inﬂicts on wilful sinners in ordér by such severe means possibly to turn
them from their evil ways. These judgments, if they
are spurned, preﬁgure and announce the ﬁnal, fatal
judgment. God warned Pharaoh with ever greater
severity until the cup of his obduracy overﬂowed; then
came the ﬁnal stroke. This man’s wilful blindness
was punished by miraculous physical blindness. The
penalty often corresponds to the guilt.
If this

penalty would fail of its proper effect, a greater

\

means of a second article makes a kind of apposition
and climax, R. 776. These blessed ways of the Lord,
these teachings of his that lead to faith, that are
straight and true in every part and not crooked, not
tricky, with no ulterior design, this fellow intends
never to cease turning this way and that (sumpc'ipwv
as in v. 8), to twist and to pervert by his objections,
making them appear as what they are not, as something evil according to the evil that ﬁlls his own heart.
The question is strongly rhetorical, for it has oi: with
the subjunctive (futuristic, R. 942) as though the
answer is to be “yes” while the sense is: “No, thou
wilt not cease doing this!" The fellow would let no
moral consideration of any kind stop him in his nefarious doing;
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penalty awaited him, the darkness of everlasting death.
The devil’s son would then end in the devil's eternal
night.
The man was struck blind instantly. Those who
think that this was effected gradually because “a mist"
is mentioned before “darkness" disregard the aorist
with its adverb. Sight was blotted out at once. “Mist
and darkness" are one idea, and mist is added in order
to show that the eyeballs were ﬁlmed so that their
sight went out like a light that is blown out. The
eﬁ'ect was that, “going around. he began to seek handleaders," a compound noun for which we lack a current equivalent. He would mislead the proconsul.
he now sought someone to lead him. and that not
amiss.
Here the man disappears from view.
No one
knows how long his blindness lasted. Zahn thinks
that he was certainly cast off by Sergius Paulus and
that eight years later he appeared as "one of the
friends” of the procurator Felix (Acts 24:24), the
fellow who was employed to lure away Drusilla. the
daughter of Agrippa I. from her husband Azizus, the
king of Emesa (Joseph. Ant. 20. 7. 2). in order to
marry Felix. He is described as a Cyprian Jew and
a magician. As to his name, the “Simon" found in
the texts of Josephus is due to Christian copyists who
placed this name in the margin and then into the text,
thinking that the Simon Magus of Acts 8 was referred
to; the name was “Atomon” and seems to be the
“Hetoimon” ("Elymas," see v. 8) of Luke. All that
one can say is, interesting if true.
12)

Then, on seeing what had occurred, the

proconsul believed, dumbfounded at the teaching of
the Lord.

This punitive miracle dumbfounded the proconsul
The undeniable power manifested in it he rightly connected with “the teaching or doctrine of the Lord
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(Jesus),” thereby showing himself awmic, “one understanding" (v. 7), by putting his mind and what
had occurred together properly.
He saw the same
power in the miracle and in the doctrine which it
sealed.

Luke writes the simple, positive, assuring aorist:
“he believed.” We have no reason whatever to discount the word. The reasons brought forward for
doing so are invalid the moment Luke’s account of
the work in Cyprus is viewed as a whole. We at
once see that the proconsul is the only convert that is
mentioned as a result of the entire work done in
Cyprus. That speaks rather plainly.
It was not
Luke’s intention to report in detail. He mentions only
two towns, Salamis where the missionaries landed and
Paphos from which they left. It is not even stated
that converts and congregations resulted in these
towns. Yet many were undoubtedly converted, and a
number of congregations was left behind.
Is it any wonder, then, that Luke writes regarding
the proconsul only that “he believed”?

Why ask for

more, that he was baptized, that this included his
family, that he was received into the church, etc.?

And because all this is not in the record, why question
whether it occurred? Luke expects his readers also
to be m-yc'réc. Why these suspicions that the proconsul
was perhaps not baptized because of his Roman ofﬁce,
because he had to take oﬂ‘icial part in certain oﬂ‘icial
religious idolatrous rites? Another view is that, if
a proconsul had been converted to Christianity, Roman
and Greek historians would have recorded that fact.
They certainly did not record the fact that this
proconsul was a pupil of the Jewish magus. “He believed”—that aorist stands as a tower—the very

governor of the island, a Roman, believed!
Luke
makes this fact most impressive by saying nothing
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about other believers.
He lets his reader himself
say this.
This ﬁrst stage of the ﬁrst missionary journey
of Paul was eminently successful. The one high point
of success scored speaks volumes. And we should not
think that, because in the next verse it is' stated that
the missionaries left, they departed the very day after
the proconsul believed. They left when it was safe
to leave their work in Paphos. In his chronological
table Ramsay allows from March to July for the stay
in Cyprus.
THE FIRST MISSIONARY JOURNEY:
PISIDIAN AN'nocn

13) After the work is completed in Cyprus, new
territory is sought. Now having set sail from Paphos,
those around Paul went to Perga of Pamphilia.
John, however, having withdrawn from them, returned to Jerusalem. But they on their part, having
gone through from Perga, arrived at Antioch, the
Pisidian.

The passive of dwiyo is used in 3 nautical sense,
“to put to sea,” “to set sail." The Greek says literally,
“go up” on the sea and “come down" to land, speaking
as it appears to the eye. The voyage from Paphos
to the coast of the mainland was easily accomplished,
there being frequent shipping facilities. Instead of
stopping at the harbor town Attalia (14:25), they
sailed up the Kestros River and landed at Perga. The
observation is certainly correct that, when Luke writes
“Perga of Pamphilia,” he is not locating Perga for his
reader, not distinguishing it from some other Perga.
Pamphilia was selected as the next missionary ﬁeld
and is mentioned for this reason. It is true that Paul
ﬁrst went up to Antioch and worked there, but equally
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true that on the return journey work was done in

Pamphilia.
In oi mp: 11¢in we have the classic idiom for "Paul
and his company,” he being included (B.-D. 228).
Signiﬁcant is the naming of this group after Paul. It
is not “the Barnabas party” but “the Paul party."
Luke writes thus because after the stay at Paphos the
main person and leader is Paul; Let us understand

that this gravitation of Paul to the leadership was
entirely natural. In personality, in personal force,
as in education, Paul outranked even a man like Barnabas. Although it had been held back all these years,
the simple greatness of the man now began to be revealed. That fact made it easy for Barnabas to fall
into second place.
It is Ramsay who connects Perga, Mark’s leaving,
and the haste to Pisidian Antioch by starting from the
assumption that Luke joins together what inwardly belongs together. The three statements are usually
treated separately. The only direct light we have on
Mark’s defection is the remark made in 15 :38, 39 that
“he did not go with them to the work” and that Barnabas and Paul fell out with each other in regard to taking him along on a second missionary journey. What
really was the trouble still remains veiled. We hastily
acquit the mosquitoes at Perga, not because they stung
Paul and Barnabas as well as Mark. but because no
stay was made at Perga at this time. The charge of
homesickness, that Mark went, cu seiner Mutter (to
his mother), is unfair. We ﬁnd nothing convincing
in the surmise that Mark did not relish the transfer
of leadership from Barnabas, Mark’s cousin, to Paul.
Mark was only an attendant (v. 5), and the shift of
leadership was entirely natural. Mark could not
take umbrage as long as Barnabas did not. Still
less likely is Mark’s dissatisfaction with Paul’s work

among the Gentiles, for Barnabas stood for the
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same work, he as well as Paul having cast away
Judaistic ideas.
That leaves Mark's lack of courage, which agrees
with chapter 15:38, 39. It may well be possible that
something had occurred at Perga which took the heart
out of Mark. Ramsay asks the question as to why
Paul went straight on from Perga to Pisidian Antioch,
a long hard journey that was full of dangers at that.
Why was no work done at Perga at this time but only
later?
Ramsay ﬁnds the reason in Gal. 4:13, 14,
Paul's “inﬁrmity of the ﬂesh.” Paul had to leave the
hot lowlands and get into the higher interior without delay. Thus he hurried straight on to Antioch,
3,600 feet above the sea; here he might hope to
recover.
What, then, was Paul’s ailment? Ramsay diagnoses it as malaria which with its sudden attacks incapacitated Paul for several hours at each recurrence.
prostrated him utterly, and was accompanied by frightful headaches. Since Paul was in this condition, Mark
lost heart. In 15:38, 39 Paul still mistrusted Mark.
Suppose Paul should have another siege of the malady,
what would Mark then do? Was this Paul’s “stake
in the ﬂesh" (I! Cor. 12:7) ? It could not have been
even if we stress the accompanying headaches; the ailment was temporary.

Ramsay's combination would also explain why

Barnabas went on with Paul.

He and Paul had been

commissioned together by the Holy Spirit (v. 2) ; if
Paul went on, Barnabas dared not withdraw and go
with his cousin. The view that in Gal. 4:13, 14 Paul
refers to some eye trouble that made his face look disagreeable is only a conjecture which does not even ﬁt
in with the language used. 'In v. 9 Paul “sets his
eyes" on the magus, and that bars out any afﬂiction
of the eyes. The hypothesis of epilepsy is even less
likely ; a man who was subject to epileptic [its could not
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possibly have the mentality and do the work of this
apostle. Besides, this ailment of which Paul complains does not seem to have been continuous. Only

the Galatians saw him When his condition was Very bad.
As far as “Galatia” is concerned, namely the debate

as to whether Paul worked in southern Galatia. or in
northern Galatia., the question is settled.

It was

southern Galatia which included the very cities Paul
was now entering before he returned to Perga which
is located in Pamphilia.
14)

After Mark had left them, Paul and Barnabas

pressed on to Pi'sidian Antioch; According to Luke's
record this was not a missionary tour, the travelers
went straight through to Antioch. Antioch Was not
in Plsidia but on its border, hence Luke does not write
“Antioch of Pisidia" (like “Perga of Pamphilia”) but

“Antioch, the Pisidian,” the city thus being distinguished from Syrian Antioch and other towns of that
name. It was a Roman colony like Philippi, a free
city, and among its inhabitants there were many Jews.

It was located in the Roman province of Galatia which
included the ethnographic Regimes Pisidia, Phryg'la,
and Lycaonia. Until the return to Perﬁa the journey Was made entirely in Galatia. Antioch was a
inost desirable place in which to plant a Christian congregation.
And having gone to the synagogue on the day

of the Sabbath, they sat down.

But after the read-

ing of the Law and of the Prophets the synagogue

rulers sent to them, saying, Men and brethren, if
you have some word of exhortation in your minds,
say on!

We should begin a new sentence with mt. It has
been asked how it was possible that in Antioch two
Sabbaths were sufﬁcient to produce such a decisive
result among the Jews as well as the Gentiles when
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at other places similar results were more slowly
achieved. But Luke is speciﬁc. The work began in
the synagogue and moved with rapidity. After Paul
and Barnabas had found lodging they most likely
introduced themselves to the Jewish leaders, and when

the Sabbath came, they sat down in the audience.
Whether special seats were set aside for visiting
rabbis is not known. The Greek often has the plate]
for “Sabbath”; the Word is treated somewhat like
names of festivals.
15) Luke has a double purpose in reporting the
following sermon preached by Paul. It is a sample

sermon Which shows just how he presented Christ and
the gospel in the synagogues. It is more: in this sermon we see how the Jews betame hostile and then

proceeded to persecute, which was one of the usual
experiences of Paul.
Each synagogue had its managers who were called
“elders" Or as here “synagogue rulers”: one of these

served as chairman or head of the others.

All the

synagogue's affairs were in the hands of the rulers.
Since there were no pastors, the rulers managed the
services so that the lessons were read,- the prayers
and the responses were recited, and necessary business
attended to. Whenever possible, however, competent
rabbis Were asked to address the people. This was
done by request or permission of the rulers. Men of
the necessary schooling and ability were not numerous
and happened along as visitors only occasionally.
When Paul, the famous pupil of Gamaliel in Jerusalem,
and Barnabas, a Levite and resident of Jerusalem,
appeared in Pisidian Antioch, the elders even sent the
chazzan or synagogue clerk to the rear where they

were sitting and invited them to come forward to
address a word to the people. This was in regular
order, was not possible every Sabbath, and was appreciated the more on that account.
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This occurred after the regular part of the service

had been concluded, the main features of which Luke

mentions, namely the reading of the Law (Torah, Pentateuch) and of the Prophets (a term that included
the historical books from Joshua through Kings). The
Pentateuch was divided into ﬁfty-four lections called
parashas, ﬁfty-four soas to suffice also for the Jewish

leap year, the Prophets into ﬁfty-four haphtarahs;
one of each of these lections was read each Sabbath.
These two lections were themselves a fair-sized sermon. The Palestinian and the. eastern Jews, the so-

called Hebrews (see 6:1), used the Hebrew text which
was translated into the vernacular Aramaic, for the
majority of these Jews were no longer fully conversant
with Hebrew.
But in the Hellenistic diaspora, thus
also here in Antioch, the LXX was used which need
not be translated since all understood the Greek. This
explains the presence of so many Gentiles, proselytes

of the gate and prospective proselytes, in these synagogues.
The Jews themselves were the Hellenists
mentioned in 6:1; on the two kinds of proselytes see
2:10.
The second class of proselytes were always
open to the gospel, were readily won for the gospel,

and thus formed the avenue for reaching the Gentile
Greeks in general.
The idiom «Ii-8pm damsel is explained in 1:16; it is at
once polite and digniﬁed. Perhaps M570: napaxxﬁum
was a standard term for an-address such as is here
requested, the genitive denoting “exhortation,”
encouragement to believe the Word and to live accord-

ing to its precepts. It did not necessarily imply an
exposition of the lections read for that Sabbath
although the address might take up some word in one

or the other lection or might start with such a. word.

What the visiting rabbi might desire to say was left
entirely to him. The address would be quite informal,
at least in most cases: so here “any word in you,” in
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animis vestris, that in your mind and heart might seem
proﬁtable for the people to hear. This invitation was
just what the missionaries desired.
16) And having arisen and having motioned
with the hand, Paul said, etc. It is Paul who

responds and makes the address; he is now the
leader. The Jewish teachers sat when making an
address. Both in Constantinople and in the Great
Mosque at Damascus the writer saw the Mohammedan
speakers sitting cross-legged, the latter speaker being
very dramatic and fervent in his Arabic address. But
in the Greek Catholic church in Damascus the patriarch, as well as the new bishop whom he installed, together with the other bishops and clergy stood during
the entire ceremony and while the patriarch made his
address to the new bishop and the latter responded. In
the Hellenistic synagogues it was customary for the
speakers to stand. Since the ordinary part of the
service was at an end, the audience in the large synagogue had begun a conversation, and when Saul went
forward and faced them he motioned for silence.
'Avaa-rds is so constantly used circumstantially for pro-

ceeding with an act that it does not assure us that
Paul stood; but in 17:22 he stood, and we assume that
he followed this Roman custom here.
It is, of course, problematic what lections had been
read on that Sabbath, nor have we the lections as they
were arranged in those early days. From two words,
both of which are distinctive, in Paul’s address one
might conclude that the lection from the Torah was
Deut. 1, and the lection from the Prophets Isa. 1.
These words are €1po¢o¢opnacv (v. 18), which appears
in Deut. 1:31; and thyme: (v. 17), which appears in
Isa. 1:2, in the LXX. The historical part of Paul's
address may have been suggested by Deut. 1. The
address names:
Israelite men and those fearing
God and bids them hear, and uses the authoritative
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aorist imperative and not the milder present. This
implies that quite a number of these proselytes of the
gate, who are regularly called 01 dwﬁoaipu'o: n‘w Grin, must
have been present. Paul names them side by side with
the Israelites. The proselytes would sit in a place
that was especially set aside for them. The women
were seated behind some screen where they would be
invisible to the men. Paul had no occasion to name
them in his address. When Paul says “Israelites” he
appeals to the highest motives in his Jewish hearers;
see the term in 2:22.
Inferior homiletics receives no support from
Paul’s address at Pisidian Antioch. The theme is
plainly marked in v. 23, and three of the parts are
marked, each with «Mm d8¢A¢ol (v. 16, 26, 38). Here
is the outline:

UNTO ISRAEL A SAVIOR, JESUS
I.
II.

Israel’s history leads up to him.
God fulﬁlled his promises to Israel by raising
him from the dead.

III.

In him alone is forgiveness and justiﬁcation.

Even a little study shows how well the sermon ﬁt the
time, the place, and the audience. Put. yourself in
Paul's place and say what you would have spoken in
Antioch.
17) The God of this people Israel elected for
himself our fathers and exalted the people in the
foreign sojourn in Egypt’s land and with a high
arm led them forth out of it. And for about a time
of forty years he bore them as a nursing father in
the desert.

Paul begins his address as Stephen had begun his
defense: by a review of Israel's history. The tone and
the object, however, are different. Through the his—
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tory recounted by Stephen runs the note of Israel's disc
obedience in rejecting Christ; Paul’s account of the
history shows God’s grace blessing Israel. Impressively Paul begins with “the God of this people Israel.”
He says “of this people Israel” because he is speaking
to Gentiles as well as to Jews, and the pagan nations
had been idolaters and had not worshipped the true
God. The Jews sometimes carried their ancestry back
to Abraham (John 8:39), sometimes to Jacob or Israel
(as here) and thus to “our fathers," the twelve
patriarchs (Rom. 9:5). This great and only God, who
in the Old Testament is named from his people Israel,

in whom the Gentile proselytes of the gate now also
believed, by a signal act of his free grace “elected for
himself (middle voice) our fathers” in his great plan
of grace for all men to be the bearers of his promises
to the world and to be the nation from whom the Savior
of the world should be born according to the ﬂesh. A
brief and yet mighty statement; a perfect way to begin
a sermon, namely with a statement that arrests attention by its importance and promises that the following
will remain on this high plane.
Equal in force is the next statement: “and he
exalted the people in the foreign sojourn in Egypt’s
land” by making them strong and numerous and by
granting them his covenant promises and the true
worship.

Aaéc is always the covenant people; and

the verb does not mean merely that he let the people
grow up to be big but that he placed them on a high
plane. While they lived as mipomm, “foreigners," not
natives in wapomia, the state of aliens, in the land of
Egypt, God still kept them as his own people. And
when the time came, God ended that alien state by
leading his people out “with an arm exalted.” The
pmi does not speak of this exalted arm as the means
or instrument by which God led out Israel but as the

accompaniment: “in company with an arm exalted."
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This arm went along with Israel at the time of the
exodus; they saw it in the pillar of cloud by day which
became a pillar of ﬁre by night. God’s arm is his
power and his majesty; where his arm is, there he is:
God who exalted his people led them to their own land
with an exalted arm. Behold all this grace! Then
think of its ultimate purpose!
18)
We regard this verse as an independent sentence and not as subordinate to the next verse. Like
a nursing father God carried his people through the
desert. The reading érpoooedpnacv, both here and in
Deut. 1:31, is decidedly to be preferred to t‘rporodxip‘qacv,
“he bore their manners." The former is a rare verb
and was easily changed to the commoner verb by altering only one letter.

But the Hebrew justiﬁes the

former verb: “he bare thee as a man doth bear his
son." Paul knew the Hebrew as well as the LXX.
There would be a note of blame in saying that God
bore Israel’s manners for forty years; for we know

what those manners were (7vz39-43) ; but Paul’s tone
is the very opposite; it shows God’s wonderful grace
toward Israel.

All those years God tenderly cared

for Israel like a father nursing his son. He fed the
people with manna and kept them so that they did
not perish. The fact that their own unbelief extended
the journey to forty years is not the point here; God
kept them in spite of their unbelief.
19)

And having destroyed seven nations in

Canaan land, he distributed as a heritage their land
about four hundred and ﬁfty years; and after that

he gave them judges until prophet Samuel; and
thereupon they asked for themselves a king, and

- God gave them Saul, son of Kish, a man of Benjamin’s tribe, for forty years.
Paul proceeds from the entrance into Canaan

through the era of the judges to the end of Saul’s

reign.

The chief point of this presentation is the
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truth that God did all that is here recited. His agency
in the history is brought to view. It was he who
destroyed the seven Canaanite nations (cf., Deut. 7:1,
where their names are recorded) ; he who distributed
their land to the people of Israel as an inheritance.
The correct reading continues with «in (there is no
m’ before it) and places the dative of time in v. 19 and
not, as the A. V. does, in v. 20 by placing the dative
after the pad phrase: “and after that . ‘. . about
the space of 450 years." R. 527 does not give mu¢h
helpful information on this dative; B.-D. 201 furnishes full evidence for this use of the dative as denoting length of time instead of an accusative with transitive verbs; this is apparently done in order to avoid
two consecutive accusatives, one being the direct object of the transitive verb and another indicating the
extent of time. Zahn says that placing the dative of
time into v. 19 lets Paul say that distributing the
inheritance covered that much time.
The round
number “about 450 ‘years” covers the time from the
sojourn in Egypt to the possession of Canaan. According to 7 :6 (Gen. 15 :13) 400 years were spent in Egypt.
forty additional years in the journey through the
desert to Canaan, and about ten further years for conquering the land, which is certainly close to 450 years.
Paul says that during these many years, almost half a
millennium, God dealt so graciously with his Ads.
20) Zahn resorts to an emendation of the text
by eliminating p.615. raﬁ‘ra. and making v. 20 read: “for
about 450 years he gave judges," etc., and makes the
period of the judges 450 years, which is in contradiction with I Kings 6:1, which makes the entire time
from the exodus from Egypt to the fourth year of
Solomon's reign only 480 years.
NOr can the 460
years be reckoned according to the incorrect reading
of the A. V. “after these things,” after the entrance
of Israel into Canaan, for this would advance us into
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the reign of David and beyond that of Saul, neither of
whom Paul has as yet mentioned.
The claim is unwarranted that Paul had a different

method of reckoning from that employed in I Kings
6:1, which arrived at 480 years from the exodus to
the time of Solomon. namely that Paul merely added
together the Years of the judges and disregarded the
fact that the terms of the judges frequently overlapped
and thus secured 450 years; the Jews are charged with
doing the same thing. Paul's 450 years have nothing
to do with even the longer era that began with the
conquest of Canaan. R... W. P., counted the 450 years
from the birth of Isaac to the conquest of Canaan.

But it is sixty years from Isaac’s birth to Jacob’s,
seventy more until Jacob goes to Canaan, 400 in Egypt,
forty in the wilderness — 570!
It is again God who gave Israel judges until the
last one who was even more than a judge, namely
"prophet Samuel” who is even regarded as one of

God’s great prophets.

'

21) Finally they asked for themselves a king.
Paul is not reciting the faults of Israel but God’s leadings which culminated in the Messiah. Hence he mentions only the request for a king since in response to
it God gave them Saul. It was God who did this. It
is a misunderstanding to say that Paul adds Saul’s
lineage, “son of Kish, a man of Benjamin’s tribe,” because the apostle himself came from that tribe and
himself was named Saul. No motive of pride actuated
Paul in making this addition. He mentions Saul’s
lineage for a most pertinent reason. It was not
from the tribe of Benjamin. not from the royal line
of Saul, that the Savior came but from David who
replaced Saul.
The Old Testament nowhere states the length of
Saul's reign. In I Sam. 13:1 the age of Saul when
he became king had already been omitted when the
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LXX made their translation. Here again Jewish tradition is supposed to have furnished the omitted information by making Saul’s reign forty years, equal to
that of David and of Solomon. Josephus is usually
quoted in support of this view, but in Ant. 6, 14, 9,
in the statement that Saul reigned eighteen years
While Samuel yet lived and twenty-two after Samuel
Was dead, the word “twenty” is not genuine, and the

word “two” seems to be taken from the corrupted
passage I Sam. 13:1.
Elsewhere Josephus makes
Saul's reign only twenty years—a sample of the
reliability of this historian. Paul’s forty years should
be taken as extending back to Samuel just as the 450
years extended back and allowed seventeen to nineteen
years for the judgeship of Samuel and twenty to
twenty-two for the kingship of Saul. Keil, Biblischer
Commentar, Josua, Richter und Ruth, 212.
22) And after having removed him, he raised
up David for them for king, to whom also he said,
giving testimony, i found David, him of Jesse, a man
according to my heart who will do all my will. Of
the seed of this one God according to promise
brought for Israel a Savior, Jesus, John having

heralded in advance before the presence of his
entering in a baptism of repentance to all the people
Israel.
And as John was fulﬁlling his course he

went on to say:
am not he!

What do you suspect me to be?

I

But lo, there comes after me he, the san-

dals of whose feet I am not worthy to loose.
All that Paul says about Saul, the Benjaminite

king, is that God removed him. This, however, does
not refer to Saul’s death—he killed himself —but to
his rejection by God when Samuel was commissioned

to anoint another as king in Saul's place.

God allowed

Saul to continue to reign for a time but only as one

who had been rejected. In place of Saul, God “raised
up David for them for king" (sis introducing the pre—
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dicate, resembling the Hebrew 1‘, R. 482). Of Saul,
Paul says God “gave," of David, God “raised up,” a
more signiﬁcant term which includes all that made
David the king he was. Paul makes this prominent
by letting God himself testify concerning David; the
action of pom-prion: is simultaneous with that of due
due to the nature of the actions. What God said was
testimony.
Paul is not quoting, has no formula of quotation,
and cares only to state the substance of the divine
testimony regarding David. Thus .Ps. 89:20, and
I Sam. 16:7, 12 are used, and one expression is taken
from Isa. 44: 28, where it is used with reference to
Cyrus, but it applies to David just as well or even
better. David allowed God to make his heart and his
life what they were. “Him of Jesse,” i. e., Jesse’s
son, points to David’s father as being but a common
man; yet under God’s gracious leading he eventually
found this man’s son David “a man according to my

heart,” an individual as God wished him to be.
David’s great sins did not alter this testimony of

God, for David repented.
The relative clause shows to what this testimony
referred, namely to David’s willingness to do all the

oiaﬁpam of God, the different things that God willed.
In this respect David was the opposite of Saul, to
whom Samuel had to say, “To obey is better than sacriﬁce," and then, “Thou hast rejected the word of the
Lord, and the Lord hathrejected thee from being king

over Israel,” I Sam. 15:22, 26.
Paul brings into prominence the high, godly car-

acter of David because the Messiah was to be David’s
son. When he thus distinguished David, Paul had the
fullest consent of all his hearers, especially of the Jews

who knew all about David and who fully believed that
the Messiah would come from David’s line. When
Jesus asked the Pharisees whose son the Christ would
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be, they promptly answered, David’s son (Matt. 22:41,
etc.), and many an afﬂicted person appealed to Jesus
as “the son of David."
23) The emphatic demonstrative mirou, “of this
one," placed at the head of the sentence, sums up all

that Paul had said about David and now, leaping
across the space of a thousand years, connects Jesus
with him: “of the seed of this one,” etc. This clear
statement that Jesus was “from the seed" of David

ought to give pause to all those who deny that Mary
was a lineal descendant of David and refuse to understand Luke’s genealogical table (Luke 3:23, etc.) as
being that of Mary. Read Rom. 1:4: “Jesus Christ,
which was made (705 ycvolu'vov) of the seed of David
according to the ﬂesh.”
If Joseph alone was of
David’s blood and not Mary, if, therefore, Jesus was
only legally David’s son through his foster-father,
how could he be “from (d116, Rom. 1:4, ex) David’s
seed”? That exegesis is wrong which denies Davidic
descent to Mary and Davidic blood to Jesus. When
we are told that in the present passage Paul is not
speaking of the birth of Jesus but only of his ofﬁce,
and that this is made certain by duos»: in the next
verse, we challenge this claim. Paul speaks of both
the birth or descent of Jesus and of his ofﬁce. “According to promise” even connects the two, for it was
God's promise that one of David’s blood should he
the Savior, II Sam. 7:16; Isa. 11:1; Jer. 23:6, 6;
Zech. 3:8 (Luke 1:32, 33).
Without the Davidic
birth and blood there is no Messianic ofﬁce.

In one simple, direct statement Paul declares that
God made Jesus the Savior: “God according to promise
brought for Israel a Savior, Jesus.” “God" did it;
Paul made God’s agency very prominent throughout all
of Israel’s history, and here that agency reaches its
climax. The choice between the reading ﬁyaye and
the slighty supported ﬁyupcv, is easy, because the latter
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is drawn from v. 22: "raised up" David; and we
regard the reading drﬁyayc as a cenjecture for which
there is little support.

This very verb «:70», "brought," occurs in the
promise Zech. 3 :8, and its use with the dative “brought
for Israel" is most proper. The expression is only
a variation of Peter's declaration: "God made this
Jesus both Lord and Christ” (2:36). Paul has been
recounting Israel’s history under God and thus he says
that God brought Jesus “for Israel." The Gentiles
present were to hear that the Savior was presented to
Israel according to the promise made to Israel; the
fact that this Savior was intended also for them they

would hear presently (v. 39).
Note that the great name “Jesus” is placed emphatically at theend and that it thus balances the equally
emphatic genitive “of this one (David)” at the head
of the sentence. No play on words is intended in
own-”m 'lyuaf-v although “Jesus” itself signiﬁes “savior"
( see 2:38). “Savior” puts the whole ofﬁce and work
of Jesus into one word, and that word signiﬁes not
only what Jesus did but what he still does—he is
and remains the one who saves. All that the Scriptures say about salvation lies in this one term.
"Savior,” plus its derivatives, refers to the act of
rescuing from mortal spiritual danger and includes
the further continuous act of keeping in the condition
of spiritual safety. All that God had planned from
the very beginning when selecting the fathers (v. 17)

God had carried out when he brought Jesus to Israel
and presented him as the Savior according to the
promise.

What a glorious statement for these Jews to hear!
They gloried in that past history with all its illustrious names and with God in and over it all; and
now it was crowned by God's bringing to them
this promised Savior. We know of no more per-

Acts 13:24, 25
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feet approach that Paul could have made to the
mighty theme of the Saviorhood of Jesus for this
audience of his.
24) The added genitive absolute describes how
God brought Jesus for Israel as a Savior. We must
note the grandness of the language and of the underlying imagery. Note, “before the presence or face of
his entering in," Hebraistic, as though this Savior came
in divine power and majesty. A great herald came before him who announced his coming for Israel by proclaiming “a baptism of repentance for all the people
Israel.” It was thus that God brought Jesus to Israel.
Paul’s hearers knew about Jesus and about the Baptist; all he needed to do was to present the great facts
as they had occurred.
In the verb “to herald in advance” (wpd) we have
the prophecy that John should be the “voice” crying
in the wilderness. What heralding a baptism meant
all Jews would know, all of whom were conversant

with the Jewish lustrations and cleansing ceremonies.
This herald John, they understood, came in advance in
order to prepare the people of Israel for the coming
of the Savior.
Carefully, despite all brevity, Paul
adds the qualifying genitive baptism "of repentance.”
It demanded repentance, was intended for the repentant only, but the entire people of Israel were to
accept it by such repentance.
0n the concept repentance see 2:38, and on John's baptism 1:5. God
intended John’s work only for the Jews, and in due
time, as now, the blessing of it would go out to all the
world.
25) Paul shows the greatness of this Savior Jesus
by the word of the Baptist which John 1:19, etc., recounts so fully, also Luke 3:15, etc.; Matt. 3:11.

This

occurred when John was ﬁnishing his course, i. e., when
Jesus had already begun his ministry. Many of the
people quietly thought ($76 in the verb) that John him-
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self might be the Christ.
his answer.

The imperfect my: pictures

One may draw the question and the an-

swer together: “What you suspect me to be I am not,”
the emphasis being on the pronouns (B. D. 298, 4; R.
738) ; or one may divide: “What do you suspect me to
be? I am not (what you thus suspect) l” what, not
who.
‘
The utter folly of thinking that a mere man like
John could be the Messiah and Savior is brought out by
saying that one as high as John was, so high as to be
suspected of himself being the Messiah, was not worthy
of stooping before the real Messiah in order to render
him the service of the lowest slave, that of untying his
sandals to take and to cleanse them and of washing the
dust from his feet. It was a concrete and striking way
of pointing out the deity of the Messiah. The exclama-

tion “10" helps to make it strong; c'pxcﬂu is Messianic,
the Messiah was “the One coming.”
This ﬁrst part of Paul’s discourse is purely historical —- all a series of facts — all straight testimony.
All these things God had done -— no “if" or “but”
about it. Every word must have gone directly home.
26) Paul marks the second part of the discourse
most. plainly by once more addressing his hearers:
1.6,)“ d8¢a\¢9£ (see 1:16). We may extend this second
part to v. 37, after which Paul addresses his hearers
for a third time. Two historical facts are presented:
Jesus’ death and his resurrection. Both, however, are
presented in such a way as to bring out their full sig-

niﬁcance.

The Jews of Jerusalem killed Jesus but by

doing this ignorantly fulﬁlled‘ the divine prophecy.

God raised Jesus from the dead and completed the fulﬁllment. This resurrection attests the Messiahship
of Jesus by God’s own act. The prophecies are quoted
to fortify the fact.

Here again are straight facts but

facts set into the proper divine light.

Acts 18:26
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Men and brethren, sons of Abraham's stock, and
those among you fearing God, to us the word of this
salvation was sent out.

The apposition appeals most strongly to the theocratic position and feelings of Paul’s Jewish hearers.
In v. 17 this appeal was made through Israel, now it
reaches back also to Abraham with whom the covenant
was originally made. By adding Abraham to Israel
Paul produces a cumulative eﬁ'ect. Paul is asking his
Jewish hearers to show themselves as true sons of
Israel and of Abraham. All that is said about vii: in v.
10 applies also here. The translation of our versions
“children" misses this important point; “children”
would be fine, the connotation being “dear children.”
“Sons" are far more, namely the heirs of Abraham and
Abraham’s stock, they in whom all that Abraham and
his race stand for is to live on undiminished, they who
ought to perpetuate the character, the faith, the lofty
standing of Abraham and of his descendants. As such
“sons" Paul addresses his Jewish hearers. The Gentiles present Paul addressed by the title he had formerly given them (v. 17) ; as men who have come to
the right knowledge and the true fear and the worship
of God and have forsaken all idolatry, they, too, are
now to show themselves as such.
Paul has mentioned Jesus as “Savior" (v. 23) ; “the
word of this salvation” links up with that Savior. This

word sets forth what makes Jesus the Savior and how
he is our Savior. Hence it was sent out, commissioned
forth for all, Jews and Gentiles alike, to hear, know,
believe, and thereby to receive salvation, oomph, deliverance from sin and the safety that results (it is like
Eunip in v. 23). The {JIM-.1! of a few texts should not be
urged against the 1',sz of the many and most important.
Paul could have used either; both would include all his
hearers, and that irrespective of the preceding iv tpzv.
The difference is only this, by saying “to us" this word
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was sent Paul includes Barnabas and himself with all

his hearers, while “to you" would refer only to his
hearers. The great word of this salvation, Paul says,
is now here for all of us to accept and thereby to be
saved.

27) For, those dwelling in Jerusalem and their
rulers, having failed to understand this and the
voices of the prophets that are being read on every
Sabbath, they, by passing judgment, fulﬁlled them.

And though having found not a single cause for
death, they asked Pilate in due course that he be
made away with. Moreover, when they had ﬁnished
all the things that have been written concerning him,
having taken him down from the wood, they placed
him in a tomb.
With ya'p Paul introduces his presentation of the
death of Jesus on the cross. This is not a statement of
a reason but an explanation of what is contained in
“this word of salvation” which Paul says has been sent
out to us. “For” means: “in order that I may explain.”
There is not the least indication that Paul is here contrasting the murderers of Jesus with his present hearers and no reason for such a contrast.
The death of the Savior Jesus was brought about by
the people of Jerusalem and their rulers, the Sanhedrists. Peter, too, accuses the former just as Paul does
here (2:23). The simple fact is that the Sanhedrin
could never have forced Pilate to crucify Jesus if the
populace of Jerusalem had not seconded their rulers.

If the people had objected and demanded the release
of Jesus, Pilate would have been encouraged to deny
the ungodly demand for Jesus’ death. Paul, too, brings
out the truth that both people and rulers acted in ignorance (3:17; I Cor. 2:8; compare Luke 23:34). This
was criminal ignorance, and Paul states the guilt of it
in the causal participle “having failed to understand,”
which is not ingressive (R. 858) but effective.

Acts 13:27
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Does roﬁm refer to Jesus as our versions translate?
This antecedent would be too remote. Since v. 26 Paul
had advanced to a new part of his discourse, and the
masculine A6709 immediately precedes. These people
and their rulers failed to understand both “this," the
word of salvation regarding Jesus as the Savior, and
the voices of the prophets which already contained that
word. What increased the guilt of the latter was the
fact that these prophets were constantly being read in
their synagogues; on every Sabbath they heard them
and yet failed utterly to understand the word of salvation in them, the word about Jesus, his atoning death,

and his resurrection. Kai cannot be “also” for the reason that the main verb can never be added to a participle by an “also" or some other coordinate conjunction; those who attempt it here change the participle
into a second ﬁnite verb: “because they failed to understand . . . they also fulﬁlled," but Paul subordinated.
So and connects foﬁrov and was 4mva's.

- The grammatical references of Kpt'vavres trképwoav are
misunderstood in our versions, apparently because
foﬁrov is referred to “him” (Jesus). Since neither the
participle nor the verb have an object expressed in the
Greek, the participle is given the object “him” and
the verb the object “them" (voices) : “fulﬁlled them by
condemning him." But the participle has no object in
the Greek, and the two objects, “this" (word of salvation) and “the voices of the prophets,” etc., belong

equally to “having failed to understand” and to “ful~
ﬁlled," as they failed to understand both, so they (inadvertently and ignorantly) fulﬁlled both. And xpzvamg
states how they did the latter: "by passing judgment,"
i. e., by that act (aorist).

The verb xgimv is neutral and means neither to
acquit nor to condemn but only to judge.

Because of

their failure to understand these men were ﬁt to do
neither, acquit or condemn or to judge in any sense.
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Yet they went ahead and acted the judge, they passed
judgment. Of course, when one does this he must
either acquit or condemn. These men did the latter. In
this way their blind ignorance led them to fulﬁll their
own prophets, do the horrible acts their prophets had
foretold regarding them. Incredible —yet true to the
letter!
28) The indeﬁnite participle which speaks of their
act of passing judgment is now described. They
found not a single "cause of deat ” yet demanded
Jesus’ death. This is legal language. This ﬁnding is
judicial, the legal ﬁnding of a judge on the basis of
legal evidence. Atria is a legal indictment, and the genitive amino qualiﬁes it as being one the penalty for
which is rightly death. In the negative “not a single
one" there lies the implication that several indictments
were tried, but that not one of them was supported by
evidence that a court could allow.
This applies fully also to the charge on which Jesus
was condemned by the Sanhedrin, that by calling him-

self the Son of God he had blasphemed. The Sanhedrin
merely grasped at that as a last resort. The moment
Jesus had uttered his yea to the question put to him,
the verdict guilty was rendered. No opportunity was
given Jesus to offer proof that his yea was true in fact
and the opposite of blasphemy. He was pronounced
guilty without in the least permitting him to produce
evidence on which the court might render a ﬁnding.
That is why the Sanhedrin dared not tell Pilate on what
grounds it had condemned Jesus to death but threw up
a lying smoke screen of ﬁndings it had never even attempted to ﬁnd: “we found” (i. e., legally), Luke 23 :2;
but Pilate had to answer: “I ﬁnd” (legally, as judge),
John 19:4.
Although it had no ﬁnding, the Sanhedrin and the
people "asked Pilate in due course that he be made

away with." The wording is again legal; for this verb

Acts 13:28, 29
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is middle and in this voice is used to designate all sorts
of business transactions. It does not mean that “they
asked as a personal favor for themselves” that Jesus
be executed. Roman governors did not grant such
favors. In due course the great Jewish court came to
Pilate’s superior court with the legal request that the
Roman court accept the Jewish verdict. This Was a
piece of legal business. The Jews could execute no one;
all their death verdicts were subject to the Roman gov.
ernor’s review. Now the outrageousness of the Sanhedrin's procedure is revealed: without a single ﬁnding
legally laid down by their .own court they come in due
form and make the formal legal request of Pilate’s
court to have Jesus executed! The aorist ﬁvﬁo’avro im—
plies that they actually succeeded. The verb dimpz'u is
constantly used in Acts with reference to the judicial
murder of Jesus; he was to be made away with, exe-

cuted.

'

29) Paul is brief; his aim is to show how the
guiltless Savior Jesus came to his death through the
guilty and ignorant Sanhedrin and the people of Jerusalem. For this reason he does not alter the subject
when he now speaks of what was done with the body
of Jesus. He simply says that they buried him. But
ﬁrst the important clause: “when they had ﬁnished

(the Greek needs only the aorist) all the things that
have been written (and still stand so, perfect participle) concerning him” —- yes, they ﬁnished all of
them! They were plainly written for anyone to read
and to know, and yet, without an inkling of what they
were thus really doing, they did all these things. This
was the vital point for Paul’s hearers, that God himself
had had all these things regarding Jesus, his sufferings
and his death, recorded in the prophets. To see them
there in the inspired books and then to see them in actuality in Jesus, this was bound to go home. In this light
of prophecy the shame of the cross disappeared; in this
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light of prophecy the guilt of the Jewish rulers and of
the people in Jerusalem cried to heaven.
We must not miss the added touch in the participial
clause: “having taken him down from the wood.” We
have explained this “wood” which our versions translate “tree" in 5 :30, and have shown that in the estimation of Jews hanging on wood involved being accursed.
Paul’s hearers knew that Jesus had been cruciﬁed at
Jerusalem; when he speaks of it, Paul brings out the
Jewish point of view that the Sanhedrin and the people
had not merely succeeded in having him made away
with but by having this done so that in the eyes of all
Judaism he was accursed. See the exposition of Gal.
3:18. After taking him down they placed him in a

tomb. Dead, buried, accursed at that. His foes thought
they surely had destroyed him, were absolutely done
with him, would never be disturbed by him and all this
was done just as it had been written, and they never
realized that it had been written about them.
The passive “that he be made away with" (v. 28)
shows that the rulers and the people did not do this
with their own hands; and this applies to taking down
the body and placing it into the tomb. By having Jesus
killed these rulers necessitated the disposal of his body,

and thus it can be said that they did these acts. The
usual explanation is that Joseph of Arimathaea and
Nicodemus are referred to since both were Sanhedrists.
But this is only a formal explanation and hence is not
satisfactory. Peter charged the Sanhedrists to their
faces that they killed Jesus; in the same way they buried him. Both were done by forcing others to perform
these acts.
This is the ﬁrst subpart. It stands out in strong
contrast with the preceding. In v. 17-25 the agent is
God throughout: he, he did all all that is said; but in v.
26-29 the agents are the blind people and the rulers:

Acts 18:80, 81
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they, they do all that is said. When Paul now proceeds. it is again God who is the great agent. The address pivots on the agents. Its convincing force rests
on these marked pivots.
30) But God raised him from the dead, who
appeared for many days to those who came up with
him from Galilee to Jerusalem, such as now are his
witnesses to the people.
The contrast is tremendous: the people and the rulers made away with Jesus as one who was accursed,
God did the absolutely opposite. God reversed and
nulliﬁed what they did, yea, by raising him from the
dead whom they had killed as one who was accursed
God set his seal upon him as being the Savior. It is the
same stunning contrast and opposition as that used by
Peter when he faced the people in Jerusalem and the
Sanhedrin, the very murderers of Jesus (2:28, 24, 36;
4:10; 5:30, 31) . Note how succinctly the fact is stated
as a fact: “But God raised him from the dead !” On

in mpa'w see 3:16. This deed was one of omnipotence.
There it is recorded in Scripture for all who will to
rage against; but it is unchangeable, irnpregnable as
ever. Modernists may hurl themselves against it, they
injure it not a whit, they injure only themselves.
31) A second fact and deed is added with do which
in the Greek so often = “he who.” Paul does not continue with God and say: “God manifested him." Yet
he does not detract from the ﬁrst mention of God and
what God did. He also maintains all that he said when
stating that God “raised him from the dead.” Jesus
was made alive. He, he himself was the one who ape
peared as living and raised from the dead and not once
only but “for many days," in the Greek idiom “for more
days (than a few) ,” forty in all. To whom? “To those
who came up with him from Galilee to Jerusalem," to

those who had known him longest and best, who could
not be deceived. Paul is not speaking of himself and of
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his vision of the risen Lord. He uses M011, the aorist
passive of dpa'm, “he was seen.” or intransitive, “he ap-

peared,” which is employed four times in I Cor. 15 :5-9.
But his resurrection was not intended for these
friends of Jesus alone. It concerned all the mic or
Jewish people, namely in the special sense developed in

v. 17-25. So many of them were scattered far and wide
over the earth and could not all be direct witnesses of
God’s saving acts. This was the case in regard to all
Israel’s past history and God’s deeds in that history.
The true witnesses testiﬁed to all those facts. That is
the case with regard to Jesus, his work and suifering
and death and now in particular his resurrection. God
chose the witnesses by whom he intended to attest this
great deed of his and the living presence of the risen
Savior. 0mm expresses quality: “such as now are his
witnesses to the people.” Having seen the risen Jesus
again and again, they, as many of them as there are,

constitute his eyewitnesses who are qualiﬁed in every
way to testify to all that they have seen.
Paul ﬁrst presents the facts that God raised Jesus
from the dead :and that Jesus appeared to chosen witnesses. Up to this point all has been objective, but now'

with the marked and: {was there comes the subjective: the
good tidings we bring to you of the fulﬁlled promises to
which are added some of these promises concerning the
Messiah’s resurrection with brief elucidation. Down to
its minor parts the discourse is arranged with exactness
in a perfect progression, logically and psychologically.
32)

And we on our part to you on yours are

proclaiming as good news the promise come to the
fathers, that God has completely fulﬁlled this to us,
their children, by having made Jesus to appear; as
also it has been written in the second Psalm: My
Son art thou; 1 today have begotten the. ‘Moreover, regarding that God made him appear from
the dead not still about to return to corruption ho

Acts 18:82. 83
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has declared in this way, I will give to you the holy
things of David, the trustworthy things! Because
also in another he declares, Thou wilt not give thy
Holy One to see corruption. For David, having
served his own generation by the counsel of God, fell
asleep and was added to his fathers and saw corruption; but he whom God raised up did not see corruption.
Both pronouns occurring in v. 32 are accented and

are aided in their emphasis by their juxtaposition. “We
on our part" = Paul and Barnabas, and “to you on
yours" are Paul’s Jewish hearers. To them these messengers are here and now proclaiming as good news
“the promise that came to the fathers.”
33) Not the promise as such, but the fact “that
God has completely (a in the verb) fulﬁlled this to the
children (of the fathers), namely to us (Paul, Barnabas, and the Jewish hearers) , by having made Jesus
to appear.” The «In clause is appositional to “the promise." Taximv is put forward for the sake of emphasis:
“this,” this very promise, for which the fathers waited

so long, God has now ﬁnally fulﬁlled for their children,
the perfect tense implying that the fulﬁlling now stands
as such. The reading 703: re'xvocs away (R. V.) makes no
sense. Paul had no children, and the promise was fulﬁlled not merely for the children of his Jewish hearers
and not the hearers themselves. We must read either
“for their children” (ol'rrév) as in the A. V., or “for the
children. namely us” (may) . Since the promise was
made to the fathers and not to the Gentiles, Paul says
properly that it was fulﬁlled for the children of those

fathers, the Jews, leaving out the Gentiles. The whole
work of Jesus was done among Jews. The fact that the
Gentiles were to participate in it changes nothing of
what God did. Throughout the discourse one sees how
Paul is laboring to win his Jewish hearers; throughout

he depicts what God did for the fathers and ﬁnally for
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their children. Paul has no fears for his Gentile hearers. So he now freely says, “To the children, to us.”

We refer dyamiaac ‘Inaoﬁv to God’s act of raising up
Jesus as the Savior and not to the act of raising him up
from the dead. With sc’, “moreover" (slightly adversa- ,

tive), Paul then adds (trim-non can» is vupav, the act of
raising Jesus from the dead. This 86 prevents us from
referring both the participle and the ﬁnite verb to the

resurrection. If both referred to the same act, the former and not the latter ought to have the modiﬁer “from

the dead.” But the participle should not be restricted
to the incarnation and the birth of Jesus: “by having
made Jesus to appear (or to arise) ” the entire career
of Jesus from beginning to consummation is referred
to, which thus includes also his resurrection. The verb
“completely fulﬁlled” refers to the entire career; it can-

not mean that by the resurrection of Jesus the ﬁnal
item of complete fulﬁllment was added. As far as that
ﬁnal item is concerned, that is speciﬁed in v. 34. When

in v; 23 Paul says “Savior,” in v. 26, “the word of this
salvation,” and in v. 32 etayngépzoa, he is not speaking
only of the resurrection of Jesus but of all that he was
and did, including his glorious resurrection.
It is this act on the part of God, this making Jesus
to appear or arise in general, of which Ps. 2:7 speaks.
Peter quoted this psalm in 4:25; 26. In Heb. 1:5 our
passage is quoted to show that God exalted Jesus above
the angels. Peter attributes this psalm to David although it appears without a caption.

plainly Davidic.

The contents are

The reply that in general speech

“psalm” meant a song composed by David overlooks
the fact that many psalms were attributed to Asaph, to
Solomon, and to others. Some think that Paul cites
David because in v. 22 he had brought Israel's history
up to the time of David; but he also quotes Isaiah.
When some texts read “the ﬁrst” Psalm, we note that

Acts 18:88
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the two psalms were read as one lection in the synagogue, which regarded the ﬁrst Psalm as the introduction to the entire book of Psalms.

The Hebrew and the LXX agree: “My Son art
thou; I myself (emphatic 376) today have begotten
thee.” The reference is to II Sam. 7, especially to v. 13
and 16, to the Seed of David (Jesus) who should reign
in the Davidic kingdom and on the Davidic throne forever. It is this everlasting King himself who quotes
Jehovah as declaring to him, “My Son art thou,” etc.
God made that declaration to Jesus himself when at the
time of his baptism he anointed him with the Spirit:
“Thou art my beloved Son.” Luke 3:22. It was then
that Jesus assumed his oﬂice as Savior. That declaration was repeated at the time of the Transﬁguration of
Jesus, cf., Luke 9 :35.
Although they are even verbally almost identical
with the word occurring in the psalm, these two words
of the Father to his Son Jesus are often overlooked. In
the psalm David says that this declaration was made
long ago. He speaks of II Sam. 7. Then Jehovah said,
“Yet have I set my King upon my holy hill of Zion l"
and that King declares that Jehovah said to him, “Thou
art my Son,” etc. Regard it all prophetically with reference to what the Father did with Jesus when he
brought him to Israel as the Savior (23) ; or regard it
as prophecy, as what was done already in David's vision as regards the everlasting King on his throne. In
either case “I myself today have begotten thee” is ﬁgurative regarding Jehovah’s placing this everlasting
King on his throne. The inauguration of a King who
rules forever on an everlasting throne in an eternal
kingdom is for Jehovah the begetting of a Son, a King
who rules eternally like Jehovah himself. That pro-

phecy was fulﬁlled, Paul says. when God raised up
Jesus as the Savior.

The statement about Jesus, like
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that of the psalm, is general; hence Paul follows it with
a further elaboration, and we must read the whole together in order to get its force.
The passage occurring in the psalm does not speak
of the generatio aetem, not of the inner Trinitarian
relation of the two Persons, not of eternity but of time.
Likewise, the psalm does not speak of the Incarnation,
the conception, and the birth of Jesus. Many, however,
think that it speaks of the resurrection of Jesus, and
that the reality back of the ﬁgure of generating is the
raising from the dead. They, therefore, also let emu}«m mean “having raised from the dead." It sounds
attractive to hear that Jesus was made Savior and King
forever by his resurrection. But how about his suffering and his death, his whole ofﬁce and his life? And
look at Luke 3 :22, and 9 :36. No, this raising up, making to appear, the word of the psalm, refer to all that
God did in setting him forth as the Savior and most
certainly includes also his resurrection, but most certainly also includes all else as 'well and- does not refer
to the resurrection alone.
34) With 86, “moreover,” Paul now turns to the
resurrection: “regarding that God made him appear
from the dead," an is slightly causal. This resurrection, however, involves more than the fact that Jesus
was brought back to life. So were Lazarus and others,
and then they again died. Jesus was raised “not still
about to return to corruption.” Myxén = “not still,"
not after all to fall a prey to corruption; it does not
imply that by dying Jesus had seen corruption but was
not again to see it. The translation “no more" in our
versions is inadequate. Paul tells his hearers that God
“has said” (formula of quotation like “has been written") something in Isaiah 55 :3 in regard to the mighty
act of raising Jesus from the dead never to see corruption; God promised, “I will give to you the holy things
of David, the trustworthy things." Paul follows the
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LXX because the point is n‘; wwra', “the things trustworthy," hanne’emanim, that can never be broken or
abrogated. They are “the holy things of David,” Hebrew, “the David mercies,” a standard term for the
covenant promises as made to David by God in II Sam.
7 (see above), Ps. 89:36, 37.
“David mercies” introduce an epoch in the history
of the covenants! prophecies and promises in that David was promised the Seed who should rule his throne
and his kingdom forever. That was more speciﬁc than
the promises given to Abraham. Now Paul says that

God spoke thus about these absolutely reliable David
mercies with a view to what he intended to do in regard
to Jesus, namely realize these mercies in Jesus, raise
him up as the Savior (v. 33), and raise him from the
dead incorruptible and never to see corruption, and
thus to be the eternal Messianic King. In short, 71‘! mm;
are absolutely reliable, sure, trustworthy, because they
are realized in him who is beyond being touched by
corruption.
We may add that Isa. 55:1-3 is an invitation to the
Gentiles; the covenant made with Israel is intended for
them also; the trustworthy mercies of David are to be
theirs. This makes the quotation the more signiﬁcant
for Paul’s audience in which there were many Gentile
hearers. Aug. Pieper, Jesaias II, 444, etc. The interpreters usually think only of Israel. Paul quotes freely, adding: “I will give to you.”
35) And now comes the capstone to this arch of
prophecy. In Psalm 2:7 David had the Messiah in
mind, Jesus in his whole office; in Isa. 55 :8 the prophet
had Jesus in mind, his resurrection, his being beyond
all corruption. Now God spoke as he did in Isa. 55
“because” (Mn) in another psalm, namely 16:10, he
says in so many words through David, his mouthpiece:
“Thou wilt not give thy Holy One to see corruption."

Jesus dead,- entombed, raised from the dead, then and
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forever free from corruption or decay of body is, indeed, the Savior forever. Peter used this same passage
from this psalm in 2:27, where the details are fully

elucidated. Even the explanation added by Paul contains what Peter added at greater length.
36) For David himself certainly saw corruption
and hence could not be this “Holy One," hence could not
be the Messianic King. After he had served his generation (indirect object) according to God’s counsel he
fell asleep. The dative cannot be temporal, “in his own
generation,” for the simple reason that no man ever
serves in any but his own generation. The point is not
when David served but how far his service extended,
namely to his own generation alone. The Messiah had
to serve all generations; and this Jesus does because he
was raised in incorruption to live and to rule forever.
If David served his own generation (indirect object),
“the counsel of God” cannot be an indirect object. Yet
that leaves two constructions possible: “served by,” or,
“fell asleep in the counsel of God.” But plainly the
chief point is that David died (main verb) and not that
he served (only participle). Why, then, attach all the
modiﬁers to the participle, the minor action? The
point is that God let David fall asleep for good and all,
aorist. It was God’s counsel to let him die and be gathered to his fathers and his body thus to see (experience) corruption. 0n “see” (eye, ear, singulars) note
Delitzsch on 2 :27; “fell asleep,” ingressive aorist as in
7:60. David “was added to his fathers” in the grave.
The expression must refer to the grave, since the next
clause states that he saw corruption, his body turning
to dust in the grave.
37) Jesus’ case was far otherwise. In him all
those promises were fulﬁlled. God raised him up, and
he did not see corruption but lives to serve and to save
forever. Here the relative 6v is again emphatic: “he,

the one whom," etc. Through the ﬁrst part of the dis-
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course and through the second there runs the word
“God," what God did and said. All are divine facts
which need only to be seen aright and in their true
bearing.
38) In the third part of the discourse Paul presents the saving power and grace in Jesus to everyone
who believes and warns against unbelief.
Be it
known, therefore, to you, men and brethren, that
through this One remission of sins is being announced
to you; and in connection with this One everyone helieving is justiﬁed from all things from which you
could not be justiﬁed in connection with the law of
Moses.
With of-v Paul comes to the conclusion that must be
drawn from all that precedes. Two things follow: 1)
the objective fact that remission is being announced;
2) the personal fact that every believer is justiﬁed.
Both facts are most closely connected. with “this One”
whom Paul has fully and clearly presented as the Savior brought to Israel (23) by God. “Be it known to
you” ushers in these weighty announcements in an authoritative tone. The address “men and brethren” (see
1:6) is this time without appositions which distinguish
Jews and Gentiles (v. 17 and 26). The Savior is intended for all alike.
Au‘z 10151-011, “through this One," makes Jesus the
Mediator, and the demonstrative, in the idiomatic
Greek fashion, sums up all that has been said about
Jesus. Through Jesus as the one divine channel remission of sins is conveyed by the public announcement
which presents him.

Jesus, cruciﬁed and risen, brings

us remission. On this 595mg see 2:38, and note 10:43.
It means that the sins are sent away from the sinner
forever. To see the last of your sin and guilt, to see it
all vanish like vapor in the hot sun of grace and pardon
in “this One” as though you had never sinned, is certainly blessedness and joy to anyone who realizes what
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sin is. There is a passive sense in the word “remission” ; God himself sends the sins away. This helps us
to comprehend 8d. It is only by way of Jesus that God
can possibly come and remove our sins from us. All of
them are contained in the plural “sins," everything in
us whereby we have missed the mark set for us by
God’s holy law.
This remission “is being announced,” «rd in the
verb has the note of solemnity, wird feierlz’ch oerkuendigt. Paul’s present passive means more than that he
and Barnabas were now making the great announcement; the real agent is God; this is also true with re—
gard to “is justiﬁed” in the next verse. We see that
throughout the entire address God is the one agent.
This is a supreme way of composing an address, it was
certainly effective for both classes of Paul’s hearers.
The verb is pregnant, “announced to you,” for you to
believe, accept, receive, possess. The gospel is always
“announced” or preached thus. The very announcement reaches into the heart in order to kindle faith.
Who can hear this remission announced to him without
Wanting it? A special, wicked, ugly effort is necessary
to keep faith from arising in the heart.
39) With a coordinate statement Paul repeats and
sets the matter in a still clearer light before his hearers.
Our inﬂexible English compels us to reverse the clauses.
The emphasis is on the modiﬁer: “from all things from
which you could not be justiﬁed in connection with the
law of Moses." The two phrases are in direct contrast:
3? n5 yd”; Man'iae'ws and e'v rating, “in connection with the
law" and “in connection with this One." The idea is
not that some sins can be removed by the law, and that
others remain which the law is unable to remove; no,
all sins are referred to. As long as our connection is
.only with the law of Moses, its demands and requirements, we shall break them often and in this law ﬁnd
no means to remove our sin and our guilt.
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Here we meet the verb Sawﬂy for the ﬁrst time in

Acts. It is always-a forensic term with a personal object, and in the New Testament is used only in the
religious sense as referring to the verdict and judgment
of God which is always favorable: “to justify," that
act of God by which as the Judge he declares the sinner
just and acquits him from his sin and his guilt. See
C.-K. 324, who has a treatment that is so exhaustive
that every student should examine it in its entirety. It
does not mean “to free" except in the forensic sense
just stated (B.-P. 808 is misleading) ; in the Scriptures
it never means “to make just,” “to deem worthy" (R...
W. P.). Justiﬁcation is no less than the central doc-

trine of the Word, the articulus stantz's out cadentis ecclessz'ae, the destruction of which destroys the church
itself so that it remains Christian no longer. Paul tells
his hearers that if they appear before God’s judgment
bar in connection with the law of Moses as their hope,
God cannot acquit them. It is. utterly impossible, for
the law brings only condemnation to the sinner.
This is Paul’s ﬁrst summary statement regarding
works of the law and their utter hopelessness to secure
the favorable verdict of God. He has made his letters
ring with this doctrine. Jesus most strenuously opposed the Pharisees who trusted in the law. The world
is full of followers of these Pharisees who in one or in
another way still operate with works as the certain
way to heaven.

The sinner’s hope is only “in connection with this
One.” The phrase does not belong to the participle:
“everyone believing in this One,” but to the verb: “is
justiﬁed in connection with this One.” The connection
with him is made by this believing. The participle is
used without a modiﬁer: “every believer.” And this
is another cardinal concept of Scripture: men-aim (aria-m.
a wands) , compare 2 :44. “To believe" is to put all trust
for remission, justiﬁcation, and salvation in Christ
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alone as the Savior (v. 23) . By believing, by our conﬁdence in him and in the saving poWer of his death and
his resurrection we are put in vital, spiritual connec-

tion with him.

Paul tells his hearers that everyone

who appears before God's judgment bar in connection
with this Savior, he and he alone “is justiﬁed,” the
present tense is durative: “is and remains j ustiﬁed” as
long as he is “one believing.” In this way Jesus is the
Savior. Do you want to be acquitted of all sin and guilt
by God, now, in the instant of death, at the last great

day? Then let this Savior ﬁll your heart with complete
reliance on him.
“Everyone believing" is like the blank line in a
signed check or draft, on which you are to write your

name over the signature Eur)”: 'Irlooﬁs‘ (v. 23). This is
the universality of grace, remission, and justiﬁcation.
Paul was speaking to Jews and to Gentiles, and “everyone believing” applies to all of them. In the previous
sentence {:sz is plural, here «a: a is singular. Paul is a
master in using these two. Being justiﬁed is personal.

individual.

Every sinner is judged separately.

The

verdict is always rendered in the singular: “Thy sins

are remitted for thee! Go in peace !”
In these tWO short verses we have Romans and Galatians in- a nutshell. Justiﬁcation by faith alone—Sold. Fide - is an endless, inexhaustible theme. “The
way to salvation, so slowly and with such diﬂiculty
prepared for us — slowly through the time of preparation in the old covenant —- with difﬁculty, through the
bitter suffering and death of Jesus: and yet so short

and so pleasant for us to travel — short, for all that we
need is to embrace the cross of Christ by faith —
pleasant, for here we ﬁnd remission of sins, life, and
salvation.” Gerok.
40) Paul closes his address by prodding the consciences of his hearers and warning them against
Israel's greatest sin, unbelief.

See to it, there-
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fore, lest that arrive which has been spoken in the
Prophets:
L—ook, you despisers, and wonder and vanish

awayl
Because i am working a work in your days,
A work which you in no wise shall believe if one
detail it for you.

Note that p3; 370.01155 not followed by a dative; hence
it dues not mean, “lest there come upon you," but only,

“lost there arrive.”

“The Prophets” are that portion

of the Old Testament which is regularly designated by
this name which does not, however, include Daniel.
Paul quotes from ﬁsh. 1:5, according to the LXX with
slight change. The prophet’s Words are not a prediction concerning Paul’s present hearers. Paul uses
them only as a warning, He has in mind a possible
analogy or resemblance. Unbelief in regard to Jesus
wduld make his hearers like those whom Habakkuk
threatened. By unbelief they would put themselves
into the same class with those despisers of old and
would, of course, invite the same judgment.
41) The LXX translate as though their Hebrew
text read bogdim, “despisers,” instead of bagoyim,
f‘among the heathen." The imperatives are aorists and
thus peremptory. The God of might. and majesty is
speaking. He calls to the blind Jews, “Look!” and as a
result “wonder!” and as a result “vanish away 1” The
judgment descending upon them is the terror behind
these imperatives. It shall rise, like a tornado, ﬁll
them with astonishment, and then strike them and wipe
them out completely.
What this calamity is, the prophet describes by
bringing out powerfully that it is wholly God’s work.
“Because a work I work in your days" means a most
terrible work, and I, I myself (emphatic iye'»), work it.
To the prophet's hearers the present tense sounded as
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though God were already busy with that work. So incredible will that work be that, if one were to tell about
it in advance, no one would in any wise (strong of: pi
with the futuristic subjunctive) believe it, i. e., give it
credence. The conditional clause is strong: “if one
shall detail, recount it piece by piece (Sui), and spread
it out (a) for you." The prophet did so detail it by
depicting how the Chaldeans would sweep down upon
Israel and utterly destroy it. It was literally true, but
not a single Israelite believed the prophet until the
horrible destruction came upon the nation. Paul practically asks whether such unbelief is now to repeat
itself in the case of his hearers. We know what calamity it was soon to bring on Jerusalem and on Palestine.
42)
And as they were going out they were heseeehing them for the next Sabbath to speak to them
these utterances.
Moreover, the synagogue having

broken up, many of the Jews and of the worshipping
proselytes followed Paul and Barnabas, who, speaking to them, kept urging them to continue in the
grace of God.
This was the effect of Paul's sermon. It was entirely favorable as the two statements in regard to
what the hearers did show. Paul and Barnabas were
asked to speak again on the next Sabbath, and many
Jews and proselytes followed them to hear more immediately. So we discount the idea that Paul ended his

sermon with a warning because he saw some of the
Jews scowling.

The two imperfects wpexa’Aouv and im-

90v intimate that more will follow. We need not debate
long as to how this going out of the synagogue and its

breaking up should be understood.

When the service

was ended, and as they were going out among the large

audience, Paul and Barnabas were asked to return the
next Sabbath (construe (is with the main verb), of
course, by those who had the authority, the synagogue

elders; then after the audience had left the building,
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and Paul and Barnabas ﬁnally started for their lodgings, many of the audience followed them.
43) This shows the powerful impression Paul had
made. There was no difference between the Jews and
the Greek proselytes in this respect, for both classes
are found in the group that follows the missionaries.

Like ¢oﬂoi5p¢wsy also acﬂépzm is regularly used as a designation for a proselyte of the gate. Luke reports only

the gist of what Paul and Barnabas said to these men
who could scarcely separate themselves from them; it
was the admonition to remain in the grace of God. The
implication is that they were in this grace, that they
believed Paul’s message about the Savior Jesus. The
one thing necessary, then, was to continue in this grace.
One feels that Paul and Barnabas are thinking that
opposition to this grace will arise and will try these
young believers. In this they were right.
44) Now on the coming Sabbath almost the
whole city was gathered together/to hear the Word
of God.
We now learn what the imperfect tenses used in
v. 42, 43 intimated, namely what eventually happened.
The talk about Paul and Barnabas and the sermon the
former had preached spread through the city, the prosely'tes telling all their Greek friends with the result
that a vast interest was aroused, and almost the whole
city turned out to hear the Word of God. What interested all these Gentiles was the fact that without becoming Jews and adopting the Jewish separative laws
they could be received into the full communion of faith.
Paul and Barnabas were certainly succeeding in Pisidian Antioch.
45) But the Jews, on seeing the crowds, were
ﬁlled with passion and began to speak against
the things uttered by Paul, blaspheming. Also
speaking boldly, Paul and Barnabas said: To you

was it necessary that the Word of God be spoken
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ﬁrst. Since you are thrusting it away and are judging your own selves not worthy of eternal life, lo, we
are turning to the Gentiles!
For so has the Lord
enjoined upon us:
I have set thee as a light of Gentiles
For thee to be for salvation to the utterrnost part
of the earth.
Luke says nothing about rabbis and that they
stirred up the Jews during the week and were envious
on this second Sabbath because so many came out to
hear Paul while nobody in particular came out to hear
them. The Jews were wrought up, not during the
week, but on this Sabbath, not by agitators, but at sight
of these crowds of Gentiles. Nor were the Jews afraid
of losing the Jewish character of their synagogue services. Their (ﬁlm, “zeal,” “passion,” was inﬂamed by
the Gentiles as Gentiles: all these pagans were coming
to share with them. This was not clerical jealousy
between rabbis and Christian ministers which points a
warning for professional men but the dislike of established church members who were unwilling to let a
large number of outsiders suddenly come to share their
religious prerogatives and blessings.
From Luke’s account we are unable to tell whether
the uproar began in the synagogue after the service
was in progress and Paul and Barnabas spoke as they
had been requested on the Sabbath before or already
outside of the synagogue.

It does not seem possible

that all these people could have found room within the
building. The imperfect is inchoative; the Jews began
speaking against the things that were uttered by the
missionaries. The outcome is held in abeyance for the
moment by the imperfect tense. Not reason but heat

and passion dictated this contradiction. Luke, therefore, does not intimate what objections were raised. He

says only that the objections were vicious and went to
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the length of blasphemy, reviling this Jesus whom Paul
and Barnabas preached as being the Savior promised to
Israel by God.
46) The aorist now states the outcome. Argument against this blasphemous passion was useless. The
rupture had come. Paul and Barnabas accept it. It is
for this reason that Luke gives such prominence to the
story of Pisidian Antioch. Here for the ﬁrst time in
Paul’s missionary experience the open breach with the
synagogue occurred. Paul was to have this experience
again and again. It was to become typical of his work.
So Luke describes at length how it began. In Cyprus
nothing comparable to this had occurred. Here in
Antioch Paul’s sermon at ﬁrst won the Jews; v. 42, 43
are plain in regard to that point.

We have the whole

sermon and can judge that it could not but win the
Jews since God, their God, had- done all that Paul recounted. What caused the break was the proclamation of the universality of God’s grace in Jesus, the
opening of the door full and wide to all the Gentiles.
This stirred the Jewish exclusiveness and particularism
to violent opposition when so many Gentiles now came.
So the break came and it was decisive in every way.
How Paul and Barnabas accept it is fully recorded,
and it should be noted that both are agreed in the

matter. “To you,” they say, “to you as the people
whom God originally chose for the high missiou of
bringing salvation to all the world, it was necessary
because of this your mission that the Word of God in
regard to the fulﬁllment of his promises in Jesus, the
Savior, should be spoken ﬁrst, before that Word was
brought to the Gentiles." Paul and Barnabas have
done that.
The boldness (napprlauadpruoi) of the statement they
make is evident from what follows. Since the Jews
here in Antioch are thrusting that Word away and by
that act are pronouncing on themselves the judgment
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that they are unworthy of eternal life, because of their
unbelief not ﬁt to have the eternal life the Savior bestows, “lo,” let it surprise you, indeed, “we are turning
to the Gentiles,” who, as you see, are so eager for this
Word, so ready to hear about the Savior, Jesus, and to
accept the eternal life which you will not receive
through him. That attests the break, states clearly who
is making it, places the guilt where it belongs, and
deﬁnes exactly what that guilt is.
Paul states what thrusting away the Word really
means. By doing so the Jews themselves act as judges
in their own case. They do not want the Word, their
judgment, therefore, is that they are not worthy of the
eternal life which that Word brings. They, indeed,
blasphemed that Word as Paul spoke it, they scorned it
as though it were nothing; Paul and Barnabas lift it
high by pointing to the life it brings. And they tell
these scorners what they are really doing. In his grace
God regarded them worthy to receive that life through
the Savior; they regard themselves unworthy. Whereas God intended to place them in the van, at the head
of all the Gentiles, they put themselves entirely out of
the procession. They have only themselves to blame.
“We are turning to the Gentiles 1” Here at last
Paul’s mission as originally deﬁned by Jesus comes to
full realization: “to bear my name before the Gentiles,"
9 :15. The gospel will be preached to the Gentiles alone
wherever the Jews thrust it away. The gospel will
leave the synagogue completely and will gather its own

assembly and church. The doom is settling down on
the synagogue and the Jews; for nearly 2,000 years that
d00m has now remained. It will remain to the end.
47) When Paul uttered his strong warning in v.
40, 41 he let one of the prophets of the Jews’ own
Bible speak for him. Now that Barnabas and he are
taking the decisive step of turning to the Gentiles, he
does the same. Isaiah is their spokesman cf., 49:6.
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This is done in order to close the mouths of the Jews.
If they rage against Paul and Barnabas because of
their turning to the Gentiles they must ﬁrst square
accounts with the great ‘Ebed Yahweh, Jehovah’s Servant, who himself stated what Jehovah declared to him,
namely that it is a light thing to raise up the Jews
and the Israel of the diaspora, but that the greater
and mightier part of the work of this Servant is to be
that done upon the Gentiles. Paul and Barnabas say:
“So the Lord (Jesus) has enjoined upon us” (perfect:
his order stands). The sense is that, when Jehovah
told the Messiah, his Servant Jesus, that he was to be
a light for Gentiles, and when this Servant so declared,
this was an order for all the messengers through whom
this Servant works to preach also to the Gentiles
in order that light and salvation might be brought even
to the farthest end of the earth.
God himself has appointed his Messiah “for a light
of Gentiles" (predicative dc, R. 482). The genitive is
objective, this light is to illumine them. They are in
darkness without the Old Testament Word. It was the
Messiah’s great task to be their light. The inﬁnitive
with 1'05 denotes purpose: “in order that thou be for
salvation to the uttermost part of the earth.” All Gentiles, however far removed from the center Jerusalem
they may be, are to have this light. The (is is again
predicative: Jesus is to be the salvation of the Gentiles
( “Savior” in v. 23) . God has appointed him to be this,
has done it in the distant past, and that act stands.
And now the messengers of Jesus are proceeding in
accordance with that will of Jehovah.
48) That was a stunning reply which the Jews
could answer, not by reason, but only by violence.
Now hearing it, the Gentiles began to rejoice and
to glorify the Word of God; and they believed,
as many as had been ranged in order for life

eternal.
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The two imperfects reach a climax in the aorist
“they believed.” What angered the Jews delighted the

Gentiles, namely to hear that the gospel was intended
also for them, for them directly without the necessity

of ﬁrst becoming JeWs and submitting to all the Jewish
regulations. Happy to hear it, they gloriﬁed “the Word

of God,” meaning the Word in the sense in which Luke
has continually been using it, the gospel of Jesus, the
Savior.

It is always so: whereas some spam that

Word, others receive it joyfully.

So these Gentiles

“believed,” the aorist stating the fact.
Yet not all of those who had come to the synagogue
on that Sabbath but only those “who were such as had
been ranged in order for life eternal” believed. Tdacm
is a military term that means to draw up in rank and
ﬁle and is then used generally for placing in an orderly arrangement and then to appoint and even to
agree. The English “ordain” (our versions), verordnen (Luther) serve well enough, even better than “appoint” (R., W. P.) as long as the sense of the original
is not rejected. For in rdcow there lies a reign, a certain
order, here the ordo salutis. Verb and noun go together. The periphrastic past perfect may be either
passive or middle: “had been ranged in this ordo” by
God; or “had ranged themselves in this ordo." Since
no man is able to put himself into the ordo salutts by
his own powers, it makes little difference which we
choose. It is like bekehrt warden and sick. bekehren.
The point is to exclude all synergism.

The context

helps us. Here we have a contrast: the Jews thrust
away the Word; these Gentiles glorify the Word. By
their own fault the Jews are out of the nine; by God’s
grace these Gentiles are in it.

Again the contrast:

the Jews regard themselves unworthy of eternal life;
these Gentiles are in line for eternal life. Who put
them in line? God did so by sending Paul and Barnabas and his Word and his grace and by making both
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come in contact with their hearts. He did the same
for the Jews and would have preferred to have them
in the same blessed ordo but for the criminal wickedness with which they removed themselves from this
ordo by blaspheming instead of glorifying the WordAlthough this passage deals with the doctrine of
conversion, it has often been regarded as a pronouncement regarding predestination. This view began with
Jerome who revised the old Latin rendering destinati
or ordimti to praeordimti in order to make the coming
to faith and salvation the product of a predestinatory
eternal decree. Calvin is the great exponent of the
decretum absolutum; those included in this decree are
irresistibly brought to faith and held in it, and all others, even if they do believe for a time, are doomed by
this same decree. Others conceive the decree as
merely including the former and omitting the latter.
Calov pointed out that Luke did not write wporeraypém,
and that neither rdaa'ew nor fdaaaraal. nor the context
refer to eternity.
“Life eternal,” so often found in the discourses of
Jesus in John’s Gospel (see John 3:15, 16), is the spir‘itual (an; implanted in regeneration, fed by the Word
and the Sacrament, passing unharmed through temporal death, then entering the heavenly state of glory.
It dwells in the soul by faith but extends also to the
body. Jesus will raise up those who have this life at
the last day, John 6:54. “Life eternal" does not refer
only to the heavenly life to come.
49) Moreover, the Word of the Lord was being carried through the whole region. The imperfect
describes this spread in its progress; new believers
were being won in the entire region. How long this
continued until Paul and Barnabas were driven out
can only be estimated; a period of approximately six
months is probable. Ramsay regards xépa here and
elsewhere in Acts as a technical term for Regio, the

554

Interm'etation of the Acts of the Apostles

administrative district with Antioch as its center. He
calls it “the Phrygian Region of (the province) Galatia.” Since Galatia was so large, these “regions” were
established; in each regional center the governor had
his ofﬁcials and visited these centers from time to time;
thus also those living in the Regio would have much
occasion to visit the center and thereby come into contact with the gospel. Ramsay’s view seems sound until
one gets to 16 :6 and 18 :23, where it cannot apply. We
thus understand xépa in the sense of territory, an indeﬁnite region.
50)

The Jews, however, incited the worship-

ping women, those prominent, and the chief men

of the city and stirred up a persecution against
Paul and Barnabas and expelled them from their
borders. But they, having shaken off the dust of
the feet against them, went to lconiurn.
Yet the
disciples continued to be ﬁlled with joy and the Holy
Spirit.

These women were proselytes, and Strabo and Juvenal report that throughout the empire many pagan
women were proselytes of the synagogue. 0n the distinctive participle 0:36pm: see v. 43. The prominent
women who were married to inﬂuential men were incited and also the chief men of the city, those who had
government ofﬁces in the city and others who had
considerable inﬂuence. The Jews had to work through
others because they were not suﬁiciently numerous and
powerful to take matters into their own hands.

Luke is reticent in regard to Paul’s sufferings; so
all that he records is the fact that the machinations
of the Jew; succeeded in stirring up a persecution
against Paul and Barnabas the result of which was
that the two were expelled beyond the borders, not
merely of the city, but also of its environs. This means
that magistrates of the city took action and not oﬂicials
of the province. Only this city and its neighborhood
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were forbidden them and not the entire regio or all of
Galatia. In II Tim. 3:11 Paul speaks of these days:
“Persecutions, sufferings, what things befell me at
Antioch,” etc. In II Cor. 11:25 he states that he was
thrice beaten with rods, and that means by the lictors
in cities that were Roman colonies such as Antioch. One
of those beatings may well have been suffered in Antioch. The entire city at ﬁrst ﬂocked to hear the gospel, now the current ﬂowed in the opposite direction.
51) The expression “shaking off the dust of the
feet" goes back to Jesus, Matt. 10 :14; Mark 6 :11; Luke
10:11. One commentator regards this as being only a
phrase —- the two left willingly. Another, “a dramatic
gesture that forbids further intercourse.” Still another ﬁnds in it “a gesture of protest." We also ﬁnd the
view that it is “a symbol that the very soil of the place
was deﬁling.” But they shook off only dust. In v. 50
Luke purposely retained “the Jews" as the subject
although the expulsion took place through the magistrates who were the tools of the Jews. So now the dust
was shaken off against these Jews and not against the
whole city, which would have included the Christians.
The act is symbolic; how serious it is Matt. 10:15
states; and it means that the dust is left behind as a
testimony or witness (Mark 6:11) that the kingdom
had been brought near by the feet of these messengers
whose dust was thus left behind (Luke 10:11). That
dust will testify on the day of judgment that wicked
obduracy drove the messengers away.
So with sore backs Paul and Barnabas went on to
Iconium. The fact that this was a Phrygian city is
plain. Just where it belonged at this time is debated
by the authorities. The question is intricate because
at various times the city belonged to Pisidia, to Phrygia, and to Lycaonia, these signifying ethnographic districts and not Roman provinces. Ramsay makes it a

part of the Regio of Antioch; but it naturally belonged
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with Antioch, both being Phrygian. So also Lystra
and Derbe belonged together, both being nationally
Lycaonian. Zahn makes Iconium a Roman colony.
Later on this city became more renowned than Antioch.
52) The expulsion in no way injured the disciples
who were left destitute of these leaders. They had the
best Paraclete, the Holy Spirit, who ﬁlled their hearts
and also gave them joy. The imperfect describes this
condition as one that continued indeﬁnitely. Luke does
not refer to a charismatic presence of the Spirit but
to the gracious spiritual presence that was mediated
objectively by the Word and subjectively by faith in
“the Savior Jesus" (v. 23).

CHAPTER XIV
THE FIRST MISSIONARY JOURNEY: ICONIUM, LYsm,
Danes, AND THE RETURN

1) Luke intends to give us only a brief account of
the work in Iconium. Into the present short chapter
all the rest of the work that was done on this missionary journey plus the return to Syrian Antioch is
compressed. His plan seems to be to picture characteristic experiences encountered in this ﬁrst effort to
extend the gospel from the synagogue into the Gentile
world in general. In Iconium great success is paralleled by strong opposition. Yet the work is accomplished, and before the opposition comes to its climax,
Paul and Barnabas prudently leave.
Besides the remarks made in connection with 13:51
let us note that some of the former pictures of Iconium
must be revised. A colony of Jews was prominent
in the city; it had only one synagogue which was not
as large as the one at Antioch but had men in it who
were inﬂuential enough at last to enlist the aid of the
magistrates in taking violent measures against the
gospel messengers. The rest of the population was
divided between Greeks and the older Phrygian stock
of natives.

There were, however, no Roman ofﬁcials

in it at this time.

The greater prominence of the city

when it became a Roman colony and outshone Pisidian

Antioch was achieved at a later date. Several Roman
roads entered the city, and the great highway that
extended east and west passed through it. Paul
and Barnabas had come about forty-five miles from
Antioch and considered Iconium a city that was sufﬁciently important for the planting of a Christian
(557)
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congregation. It was Paul’s constant policy to enter
the greater centers from which the gospel might
spread into neighboring territory. But on this ﬁrst
journey Antioch is the largest place which he visits.
He'grew as he worked until he eventually ﬁxed his
heart even on Rome.
Now it came to pass in Iconium that together
they went into the synagogue of the Jews and spoke
so thatla great multitude of both Jews and Greeks
believed.

It should be well noted at the outset that all the
verbs of this paragraph that refer to Iconium are
aorists. We have a recitation of facts from the time
of the arrival to the time of the summary departure.
Another feature is that Paul and Barnabas are indistinguishably combined; from Kart 15 aimi onward
they speak and act “together." Paul did not always
do the speaking, Barnabas undoubtedly did his share
of it. Paul would see to it that he did.
R., W. P., thinks that these aorists covered only
one Sabbath’s speaking and calls it. “a tremendous ﬁrst
meeting.” But Luke does not say “on the day of the
Sabbath" as he did in 13:14, and does not say “Godfearing Gree ” but “Greeks” in general. The claim
that these were only proselytes is met by the fact that
in the preceding chapter Luke always used the distinctive terms when he referred to proselytes and does
not use one of them here. Some of the '15qu, to be
sure, were proselytes of the gate, but by no means all

of them. This view is not affected by the use of
1-“: row, in v. 2; it is rather upheld, for these "Gentiles”
were the unbelievers, not only unbelieving Greeks but
Phrygians as well, who were placed in opposition to
the aasoz, “brethren" or believers.
Nor, on the assumption that all was accomplished
by one Sabbath day's preaching, should we stress oﬁm
to mean that the missionaries preached “so” excep-
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tionally as to produce a phenomenal result: “so plainly,
so convincingly, with such an evidence and demonstration of the Spirit, and with such power; so warmly, so
affectionately, and with such a manifest concern for
the souls of men; so from the heart, so earnestly and
seriously, so boldly and courageously." This is overdoing a good thing as though at other times and in
other places Paul and Barnabas did not speak so and
so and so and hence had no such phenomenal results.
We cannot thus separate and emphasize name which
has no emphatic position but is to be combined with
(307:: ‘.‘so that."
All these “Greeks" were not in the synagogue on
that day, and certainly not those who were not proselytes. These aorists are constative. Luke is giving us
a summary. He ﬁrst describes the success without saying how long it took to achieve it. Yet we may regard
the aorist mmsm as ingressive, “came to fai ." As

the missionaries spoke Sabbath after Sabbath, more
and more Greeks were attracted until a crowd of both
Jews and Greeks came to faith. This inﬁnitive shows
what was spoken, namely the gospel of Jesus the Savior (13:23). How Paul, for instance, preached it Luke
has reported in 13:17, etc. Luke does not need to report that again; and he certainly cannot mean that at
Iconium the preaching was better than it had been at
Antioch. Look at that sermon delivered at Antioch
and ask yourself how it could be improved. While
the chief purpose of the account in regard to Antioch is
to relate how Paul and Barnabas for the ﬁrst time
turned to the Greeks in general (13:46), the secondary
purpose is evidently to exhibit the manner of Paul's
preaching on his missionary tour. In order to understand what occurred in Iconium we should not forget
Antioch. We must especially note that here “Greeks”

is to be considered in the light of 13 :46, namely Greeks
in general, also such as were not proselytes.
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2) But the Jews who came to he diaohedient
stirred up and embittered the souls of the Gentiles
against the brethren.
This is the second effect of the preaching, a party
of Jews “ﬁxed in disobedience"; the aorist drciaﬁo'awss
conveys the idea that they had come to this ﬁxed state.
The participle itself means to be unpersuaded, thus to
refuse belief, and thus to refuse to obey. The two latter
meanings merge. Faith is at times called obedience;
and unbelief disobedience. This is due to the fact that

the Word demands faith, consequently responding with
faith is to obey, refusing faith is to disobey. The point
to be noted in this characterization is the fact that
these Jews had heard the gospel in their synagogue and
yet rejected it; the participle could not be applied to
men who had not yet heard the Word or had not heard
it sufﬁciently. Another noteworthy point is the obser.
vation that, as was the case in Antioch, Jews were
again the opponents of the gospel and offered violence
to its ministers. They have this unenviable distinction;
the Gentiles are only drawn into it through the agency
of these Jews. We note that in 26:19 Paul says with
reference to himself and his own conversion: “1 was
not disobedient"; note also Heb. 12:25: “See that ye
refuse not him that speaket .” This is the sad feature
especially in regard to missionary preaching, that some
become ﬁxed in disobedience and, though salvation is

knocking at their doors, deliberately turn to perdition.
Fixed unbelief is ever morally vicious. It does not
always go to the extreme, but when the circumstances
are favorable, it ignores every moral consideration
in viliﬁcation of the gospel and in taking base measures
against its adherents. So these Jews did not content
themselves with rejecting the gospel, the devil plagued
them to such an extent that “they stirred up and embittered the souls of the Gentiles against the brethren.”
These Jews started an agitation against the converts
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by stirring up the Gentile population with slanderous
reports about the brethren. Here mass has the nonclassical, later, and rarer sense of “to embitter," to
make evil-minded against someone. A uniformly
used weapon against the gospel and its true believers is

this process of poisoning the minds of those who as
yet do not know the gospel. '

A discrepancy has been found betw‘een what Luke
here states that the hostile Jews succeeded in doing
(the aorists imply success) and what the next verse
states, namely that Paul and Barnabas spent much

time in Iconium working openly. In order to remove
this supposed difﬁculty some would eliminate v, 3 or
dispose of it as a marginal remark. Reference is also
made to the reading of the Codex Bezae which speaks
of “a persecution" and of how “the Lord quickly gave
peace." Let us say in general about this codex and the
many additions it otters to the accredited text that it is

a late effort to improve on Luke and is taken too seriously by certain interpreters. Luke knows of no “per-

secution” that was followed by a sudden providential
“peace" which then enabled Paul and Barnabas to continue their work. The romance regarding Thecla is
introduced with a trial for Paul and Barnabas in which

the magistrates discovered the falsity of the charges
and acquitted the prisoners, and thus the Lord provided
peace; Thecla is regarded as a conVert who was gained
in Iconium.
These views are answered when we note that the
Jews succeeded in embittering only the souls of the
Gentiles. Beyond that they were not succeszul. Again,

this viciousness was directed “against the brethren"
and not against Paul and Barnabas in particular. This
phrase excludes an arrest and a trial of Paul and of
Barnabas. The attack took in all the believers; we may
say it “bit oi! more than it could chew.” In regard to

tangible results, this general attack furnished none that
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Luke could record. The effort put forth dissipated itself largely because it tried to take in too much territory. The feeling that was temporarily aroused subsided.
Luke writes that the Jews worked on “the Gentiles,"
he does not say on “the magistrates,” he does not even
say on “the Greeks,” those who had Greek culture and
education. These Jews wasted their efforts in trying to
stir up too many people. They tried to set too many
against too many and so accomplished nothing. And

that is exactly what Luke implies in v. 3. The work of
Paul and Barnabas was not stopped. Where, then, is
the discrepancy? There is none in Luke’s account.
What Luke tells us is that in Iconium, too, a hostile
party of Jews soon formed and vented its hostility by
turning the Gentiles generally against the Christians.
Under this handicap Paul and Barnabas labored, but it
did not hinder them to any notable degree. They
worked right on. Read what Luke says. He does not
refer to “a ﬁrst explosion” in v. 2, to be followed by the
“second” in v. 5. Luke knows of only one.
3) A suﬂicient time, therefore, they spent boldly speaking in the Lord, he bearing witness to the
Word of his grace by granting signs and wonders to
occur through their hands.
The close connection of this verse with the two preceding verses is shown by on’m, which means that, with
the situation as indicated, many Jews and Greeks
turned into believers. Because other Jews stirred up
the Gentiles, Paul and Barnabas spent a considerable
amount of time in Iconium, meaning enough time fully
to establish a permanent Christian congregation. "Boldly speaking” does 'not mean “copious and commanding
eloquence.” Paul always spoke with boldness, the participle implying free and open speaking that holds
nothing back. He later asked the Christians to pray
that he might speak thus. Eph. 6:19, 20. Luke notes
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that Paul and Barnabas spoke thus here in Iconium
because the Jews had embittered the Gentiles. That
did not make the preachers timid and hesitant lest they
say too much; they spoke with utmost freedOm, held

nothing back, cared not who heard them. Warmth
and eloquence there may have been also, but Luke says
nothing about that. The gospel will cause oﬂense—
let it. So many try to preach it with an eye to their
personal interest by toning down unpopular doctrines,
ﬂattering themselves that they are up—to—date, progressive, even wise. Not so these two great heralds.

We have no smooth translation for 6a: 113'; Kvptp,
really, “on the basis of the Lord,” and thus render “in
the Lor ." The Lord was the reason of their courageous freedom of utterance. But not merely in general
as inspiring them with conﬁdence that by relying on
his commission and promise they had nothing to fear;
here in Iconium the Lord-“was bearing witness to the
Word of his grace” in a signal manner. He was testi-

fying that the Word preached by his messengers was,
indeed, his Word, and at the same time, by the manner

in which he bore this testimony, he made plain who he
really was—not a Jesus dead and buried, his body
gone, no one knowing what became of it (thisis the
gospel of many today) — but a Jesus risen and gloriﬁed, the Savior in heaven, exercising the divine power
and majesty as the great Head of the church.
There is no ml preceding 8186:»; so that it describes

the manner of pamper-1m: “he testifying by granting."
A precious name is here used as a designation for the
gospel. In Paul’s sermon in Antioch he called it “the
Word of this salvation” (13 :26) ; and Luke, “the Word
of God" and “of the Lor ” (13 :44-49). It is also “the
Word of grace," which the Lord’s grace uses as its tool
and instrument for reaching the sinful and guilty souls
of. men in order to bestow itself upon them, free them
from sin, guilt, and all condemnation, and unite them
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to the Lord as his own. The Word is thus the means
of grace, the divine channel through which grace ﬂows

to the sinner. I Cor. 2 :1-5. Xipts‘ is here, as throughout, the Lord's favor and love which is shown to those
who, because of their sin and guilt, do not deserve it.
The word always connotes guilt and signiﬁes the love
which would remove that guilt.
This Word of grace the Lord attested as what it
was, the bearer of divine grace to the sinner, by means
of miracles of gracious healing and deliverance from
fearful ailments. These “signs and wonders" (see 2:19
on the terms) the Lord appended as seals and credentials to the Word; it was like signing his own name to
it. All those credentials stand to this day and are for
this very reason not repeated; for genuine seals need
no further seals to prove them genuine. If seals must
have still other seals, this would prove only that none
of them are sufﬁcient, which is the claim of those who
deny the reality of miracles.
Luke reports no signs that might have occurred in
Antioch, and in the case of Paphos only that of striking
the magus blind. Let us note this when Luke writes
that here in Iconium Paul and Barnabas wrought miracles, the Lord “granting," “giving” them. No apostle or other Christian ever wrought a sign at will but
only when the Lord so willed and by his Spirit
prompted and directed the act (see 9:40). Compare
Heb. 2:4: “signs and wonders . . . according to his
own will." Here the signs and wonders were a tremendous testimony regarding the Word for Paul and Barnabas and for all who saw them and all who heard
them. The hostile Jewe. might agitate all they pleased,
the Lord made his Word only the stronger. “Through
their hands” does not necessarily imply the laying on of
hands although this symbolic gesture may have been
used (on its signiﬁcance see 6:6). Aw’. is important.
for it makes Paul and Barnabas the Lord’s media and
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nothing more. The Lord used their hands when and
where he desired.
4)

Now the multitude of the city was split, and

some were with the Jews, some with the apostles.

Note how 86 corresponds to ply in v. 3 and balances
the two statements: the long stay —- the whole city
split. But v. 4 says more, it goes back to v. 2. Those
wicked Jews were the rallying point of the one party
(oi pév) , and the apostles the center of the other (oi 83) .
The entire Gentile population was divided into two opposing camps; aziy is used exactly as when we say, “I
am with you” on any question. A point not to be overlooked is the fact that Paul and Barnabas ﬁlled the
entire city with the sound of the gospel, ﬁlled it so that
practically no person remained neutral. In this they
had the aid of the hostile Jews. The more these agitated, the more the gospel became known. People simply had to go and hear what these men were teaching
and doing.
Paul never went oﬁ’ into a corner, gathered a handful, and then thought his task done. Even in Athens
he had the philosophers of the city around him. So he
thoroughly evangelized Iconium. Warneck says: “It
is not rhetorical hyperbole when Paul says of himself
that be ﬁlled the world with his gospel, Rom. 10:18;
15:19; Acts 17 :6." “But thanks be unto God, which
always leadeth us in triumph in Christ, and maketh
manifest through us the savor of his knowledge in
every place,” II Cor. 2:14. In those days all sorts of
exotic religious wares were offered (see the samples in
8:9, etc.; 13:6, etc.), but Paul never failed to lift the
gospel above everything human and ﬁlled entire cities
and districts with his message.
Here Luke uses the word “apostles" with reference
to both Paul and Barnabas; the term is used in the
wider sense. So James, the Lord’s brother, is an apostle

566

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

(Gal. 1:19) ; Epaphroditus (Phil. 2:25) ; Sylvanus and
Timothy (I Tim. 2:6); Andronicus and Junia (Rom.
16:7); and there are false apostles (II Cor. 11:13).
The gospel always causes a division, one that is at

times sharp and painful. Jesus himself said it would
do so, Matt. 10:34, etc., and elsewhere.

Sometimes

Christians do not like this, and the children of unbelief
constantly reproach us for bringing about this disharmony or whatever they are pleased to call it. But this

is the very nature of the gospel. The only way to avoid
it is to preach and to believe some sham gospel, and
even that may cause division. When light comes, darkness resents it; when righteousness appears, the unrighteous assail it; when life comes, the powers of death
bestir themselves to destroy it.
Even without becoming polemical the gospel interferes with what the heathen regard as their dearest
treasures. Many heathen religions are syncretistic,
but in the case of Jesus there is either the acceptance
of faith or the rejection of unbelief. Warneck is right:
“Over against the Son of God indifference is impossible ; no one can erect an altar for him at the side of
the idols he may have in his pantheon.” Many religious errors are unionistic; they tolerate and fraternize

each other. But the gospel and its truths cannot compromise nor fraternize with a single error.
5) Luke has described the situation which at last
came to a climax. Paul and Barnabas did not avoid
or fear the issue and did, of course, not provoke it
although in all probability they expected it in some
form or other (13 :50). And when there occurred
an onset of both the Gentiles and Jews with their
rulers to outrage and to stone them, having heeome aware of it, they ﬂed for refuge to the cities
of Lycaonia, Lystra, and Derhe, and the region

round about; and there they continued proclaiming
the good news.

Acts 14:5

687

Real persecution at last raised its head. Here there
was fulﬁlled what the Lord had told Paul in advance:
“I will show him how many things he must suﬂer for
my name’s sake" (9:16). There was an actual “onset"
or “assault," (Luther, Sturm) and not a mere plot.

A mob was formed and got under way in order to locate Paul and Barnabas in order to heap insults upon
them and to stone them. It was composed of both Gentiles and Jews plus the rulers of the latter. We cannot
understand how B.-D. 393, 6 can translate lyc'vm apps;

. . . tppim sic beachlossen, beabsichtigten; this was
not a meeting that passed a resolution of intentions.

The other view is that the mob actually seized Paul
and Barnabas and began to revile and to pelt them with
stones, and that mam, on considering the matter,

Paul and Barnabas took to ﬂight — to be sure. a wise
consideration. The participle, however, does not mean
“considering” or “having considered,” but, as in 5:2
and 12 :12, to know something together with somebody
else. Somebody rushed in and warned the intended
victims; the mob never found them.

We should note that this time the animosity was not
directed against the brethren, but that it concentrated
upon the two principals alone.

Those Jews had no

success when they endeavored to embitter the city (v.
3) ; this time they sought an objective they could quickly reach. These considerations indicate that it is dim-

cult to determine who the “rulers" were, whether these
were the Jewish elders or these together with the city
magistrates. Some think of the latter. But what
about the stoning? We are told that this was to be only
a pelting with stones in order to drive the victims out
of town. Nor does 18:50 decide the question. There
the city magistrates did have a hand but did not join
a mob and yet got rid of Paul and Barnabas. It is
asking rather much of us to believe that the city magis-

trates joined the Jewish elders in a mob. This was a
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large and important city, and the dignity of the magistrates was accordingly. If they had taken a hand, we
should have had a repetition of the events which occurred at Antioch and not a mob. Luke uses the inverse order because the Gentiles (again he does not
use “Greeks,” v. 3) formed the larger crowd, the Jews

were a smaller number, their elders were the real leaders, and stoning was to be the method of summary execution in regular Jewish style.

6)

Karr'tﬁuyov means “to ﬂee for refuge." Paul and

Barnabas are not cowardly but prudent. When it was
necessary, Paul risked his life, otherwise he did not.
His work had been completed in Iconium, the whole
city knew about the gospel. The missionaries did not
ﬂee because they were defeated; they merely left .one
victory behind in order to start winning another. They
acted in accord with Matt. 10 :23.
Lystra and Derbe belonged to the ethnographic section of Lycaonia. The old native languages were still
spoken in these ethnographic sections, and so the old
names survived. Lycaonia was, however, Roman territory only in part, namely in that part containing Lystra
and Derbe. One might call it “Roman Lycaonia.” But
the old name was Galatica Lycaonia because it was incorporated into that Roman province. The other part
was not Roman because it was being ruled by King
Antiochus and hence was called Masonic Antiochwna.
Paul conﬁned himself to Roman territory.
“The region round about” is added to show that the
gospel penetrated into the entire section as this had
been the case in 13:49. The imperial road from Antioch to Iconium passed on to Lystra and Derbe. Zahn
makes Lystra a Roman colony, and also Derbe which
was located near the passes that crossed the Taurus
range.

It was a high honor for a provincial city to be

made a colonic, for this demonstrated the interest
of the emperor who regarded the city as worthy of the
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residence of Roman citizens, the aristocracy of the
empire. About 300 Roman citizens were placed into
such a city, which did not itself have citizenship. The
city thus became a military outpost of Rome, an advance guard of the mother city, a small edition of Rome
itself. In times of peace the military feature was not
prominent. The most important feature of the transfer of the work to Lystra and Derbe is that neither
place had a synagogue of Jews. Paul and Barnabas
were now in completely Gentile and pagan cities — a
most important step in their work.
7) Now at last we have an imperfect tense (periphrastic) which indicates that the two continued
preaching the gospel. In v. 20 Paul and Barnabas
reach Derbe. The view that they had taken along disciples from Antioch and Iconium on account of the Lycaonian'language is untenable, because such disciples
could themselves not have spoken Lycaonian — the
natives of Iconium spoke Phrygian. Greek was spoken
everywhere. In the Orient it is today a simple matter
for men to speak several languages, they seem to grow
up that way.
8) And in Lystra there was sitting a man, impotent as to his feet, lame from his mother’s womb, who
never yet did walk. This one was listening to Paul
speaking; who, on earnestly looking at him and seeing that he had faith to be made whole, said with a
great voice, Arise on thy feet upright!
And he
leaped up and began to walk.
In v. 6 we have the feminine singular Alia'rpa, here
the neuter plural Aﬁmpa: both are names of the city.
Luke intends to narrate an experience in an entirely
pagan city: ﬁrst Paul and Barnabas are treated as
gods, next as devils. This is only a glimpse into the
work done in Lystra, one that is signiﬁcant in every

way. The miracle is almost a duplicate of that wrought
by Peter and John. In the former instance there are
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two companions, Peter and John; here two, Paul and
Barnabas — both times there is congenital lameness of
the worst type — both times unsolicited healing — both
times great results. But withal there are also great
differences: the one man is a Jew, the other a pagan -—
the one is minus faith, the other has faith — in the one
case many believers are the result, in the other a great
manifestation of pagan idolatrous ideas. The fact
that Luke was aware of the parallel should not be disputed, but the claim that Luke invented this miracle in
order to make Paul the equal of Peter is unwarranted.
This man was not a beggar as was the one healed by
Peter and John. Luke carefully notes the begging of
the latter yet says not a word to that effect about this
man. So he says nothing about a synagogue because
none existed in Lystra. The man is described as sitting
(imperfect), for he could not even stand. The description continues in v. 9, the tenses holding us in suspense
until the aorist relates what Paul did. Luke’s detailed
description of the man’s condition has been noted. We
may say that Luke’s interest as a physician is evident
in this. - First, we learn that the trouble lay in his inability to use his feet, the dative “as to his feet” being
a dative of speciﬁcation which is often used in place of
the accusative; R. 523 regards it as the locative with
adjectives. Secondly, this condition was congenital,
“from his mother's womb," he was probably injured at
birth. Finally, the man had never walked, the aorist
merely stating the past fact as such whereas we should
use the past perfect. Here was a case that was absolutely beyond human help.
9) The cripple was listening to Paul’s speaking.
In this respect he differed from the beggar in the Temple. It is entirely probable that Paul was recounting
some of the miracles of healing wrought by Jesus. The
cripple was thinking of himself and of how Jesus might
have healed him, too, if he only had been there. But
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the idea to be expressed is by no means that by casually
looking at him Paul saw that he had this faith mi «moi,m, “to be made whole” (“saved” from his condition,
the inﬁnitive after a noun with the idea of complement,
R. 1076). This drm’o'as is the same as that occurring
in 3:4, the result of an intimation of the Holy Spirit
that a miracle was to be wrought upon the man.
The thesis is sound that no man wrought a miracle
without this speciﬁc direction on the part of the Spirit.
Miracles were never wrought promiscuously at the will
of the apostles. Paul saw that the cripple had this
faith by observing the eyes and the bearing of the cripple. Or did the man voice this faith? It is often
assumed that Peter, too, looked and saw faith in the
beggar; but the opposite is true, he saw the beggar
expecting and thinking of nothing but a good-sized gift
of money, wherefore Peter also told him he had no
money to give. Faith sometimes preceded the healing
(here), sometimes followed (Peter's beggar).
10) As he had done in Iconium and had not done
in Antioch, the Lord intended to attest the gospel by
signs and wonders in this city (v. 3). So “with a great
voice” that expressed the great divine authority and
the great divine power now to be manifested Paul
commanded this cripple to arise on his feet. And he
leaped up at once (the aorist of Mom; expressing the
one act) and did not only stand upright but “began to
walk” (the imperfect to indicate the action that continued indeﬁnitely).
11) Luke’s interest does not lie in this cripple’s
personal story, for not another word is said about him.
The miracle is described for the sake of the strange
result it produced. And the multitudes, on seeing
what Paul did, lifted up their voice, saying in Lyceonian, The gods, having become like to men, did

come down to us!

And they began to call Barnabas

572

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

Zeus and Paul Hermes, since he was the one leading
the speaking. And the priest of the Zeus that was
before the city, after bringing bulls and garlands to
the portals, together with the multitudes was intending to sacriﬁce.
Peter had encountered the superstitions of Simon
Magus in Samaria, Paul a lesser magus in Paphos; it
is now that Paul and Barnabas encounter the idolatrous
Greek mythology that was prevalent in the Roman
world. From the narrative one gathers that the cripple was one of a large audience to whom the gospel was
preached and that the healing occurred at the conclusion of the preaching. It is not stated where the gathering occurred save that it seems to have taken place

outdoors in some square of the city. We note incidentally that the missionaries seem to have had no trouble
whatever in reaching multitudes of the general population, entirely pagan though they were. Only incidentally we learn that converts were made and that a
congregation was organized and that elders were appointed (v. 22, 23).
The crowds that witnessed the miracle were native
Lycaonians; there were perhaps some Greeks among
them. They at once called to mind their old mythology
and in their excitement in a natural way reverted to
their native Lycaonian language and declared that once
more the gods had taken on the likeness of men and had
come down to them from Olympus. Did not Ovid in his
Metamorphoses VIII, 626, tell the story that Zeus and
Hermes had appeared in the form of men in the neighboring region of Phrygia? And now the story of Baucis and Philemon was being re-enacted in a new way in
Lycaonia! Our versions use the Latin names Jupiter
and Mercury instead of the Greek Zeus (genitive A069)
and Hermes. But this does not justify the assumption
that Luke substituted Greek gods for what were actu-

ally Phrygian divinities and the claim that the main
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god’s name was Papas or Pappas and that there was a
secondary god Mén.
12) But Luke himself answers this claim. He
states that Paul was called Hermes because he led in
the speaking. It was the Greek god Hermes and he
alone who was thus indicated. In the Greek mythology
Hermes was the messenger of the gods, the spokesman
of Zeus, who was eloquent in speech and the legendary
inventor of speech. What Phrygian god ﬁts this description? Hermes was beautiful and graceful. The
statues show him in the position of a swift runner
bearing messages. Paul scarcely ﬁts that description,
wherefore also Luke indicates that it was not his form
and ﬁgure but his ability in speech that suggested the
identiﬁcation.
Nothing is said as to why Barnabas was thought to
be Zeus. But we may say that he was older and may
venture the suggestion that he was of a more imposing
stature. Perhaps because the people feel certain that
Paul was Hermes, Barnabas was made Zeus without
further question. It is not likely that afterward, in
Gal. 4 :14, Paul had this episode in mind when he wrote
that the Galatians had received him “as an angel of
God.” A Greek god and a divine angel are rather different; besides Paul adds “even as Christ Jesus." His
letter was written to all the churches in Galatia and not
to Lystra alone. Analogous to Paul’s comparison with
an angel are II Sam. 19 :27; Zech. 12:8; Mal. 2:7, and
not the idea of his being a Greek god.
13) Acting on the extravagant surmise that the
two gods are disguised as men, preparations are made
to offer sacriﬁces in the temple of Zeus. “The Zeus
that was before the city” was the temple dedicated to
this god which contained his statue and was probably

situated on some eminence just outside of the city.
Most ancient cities were walled so that their boundaries

were very deﬁnite.

The Codex Bezae has the plural
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“the priests," but the preferred reading has but one
priest. Luke speaks of “the priest” as the chief priest
by whose order alone things could go forward; and it
is self-evident that this lone man could not have
brought several bulls with their garlands and himself
slaughtered and cut them up for the sacriﬁce.

These Taipei. were “bulls” and not “oxen,” and they
were decorated with “garlands” of ﬂowers while being
led to the sacriﬁce. This was good Greek custom and
indicates that this was the temple of Zeus and not that
of some Phrygian god. It is not the plural “ga ” that
indicates that these belonged to the temple or rather to
its surrounding court instead of to the city; but the
nature of the case. Yet it is held that the city gates are
referred to for the reason that Paul and Barnabas, the
supposed gods, were in the city. But where was the
altar at the city gates, where all the other things that
were necessary for a regular Greek sacriﬁce and celebration? Why would a sacriﬁce before a city gate
honor Paul and Barnabas more than one at the temple’s
altar?
This answers also the other question as to how sacriﬁce at the temple of Zeus could honor Paul as Hermes.
A sacriﬁce to the chief god was intended also for any
other god, especially if no temple of that minor god
was at hand. And was not Hermes the messenger of
Zeus? The pressure for this sacriﬁce came from the
axau, the crowds; hence they were present when the
sacriﬁce was now about to be made. The presence of
Paul and Barnabas was not required, for did not gods
know when sacriﬁces were being offered to them? The
proximity of Paul and Barnabas was enough. Codex
Bezae again has the variant atom which means, “to
sacriﬁce in addition,” to bring an extra sacriﬁce.
14) Paul and Barnabas were blissfully ignorant of
what was under way. By calling this temple and its
statue “the Zeus before the city,” just as many temples
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so situated bore names accordingly (as today “St.
Paul’s outside of the walls,” the great Roman Catholic
church outside of Rome) Luke implies that Paul and
Barnabas were in the city.
But having heard it, the apostles Barnabas and
Paul, having rent their garments, sprang forth into
the multitude, yelling and saying, Men, why do you
do these things? We, too, on our part are human
beings of like sensations with you, proclaiming as
good news for you on your part to turn from
these useless ones to God alive, who made the
heaven and the earth and the sea and all the things
in them. He who in the generations gone by let
all the Gentiles go their own ways and yet he did
not leave himself witnessless, working good by
giving to you rains from heaven and fruit-hearing
seasons, ﬁlling your hearts with nourishment and
happiness.
.
How the apostles learned what was in progress is
left unsaid. Luke would have used a diﬂerent participle than the one employed in the text if they had been
summoned or invited. Barnabas is named ﬁrst because
of the order followed in v. 12. The act of tearing the
garment consisted in grasping the tunic at the neck
with both hands and giving a downward pull and tearing a rent of four or ﬁve inches in the tunic. It was
always the tunic (xmn'w) which was worn next to the
body that was thus torn and not the long, loose outer
robe (new) . In the expression “to rend «a Mm,” the
noun is used in the wider sense of “garmen ." The

robe was made of heavy material that was too solid to
be torn and hung loosely upon the body.
This act symbolized grief and pain at seeing or
hearing anything that was actually blasphemous or
sacrilegious. The whole idea and the act of these Lystrians were sacrilege. To go about with a torn tunic

thus was evidence of what the wearer had experienced.
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Already the news caused the apostles (see v. 4) to rend
their garments. “They sprang out into the multitude”
(b: in the verb and (is corresponding) means simply
that the apostles rushed out from the place where they

were into [the crowd at the temple in the most violent
agitation and at the top of their voices (spitomc,
“shouting”) stopped the proceedings then and there.
15) Luke records what amounts to a brief address which was probably spoken by Paul. Shouts of,
“Stop! step!” may well have preceded this little ad-

dress. When the apostle says “men” he is abrupt and
not discourteous; we use “men” in the same way. The

n’ means “why” and is not predicative, could not be
with a transitive verb (R. 736). This question bids
these people consider why they are doing these things
in order that, realizing why, they will at once cease
and regret their undertaking.
We must note the strong correspondence between
the emphatic pronouns ﬁnds and spas: “we on our part."
“you on your part.” Why treat the apostles as gods
when they are only men, yea, men engaged in telling
the good news that these their hearers are to turn from

these very gods to the one who really is God and has
long proved even to them that he is? Kai is scarcely
adversative “and ye ” but simply “also": “Men, we
also are (only) human beings,” avapumoz, Menschen.
This fact is intensiﬁed by the addition “of like sensations with you,” spammed: may. This word does not
mean “of like passions" or “of like nature.” The gods
were considered suede, unlike human beings. In these
adjectives the verb micxw refers to suffering the vicissitudes connected with human existence. Paul and Barnabas suffer all such vicissitudes jtist as these men do
and are not exempt, lifted to a plane above them as
gods were suposed to be. This statement directly denies the notion of these pagan people that the apostles
were gods in the likeness of men (v. 11).
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But that is not all; the apostles are here in Lystra
“engaged in proclaiming as good news that you, you
Lystrians, given to idols, turn from these useless ones

to God alive,” etc. It is the greatest good news in the

world to learn that all idols are ”draw: (masculine, supply out), that there is a “God living" who is attested
as such even to the pagan world, and that we should
turn from the useless to the genuine. We construe was
with the inﬁnitive and not with the participle, for the
inﬁnitive calls for a subject, the participle needs no
object.
In order to appreciate the full force of what is
said we must note that ,m‘mos is used speciﬁcally with
reference to heathen gods and idols. The adjective
refers to that which does not accomplish its purpose
and thus disappoints, while mass is that which is empty.
These heathen gods fail utterly in what their worshippers expect of them as gods. The adjective goes no
farther. Of course, they are “useless” as gods because
they are in reality obSc'v, “nothing” (I Cor. 8:4). Re—
call the famous passage Isa. 44:10-17, which describes
how a man cuts down a tree and with part of it cooks
his dinner and makes a ﬁre to warm himself and out
of some of this wood manufactures a god for himself
and warships it. Isa. 37:19; Hab. 2:18, 19. No wonder such gods are absolutely useless! It is pure ﬁction
that actual supernatural beings exist which correspond

to such images. All this applies to the ﬁctions which
men today call “God,” using the capital letter, although
no material image is made; such ﬁctional images are
also And-ram.

,

Over against them is set 0:6: coy, “God alive," “God
living.” No article is necessary because only the one
exists. The contrast between “useless ones” and God
“living” brings a great advance in the second designation. Instead of saying “useless” and then “useful,”
the apostle at once states the full reason that makes
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God useful: God is alive, living, is and does all that the
term “God" implies even far beyond the expectation of
his worshippers. The evidence for his living existence
is before the eyes of even the pagan world: it is he
“who made the heaven and the earth and the sea and
all the things in them" including men themselves, the
four terms spreading out his mighty creations so the
mind may grasp them the better. Ps. 19 :1; Rom. 1:20
16) In addition to this evidence in creation the
living God attested himself by means of the constant
benefactions of his providence. He did this even in
the case of the Gentiles whom “in the generations that
have passed" (perfect participle) he permitted to go
their ways. There is a contrast with the present and
God’s work of now sending the gospel to the Gentiles.
“Their ways” gives an: an ethical sense just as “the
Way” is used with reference to Christianity in 9 :2 (see
the explanation). The plural signiﬁes that the Gentiles
followed many different ways, their very multiplicity
revealing that they were wrong ways.
No eﬁort is made to show why God permitted the
Gentiles to wander thus, for the point to be made here
is that he had nevertheless not cast off the Gentiles
When we now ask why this was done in regard to the
Gentiles we must, ﬁrst of all remember that Gentiles
and their pagan ways should never have come into existence. God destroyed the godless race of Noah’s time.
Was that not judgment enough? Noah began a new
race, began it with the true God, bequeathed that
knowledge to his descendants, even the knowledge of
the judgment of God through the Flood. How could
paganism then begin? The answer is plain. If God

accepted the fearful defection that developed into idolatrous cults and let the Gentiles go on in these cults
he at the same time prepared. universal salvation in and
through Israel until he could now send the gospel to
all men. Compare 17 :30. The real story is that be-
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cause of their own fearful guilt men lost the true God
and the true religion, and that God prepared to restore
it to them and in due time did so.

The contention that 7““an refers to “the nations"
in the sense that the Jews and the Samaritans are included because “in their ways” does not mean “in their
own ways,” 1'an instead of merely admit! or mi: zazm

68qu is not in keeping with the context.

In spite of

their defections and their idolatries the Jews are never

included with the Gentiles as forming one class of men.
God gave more than the evidence of creation and providence to the Jews; he used the Jews alone as a means
for eventually spreading the gospel to the Gentiles even

to the ends of the earth. God shaped the way of the
Jews in a manner in which he did not shape “the ways"
of the Gentiles.
17) Although v. 16 begins with 5:, it is really an
independent sentence, and v. 17 is its second part. The
printing should be according: “He it was who, indeed.
permitted . . . and yet did not leave himself unattested," etc. He had not turned forever from the Gentiles although his displeasure rested upon them because
they had abandoned him and the true religion, and
although in just judgment he let them go on in their
ways. During the entire time of their abandonment of
him he kept on attesting himself to them in the most
effective manner. The second participle depends on the
ﬁrst, and the third on the second: “working good (in
the sense of what beneﬁts) by giving and by thus ﬁlling,” etc. All good things of this earthly life are
wrought by God.
Some think that “rains” are mentioned because
Lystra often suffered drought; but “rains” are mentioned especially because they came “from heaven" and
thus from God.

Through them he gives fruit-bearing

seasons with all their rich abundance. The miracle of

the seasons and of their abundance of fruit, which is
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repeated year after year, is one of the great attestations of God to himself that is ﬁt for all men to see:
“The eyes of all wait upon thee,” etc., Ps. 145 :15. Thus

God "ﬁlls your hearts with nourishment and happiness."
The expression is concentrated. It is the body that is
ﬁlled with the nourishment so that the heart is made
glad; instead of mentioning both body and heart, the
latter is selected because the food is the means for the
heart’s delight. Here “heart" means the seat of
thought, feeling, and will, the center of the being.
Paul is preaching natural theology as he does in
17:24-29; Rom. 1:19-23. We may add the great passages found in the psalms. It was the direct way to the
heart of Gentiles. In Antioch, in the case of Jews and
proselytes of the gate he referred to God in Israel’s
history (13 :17) as the direct way to their hearts. True
natural theology leads to a correct knowledge of God;
we need it even in the case of Christians. It contains
no gospel yet is a step toward revealed theology with
its gospel fulness. In the face of God’s revelation and
self-attestation in nature it should be impossible to
believe in gods and idols (17:27, 28).
18) And by saying these things hardly did they
restrain the multitudes from sacriﬁcing to them.
The sincerity which went to the length of inaugurating
this sacriﬁce was because of its very nature strong and
hard to turn from its course, which makes what follows
the more striking. After a verb of hindering p.13 with
the inﬁnitive is called pleonastic.
19) Now there came to them Jews from Antioch
and lconium, and, having persuaded the multitudes

and having stoned Paul, they were dragging him out
of the city, supposing him to be dead.

But the dis-

ciples having surrounded him, after arising, he went
out with Barnabas to Derhe.
Luke adds a dramatic touch by placing these two

clashing incidents side by side, ﬁrst making pagan dei-
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ties of Paul and Barnabas and then stoning Paul and
dragging him out as dead. There is no need for the
textual additions that the apostles spent some time in
Lystra before this attack on Paul occurred. The hatred
of the Jews both in Antioch and Iconium was so intense
and persistent as to pursue him to Lystra. The impression is not left on the reader that these were Jewish
merchants who had come to Lystra on business and
accidentally found the apostle at work in this city. This
was a combination of Jews from the two cities in which
Paul had worked and from which he had been driven
out. He had left many converts behind, and that circumstance kept the Jewish hatred alive. In some way
Jews from both cities got together and planned to follow the apostles to Lystra. Yet we do not read about
any Jews in Lystra with whom they joined hands.
Luke relates only the facts that occurred and does
this in the briefest way. So we are unable to say why
Paul alone became the victim of stoning and not Barnabas also. These Jews persuaded the multitudes.
There is no need to ask by what means when the basest
lies were used even against Jesus. As far as the city
crowds were concerned, it was not difﬁcult to persuade
them, for were not the apostles attacking their gods as
being “useless”? How easy, too, to brand the entire
story of Jesus as nothing but an invention in spite of
the miracle wrought on the lame man, the effect of
which had begun to wane. The upshot was a mob that
somehow got hold at least of Paul and stoned him. They
certainly would have included Barnabas if they could
have caught him. To say that they passed him by is a
grave injustice to this noble companion of Paul’s. In
Iconium the plan included the stoning of both Paul

and Barnabas.
Since Jews were back of the original plan and now
its execution, this stoning was the Jewish idea of doing
away with Paul. Pagans would probably have beaten
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him to death. This is corroborated by the procedure
of dragging the victim outside of the city after they
thought he was dead (perfect “has died” used for “is
dead”). That pagan mob could not be persuaded to
perform the execution in proper Jewish style, to wait
until Paul was ﬁrst dragged out and then stone him;
they stoned him on the spot and then dragged him out.
These pagans would have permitted Paul to lie in the
street; but the Jews had to have him thrown outside of
the city. The imperfect prov conveys the thought that
this was not the end of the matter.
20) The aorist that follows brings the outcome.
Paul lay somewhere along the road beyond the city
gate. The mob had ﬁnished its work and had dispersed.
Thus the disciples ﬁnally reached him and stood around
his battered body with torn hearts. Incidentally we
learn that there were "disciples" in Lystra. Luke
seems to regard it as a matter of course that the apostles had succeeded also in Lystra. To be sure, they
had! Nor have we any reason to think that the number of converts made was small. They had been won
directly from paganism.
Was Timothy in this circle of disciples who were
grouped around Paul? Luke introduces him in 16:1,
but at that time he was already a disciple. In I Cor.
4:17 as well as in II Tim. 1 :2, Paul calls him “my beloved child” (rc'xvov) , which makes it rather certain that
Paul had converted him, and that would of necessity
have occurred on this ﬁrst visit of Paul's to Lystra.
When R., W. P., writes: “Timothy, a lad of about ﬁfteen, would not soon forget that solemn scene,” Timothy’s age is estimated too low, for in 1621-3, only a

year later, Paul takes him along as one of his assist-

ants; he must have been past twenty.

.

The disciples had come to give Paul a decent burial
as devout Jews had once buried Stephen after his ston-
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ing. But, as Luke states with astonishing brevity,
“after arising, he went into the city." Was this a miracle?. Luke does not even hint that it was a miracle.
This would have been the place to invent one in order
to glorify Paul as the only apostle who had returned
from death to life, but the Scriptures contain no invented miracles. It is not difﬁcult to see what had happened: a stone had rendered Paul unconscious, and he
remained so until this time. That was, indeed, providential preservation. But we must not understand
Luke’s brevity to mean that Paul simply got up and
walked oﬂ‘. He regained consciousness, showed signs
of life, was ﬁnally assisted to his feet, and so went painfully into the city. Was it under cover of night as Zahn
thinks on the basis of some readings? Those readings
are valueless. In II Cor. 11 :25 Paul recalls this experience: “once was I stoned.” But the next morning he
and Barnabas left for Derbe. Paul did not spare his

poor body although it was bruised and sore. He suffered violence, but again as one who moves on to new
conquests. He had come to Lystra and left a Christian
church behind.
21) And having evangelized that city and made
many disciples, they returned to Lystra and to [conium and to Antioch, making ﬁrm the souls of the
disciples by exhorting them to remain in the faith
and that through many tribulations we must go into
the kingdom of God.

Two participles dispose-of the work done in Derbe
(see v. 7), both are constative aorists; they evangelized
the city, which means just what it says, ﬁlled the city
with the gospel news; and again they labored with success, they “discipled” a goodly number; this word is
explained by the noun mama: which occurs in 6:1.
Nothing that was of exceptional import occurred.
Derbe was on the Roman frontier so that no new cit-
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ies were visited in this territory.

The two apostles

retraced their steps in spite of the hostile Jews and the
painful experiences they had had in those three cities.
22) It was wise, indeed, to return to the young
congregations they had founded so that they might
conﬁrm them in the faith and help them to organize
and to elect elders. The present participle does not
express future action (R. 892); since it follows a
constative aorist, the present participle serves as a
complement by spreading out the action (B.-D. 339,
2). Returning does not refer merely to arrival
in these cities but to a return that was at the
same time an ofﬁcial visit that included the activity
of making “the souls of the disciples” ﬁrm. The

word We: is here not a contrast to or a distinction
from mama but denotes man’s entire immaterial part
as the seat of the spiritual life.
The second participle modiﬁes the ﬁrst and shows
how this ﬁrmness was achieved. The apostles exhorted
the disciples to remain in the faith (present durative
inﬁnitive), and “the faith" is objective, ﬁdes qme
creditur, the inﬁnitive denoting subjective faith, ﬁdes
qua creditur. The thought is the same as that expressed in 2:42, “remaining steadfast in the teaching
of the apostles.” That was the essential point. Beginners who have not been made ﬁrm as yet are in danger
of falling away. A good beginning is a great achievement, but a good continuation is its normal and essential result. Conversion must pass on to preservation.
When Luke follows the inﬁnitive with a 6n clause
instead of a. second inﬁnitive, this is not an example of
zeugma (one verb with two objects, only one of which

ﬁts the verb).

The participle «apunAoivm ﬁts both

(contra B.-D. 479, 2), and both are indirect discourse
without supplying Ae'yome before an (contra B.-D. 397,
6). The danger these disciples faced was the perse-

cutions they might have to suifer, compelling examples
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of which they had in the case of the apostles who
had suffered in all these cities except Derbe. The one
thought that had to be impressed upon them was that
persecution belonged to the normal state of Christians.
The world always hates them; moreover, tribulations
are to help to develop their strength of faith.
Acz expresses any type of necessity, here the one

that is due to the nature of discipleship in a wicked
world: “it is necessary that we enter the kingdom of

God through tribulations," Mun, the pressure that
squeezes painfully. 0n the kingdom in general see
1 :3; here, as also the aorist inﬁnitive shows, the kingdom of glory is referred to, God’s and Christ’s eternal
glorious, heavenly rule. The thorns prick us as we
climb upward to that kingdom, but the roses await us
there. Here the cross, yonder the crown. Rationalism
urges us to forget the hereafter, makes this life the

whole of religion, accuses us of otherworldliness and of
disregarding what we ought to do in this life. But take
away the glorious Christian hope, and what have we to
live for? Let the full hope of the blessedness to come
shine out, and all our earthly days are lighted with
heavenly light and ﬁlled with highest purpose, courage,

and. strength.
23)

Moreover, after by vote appointing for

them elders from church to church, by praying after
footings, they commended them to the Lord in whom
they had believed.

As in II Cor. 8:19, xaporovz’m means to vote by
stretching out the hand. In 10:41 the compound with

fpd has God as the agent; but even when it is thus used
with reference to an individual and not to an assembly,
the idea of a vote is not removed from this verb. We

may translate “designate," “elect,” “appoint”; but the
one designating or appointing voted to do so. Luke
would make an important point by using this verb here.

For the question at issue is whether Paul and Barnabas
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chose these elders without congregational participation or whether they conducted a congregational meeting in which a vote was taken by show of hands, the
congregation choosing with participation of the‘ apostles and under their guidance. The latter is undoubtedly correct, just as the praying with fastings by no
means includes only the two apostles but each congregation as well. The method used is fully explained in
6:23-63. The point to observe is that both participles

refer to the subject of rcpc'ﬂcvro, to Paul and Barnabas,
and are thus used in a wide sense. The apostles presented the matter, had the eligible men named, had the
vote taken, and thus appointed those chosen and ordained them as the elders. The ceremony of laying
on of hands was certainly used, for in I Tim. 5:22 the
very act of putting a man into the ministry is called
“laying on hands"; compare I Tim. 4'14; II Tim I :6.
On this ceremony see 6 :6.
We have discussed “elders” in 11 :30. The apostles
followed the pattern of the Jewish synagogues with their
elders and had them elected in the same way. There is
nothing hierarchical whatever throughout the New Testament. Only one advance must be noted in the case of
these Christian elders, namely the ability to teach. See
the qualiﬁcations as these were laid down a few years
later by Paul in II Tim. 3:1-7, and in Tit. 1:5-9. The
choice was thus narrowed to a very few men. It is fair
to conclude that these were Jews even in these Galatian
congregations, including Derbe and Lystra where no

synagogues existed.
Jews alone were sufﬁciently
versed in the Old Testament, the sole Scriptural basis
of the Christian teaching. No deacons in addition to
elders are mentioned at this ear y time, and we conclude that this ofﬁce was introduced later.

While these historical points regarding the ﬁrst organization of the apostolic church are of utmost inter-

est, they constitute no law for the Christian Church
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which binds us to repeat every feature and method.
But the example of the'apostles stands for all time as
having been given under the direct inﬂuence of the
Holy Spirit. Some of the various types of organization
found in the church today reﬂect the spirit of the gospel
and of its apostles less than others, and we decline to
adopt the former, namely those that are hierarchical

and monarchial and that curtail the rights of the congregations.
The Kurd is distributive: “church by church.” Each
was an inmate by itself that was independent of a
Jewish synagogue, a distinctive Christian body. All
the members were yuan-mi. “disciples,” believers, and in
that sense “saints” (see 9:11); on “church” see 5:11.
The work of securing “elders” was of the highest importance and was hence accompanied “by praying with
tastings” as was done in 13 :3. But we see that fasting
was secondary to praying, “with fastings” meaning
as an aid to praying. On the general practice of fasting see 13:2; it was used as a spiritual aid on special
occasions. Cooking and eating and all that these entail were set aside for the day in order to be entirely
free for the higher things. The prayers were spoken
before the vote and at the time of the ordination of the
elders. The plural “fastings” scarcely implies repeated
fasts but fasts on the part of the disciples.
After the congregation had been properly organized

and spiritually fortiﬁed, the apostles said good-by.
They had done all that they could do and thus “committed them to the Lord on whom they had believed." The
verb means “to place at someone’s side.” This Jesus
did with his spirit when he was dying (Luke 23:46).
All these converts belonged to the Lord; he would take
care of them in the days to come. Luke seems to be
quoting from words that were uttered at the parting
services. So we still part and commit each other to the
Lord.
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The relative clause is relative only grammatically
and in reality states the reason for committing these
disciples to the Lord: they had put their trust in him
the moment they had become disciples. That they
should now be placed into the Lord’s care in a special
way was what their own hearts desired. Having been
deposited at the Lord's side by the prayer of the apostles, they did not feel themselves in a strange or in a
false position, and when the Lord saw them thus placed
at his side he did not regard them as people whom he
had

never

known.

Since they

had

believed

and

trusted in him, he would reward their conﬁdence in
him and in the commitment of the apostles.
24) And having gone through Pisidia, they
came to Pamphilia. And having spoken the Word
in Perga, they went down to Attalia; and thence

they sailed away to Antioch whence they had been
given over to the grace of God for the work which
they fulﬁlled.
The return is made by the same route by which
they had come. The time consumed on this ﬁrst missionary journey is estimated at about eighteen months;
no exact ﬁgures can be given. 0n the geography of
Pisidia, etc., see 13:13, 14.
25) The reasons that induced Paul to hasten away
from Perga on ﬁrst landing there have been stated
(13:13, 14) Luke’s brevity is here like that employed
in the case of Derbe (v. 21) and must not deceive us
as to the work accomplished by “speaking the Word."
We must understand that here, too, a congregation was
established. Ships came up the Kestros River to Perga,
but when the two missionaries were ready to return
they went down to the regular seaport Attalia and
found passage there. Luke likes to name the harbors.
26) So they sailed back to Syrian Antioch and
landed at the harbor Seleucia. When Luke writes
“whence they had been given over,” etc. (periphrastic
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past perfect tense), he is most exact, for that was exactly what had been done (13 :2) . The Holy Spirit had
required their services, and the church at Antioch had
given up these two teachers for this work. They had
been given over “to the grace of God for the work,"
etc. God's grace was to use them as its tools and instruments. This is a true and expressive description
of all missionaries: they are the instruments through
whom God’s grace works. Not they work, in the last
analysis, but grace. What a blessed position to be thus
used by grace! And now the work was fulfilled; grace
had accomplished what was to be done on this ﬁrst
journey into heathendom. What elation must have
ﬁlled the hearts of the two returning missionaries!
Victories, even great victories, could be reported.
27)
Now having come and having brought together the church, they went on reporting what

great things God did in their company and that
he opened to the Gentiles faith’s door.
And
they continued to spend not a little time with the
disciples.
Imagine this scene: the entire congregation and
these two, the ﬁrst Christian missionaries who went
forth into heathendom, and their long report of which
the assembly could not hear enough. Signiﬁcantly they
tell not of what they did but of what God did. Luke
19 :16: “Thy pound hath gained ten pounds I” The
glory belonged wholly to God. So it is still, and let us
not make this a mere phrase of the lips. With p675. aérév
they say that they only accompanied God when he did
all these great things. And that was the literal fact.
Kat is epexegetical and among “what great things"
God had done speciﬁes the one that was of such vast
importance and of such far-reaching consequences at
that time: “and in particular that he opened to the
Gentile faith’s door,” letting them in through the door
that bore only the one sign, “Faith,” above it. The
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ﬁgure of the door is frequently used and simple. But
"faith" was epoch-making in this connection. The genitive is appositional: faith is the door. The fact that
it leads into the kingdom of God, and that this is faith
in Jesus, is understood. This is salvation by faith
alone without any of the Old Testament ceremonialism,
neither as connected with the gospel in its Old Testament form of promise, nor with the legalism which the
Jews and especially the Pharisees had built up in their
own false way. Luke. of course. gives his reader only
the briefest summary, but despite its brevity we see
that the result of the apostles' labor was immense.
28) Paul and Barnabas had a strenuous time behind them. Paul bore marks of it in his body for life
(Gal. 6:17). So they spent some time in Antioch “with

the disciples,” Luke using the term that was most current among the Christians themselves. It has been
estimated that they remained in Antioch from the fall
of 51 to the spring of 52. In v. 27, 28 Luke uses imperfect tenses, both of them intimating to the reader
that more is to follow.

CHAPTER XV
THE APOSTOLIC CONVENTION AT JERUSALEM

1) Outstanding in the history of the apostolic
church is this apostolic convention at Jerusalem and
the spirit and the manner in which it settled the great
question regarding what was necessary for salvation
and thus for membership in the Christian Church. Underlying the entire situation and the way in which it
was handled was the conviction that the church was
one no matter how many and how widely scattered
throughout the world its members were. Despite the
gulf which had existed between Jews and Gentiles for
so many ages the thought of two churches that were to
be diverse in teaching and in practice, one of them Jewish with one 'way of salvation and one set of requirements for membership, and the other Gentile with another way and with different requirements, never
entered the minds of the apOstIes or the people. The
way of salvation was one, and the church was one and
could not be two. The conﬂict that arose must be settled and was forthwith settled on this basis. Jews and
Gentiles remained one church; a right and Christian
modus vivendi was established. It was not the one
existing in the synagogue between Jews and proselytes
of righteousness as full members and thus constituting
the ﬁrst class on the one hand, and on the other hand
proselytes of the gate as nominal members who were
regarded only as a decided second class. Jewish and
Gentile Christians remained on the same level in every
way, their living together in full unity was mediated
by Christian love in the domain of liberty in the adia(591)
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phora or nonessentials. Luke’s account and the farreaching effects of this apostolic convention are not
understood until all this is clearly apprehended.
And certain ones, having come clown from Judea,
began teaching the brethren, Unless you shall be circumcised after the custom of Moses you cannot be
saved.

Luke introduces this account with a simple mi and a
comparison with v. 35, 36 shows that what is now recorded occurred at and not after the time which Luke
says Paul and Barnabas were spending at Antioch, cf.,
14:28. Zahn dates the council in the spring of 52;
others place it earlier. All these dates are based on
estimates as Luke mentions no exact dates. After
Peter had baptized Cornelius and his house in Caesarea
he was severely taken to task by “those of the circumcision” on his return to Jerusalem (11:1-3). The
matter was settled at that time, yet not in such a way
that the question in regard to receiving pagan converts
did not again arise. It arose in Antioch when certain
unnamed persons came up from Judea — Luke has
before this mentioned the country when he had chieﬂy
Jerusalem in mind — and began to spread their Judaizing views and gravely disturbed the simple faith of the
Gentile disciples of whom Antioch had so many.
Their teaching is quoted in brief. Circumcision is
necessary for salvation; negatively, without circumcis-

ion no salvation.

But this teaching was not stated

merely as doctrine, in a general form, but practically,

personally, applying the doctrine: “You cannot be
saved unless you shall be circumcised after the custom
of Moses.” All the uncircumcised Gentile Christians in
Antioch were thus pronounced unsaved. Faith in
Jesus Christ was not enough to save, circumcision must

be added. The issue was centered on circumcision alone
with a kind of inconsistency, for if circumcision was
essential as required by the usus of Moses, then what
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about all else that Moses had required? Consistency
would soon have introduced the entire legal system.
In 11:3 the issue was centered on eating unclean
food in Cornelius’ house; also in Gal. 2:11, etc. Now
circumcision was necessary in the old covenant; it was
a part of the covenant itself (Gen. 17 :10, 11), so that
by rejecting circumcision one was rejecting the saving
covenant. Thus it came about that, when the new covenant which rested wholly on Jesus’ blood was established, circumcision together with the entire old covenant was at an end. Circumcision, the whole old Mosaic system, had lost its import and efﬁcacy. It was
hard for Jews who had grown up in this system to
realize this truth; but it was a fact, even a most blessed
fact, for the sole function of the old covenant was to
lead to the new.
When the end of the old covenant came, circumcision ceased to be what it had been, a part of that covenant; it became nothing but a human rite. Now Christ
is the one Savior who saves to the uttermost. To add
anything to Christ as being necessary to salvation, say
circumcision or any human work of any kind, is to deny
that Christ is the complete Savior, is to put something
human on a par with him, yea to make it the crowning
point. That is fatal. A bridge to heaven that is built
99/100 of Christ and even only 1/100 of anything human breaks down at the joint and ceases to be a bridge.
Even if Christ be thought of as carrying us 999 miles
of the way, and something merely human be required
for the last mile, this would leave us hanging in the air
with heaven being still far away.
2;) But no little strife and debate having
occurred for Paul and Barnabas with them, they
arranged for Paul and Barnabas and some others of

them to go to the apostles and presbyters in Jerusalem concerning this debate.
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This is Paul’s ﬁrst sharp clash with the Judaizers.
and Barnabas is staunchly at his side. We take it that
these two men were the most prominent of the teachers
in Antioch and hence led the contention against the
Judaizers. Again, they had been the missionaries who
gathered a number of churches that were mainly Gentile in membership. The attack of the Judaizers was
thus in a special way directed against them and this
their great work. “No little” is a litotes for “great"
strife and debate. The Judaizers made a great disturbance so that many of the members in Antioch who were
uncircumcised were thus personally affected by the
claims and demands of these men from Judea. They
had no ofﬁcial standing, but that did not matter. The
issue had to be decided in any case.
The proper way to reach a decision was taken. Antioch might have made the decision independently. That
is the procedure followed by many today who are actuated by a sort of morbid individualism which leads one
congregation to disregard all others and to act both
without them and contrary to them, and the unity of
the spirit is disrupted and inward rents and ﬁssures
are caused that only hurt the gospel and its work. Antioch even had the Apostle Paul and prophets who
were led by the Spirit in its midst. and the ﬁrst two
chapters of Galatians make it clear that Paul was on a
perfect par with the apostles of Jerusalem; and yet
Antioch did not act independently.
The view that Jerusalem was the head of all the
churches and exercised authority over them is not in
accord with fact. Neither the apostles in Jerusalem nor
the church here occupied a hierarchical position. The
entire church was a unit, one spiritual body, in which
all alike were brethren who were bound together most
intimately. That reality was not a mere theory in the
minds of the disciples, it was an actual and a vital
bond, one that governed the hearts and the actions of

Acts 15:2

595

all. Thus the moment a divisive question arose, that
question was regarded as one that the entire church
must decide.
The issue was, therefore, taken to Jerusalem, the
center of the church at that time. The church at An-

tioch appointed a delegation to take it there.

Paul,

Barnabas, and others were sent as representatives ; we
may call them delegates. The subject of may is understood, “they” in the verb signifying the membership of
Antioch. Only a grammatical stickler will derive the

subject from «p3: minis, the Judaizers.

But we then

rightly ask how they could arrange for and order that
delegation sent from Antioch to Jerusalem and even
makes the selection of the persons to be sent. In the
very next verse we are told that the delegation “was
sent forward by the church." This settles also the
meaning of “some others of them.” These were other
members of the church of Antioch and not a number
of the Judaizers as some believe. Whether any of these
went or not was a matter of indifference and was left
to them.
The lengthy addition in the Codex Bezae is a late

interpolation which makes the Judaizers the men who
direct and arrange everything. Gal. 2:3 shows that
Titus accompanied Paul but, it seems, only as Paul’s
companion and not as one of the delegates. Titus is
never mentioned in Acts; how this happens we do not
know.
Jerusalem was the center of the church because the
Eleven made it their headquarters by working from it
as a center and then returning to it. One might think
that the question would have been submitted to the
apostles alone because they were the immediately called
apostles of the Lord, and that thus Paul and the Eleven
would have made the authoritative decision. No; just
as Barnabas and others are sent along with Paul, so
the delegation is sent “to the apostles and elders in
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Jerusalem concerning this dispute.” The expression
“apostles and elders" has but one article which makes
it a unit. They are thus the delegates from Jerusalem.
None of the other congregations were included; none
of them had as yet been vexed with the question under
consideration, and none of them was in a position to
aid in its solution. Mere numbers do not increase wisdom, and Christian essentials are not decided by numbers and a majority vote.

Dr. M. Loy once told a con-

vention that had passed a foolish resolution by a great
majority that in the inscrutable providence of God it
had been allowed to make an ass of itself.
On elders see 11 :30.
3) They, therefore, having been sent forward
by the church, were going through both Phoenicia
and Samaria, recounting the conversion of the
Gentiles; and they were causing great joy to the
brethren.
On Luke’s #2» 05V see 1:6. The connective means,
“everything being as just described, the delegation was
sent forward by the church,” the participle implying
that an escort accompanied them part of the way, escorts such as this being customary in the case of hon-

ored persons when they set out upon a journey. Luke
is content with the factual story, but Paul later wrote
that he went up to Jerusalem “by revelation” (Gal.
2:1, 2). Going by revelation and being sent as one of
a delegation is not a contradiction.
The delegates chose the route overland and thus
came through Phoenicia and then Samaria, Jerusalem

lying just beyond the latter.

The imperfect describes

how they passed through these.

Congregations had

been organized. So they halted again and again and
recounted “the conversion of the Gentiles” (their turning to God) in Antioch and on their ﬁrst missionary
journey. Instead of meeting Judaizing objectious to
the entrance of pagans into the church, the apostles
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caused only great joy to all the brethren, “all” being
signiﬁcantly added. Judaistic ideas were foreign to all
these brethren. We should scarcely call their journey
“a triumphs] procession” or make the joy “a constant
pan of praise.” We think everything was more sober

than that.
4) And having come to Jerusalem, they were
received by the church and the apostles and the
elders and reported what great things God did in
company with them. But there rose up some of the
sect of the Pharisees, having believed, declaring, It
is necessary to circumcise them and to order them to
keep the law of Moses. The apostles and the preshyters, however, Were gathered together to see concerning this subject.
In recording the reception given the delegation
from Antioch in Jerusalem the order “by the church,”
etc., which places the church ﬁrst, is signiﬁcant com-

pared with v. 6 where “the church” is omitted so that
we might be in doubt regarding its presence if it were
not for v. 12, where we see that it was present at this
second meeting. At the ﬁrst reception “the church”
is in the foreground. The members as such gave the
delegation, and that refers especially to Paul and Barnabas, a most enthusiastic welcome. Luke wants his
reader to know that fact. The Judaistic faction was
small in numbers; although it was composed of former
Jews, the church in Jerusalem was sound in the faith
and not fanatic regarding circumcision and the Mosaic
regulations. After thus putting “the church” ﬁrst, in
the two remaining groups, which are marked as such
by articles, “the apostles" are naturally placed before
“the elders.”
This must have been a grand gathering. 0f the

elders who were present we know only James (v. 18).
In Gal. 2:9, Paul mentions only two apostles, Peter and
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John, as being present, the rest, apparently, being at
work elsewhere at this time. It is signiﬁcant thatat
this great gathering of welcome Paul and Barnabas
simply make a report on “what great things God did in
company with them,” Luke using the identical clause
he used in 13 :27, which see. Together they tell the
great story of their missionary journey which was un-

dertaken at the instance of the Spirit (13:2) and carried out with such success (including great miracles)
in pagan cities. Jerusalem learned the great facts that
spoke so forcefully for themselves.
At this meeting Paul and Barnabas say nothing
about the Judaizers that had appeared in Antioch and
had caused a disturbance there regarding circumcision
for Gentile believers. They leave this to the Judaizers
themselves. That was a wise procedure. They do not
mar the eifect of their great narrative by thrusting into

it this dispute that had arisen much later, after their
missionary work had been completed. By proceeding
as they did, Paul and Barnabas really ask on behalf of
themselves and on behalf of the church at Antioch
which was so deeply involved in their work whether
there was anything wrong with “the great things God
did in company with them."
5) Some then arose who declared that there was
something wrong, something decidedly wrong. Luke
does not indicate that these objectors were the same
men who had caused the disturbance in Antioch. The
view that the Judaizers who had come to Antioch had
either themselves ordered some of their number to go

up to Jerusalem to present their cause (so the Codex
Bezae and those who think it presents the facts) or
had induced the congregation at Antioch to send some
of their number, fails here where such delegates should
appear and speak. Judging from Luke’s account,
those Judaizers in Antioch had not sent up anyone to
present their contention. It was not necessary that.
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any of them should appear in Jerusalem; in Jerusalem itself men who strongly shared their views would
stand up and oppose the delegation of the congregation
at Antioch. And such men did stand up and demand
not only circumcision for pagan converts (v. 1) but,
with complete consistency, the keeping of the Mosaic
law in general. In other words, they made the door
into the Christian Church not merely faith (see 14 :27)
but faith plus Judaistic legalism.
In v. 1 Luke writes only “some from Judea" when
he describes those who appeared in Antioch; now he
characterizes those in Jerusalem as “some of the sect
of the Pharisees, having believ ," i. e., former Pharisees who had been converted, had been and still were
believers, and were thus members of the congregation
in Jerusalem. Here we have Luke's deﬁnition of the
Judaizers, of these disturbers who afterward broke
into the Galatian congregations and caused Paul so
much trouble, which necessitated his strong Epistle to
the Galatians. Some have a wrong conception of them,
as though they rejected the entire gospel, the entire
Christ, and preached only salvation by the law. But
they were believers in Christ and the gospel, members of the church at Jerusalem, but they erred in a
most dangerous point, namely in wanting to append to
the gospel and Christ the requirement of circumcision
(that most especially) and of the other Mosaic regulations. They thought the gospel incomplete without
this addition.
Judaizers later charged Paul with emasculating the
gospel in order to gain the applause of the Gentiles and
win easy victories. Without warrant they claimed
Peter as the head of their party. We here learn that
they were originally Pharisees, members of that Jewiah
sect which was most strict in adhering to all the laws
of Moses and to the traditions with their 613 additional

commandments (Matt. 16:9).

From azpww we have
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our word “heresy,” the original meaning being a set of
persons who profess peculiar principles or tenets.
6)

The Judaizers feared that Gentile Christianity

was like “the boar out of the wood" (Ps. 80:13) who

would ravage God's vineyard by breaking down the
hedge of the law. From opposing Peter (11:2) and
then Paul they went on to become the sect of the Ebionites. It was at a second meeting, one that seems to
have been especially called (judging from the passive
auwixoyoav), that the contention of these Judaizers was
examined. Luke now properly puts “the apostles and
the elders" forward. We see from v. 12 that the congregation, too, was present. In matters of doctrine and

practice — this was one of both —- all were concerned,
but the apostles and the elders naturally took the lead
because of their ofﬁce and their special qualiﬁcations.
It is necessarily so to this day in spite of the movements
that try to put laymen forward unduly and beyond
their depth. Some shepherds, too, expect their sheep to
lead them; the sheep may enjoy the novelty but are
only sheep after all. A ﬁne distinction was made in
Jerusalem. That ﬁrst meeting was called for the purpose of welcoming only, and the Judaizers were not
allowed to turn it into anything else; this second meeting had its special purpose, “to see concerning this subject” or Aéyoe. There was due deliberation.
We may place Gal. 2:1-6, the private conference
with the apostles at Jerusalem, before this second meeting. In this letter Paul characterizes the Judaizers as
¢asaex¢oz, pseudo-brethren, not real brethren, who
were brought in unawares, without anyone knowing
their real convictions, who had no right to membership.
This was due to the fact that they falsiﬁed the gospel.
When R., W. P., says that it is a bit curious that today
some scholars claim that for the sake of peace Paul
yielded to them and had Titus, his companion, circumcised, he states it rather mildly; in Galatians, Paul -
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claims the exact opposite of what these scholars believe: “to whom I yielded, no not for an hour.” Paul
was the last man in the world to effect an evil compromise. It seems that he purposely took uncircumcised Titus along as a sample of a Gentile convert and
as a direct challenge to the Judaizers, and no apostle
even suggested that Paul should have him circumcised
if only to placate the Judaizers.
7) Now much debate having occurred, Peter,
having arisen, said to them, etc. We now see why
Luke says nothing about the church in v. 6; the laity
did not participate in the debate, the speakers were

those immediately concerned, the apostles and the elders oﬂicially. We may take it that the Judaizers had
their full say, and that their contentions were also answered. All that, however, was only preliminary, and
Luke passes it by with a brief genitive absolute.
The decisive address was made by Peter, and hence
Luke recounts that with great credit to Peter. Paul
and Barnabas had already spoken at length at the ﬁrst
meeting and had recounted their experience which was
the very same as Peter's had been. They and Peter
were in fullest harmony as direct witnesses of what

God had done among the Gentiles.

Moreover, Peter

had already received full approbation from the congregation in Jerusalem over against the Judaizing legalists (11:18). Thus we see the inﬂuence his address
now had. Peter did not preside at the meeting; it was
James, the chief elder of the congregation in Jerusalem. Peter spoke as no longer being a resident of Jerusalem, which agrees with his leaving as recounted in
12:17. The congregation in Jerusalem was organized
like all others and had elders; the apostles did their
work in new territory outside of the city.
Men and brethren (see 1 :16), you yourselves
know that in olden days God made choice for himself for the Gentiles to hear through my mouth the
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Word of the gospel and to believe. And God, the
heart-knower, bore them witness by giving than the
Holy Spirit even as also to us. And in no respect
did he discriminate between both us and them, by
the faith cleansing their hearts.
Now, therefore,
why are you tempting God to place a yoke upon the
neck of the disciples, which neither our fathers nor
we were strong enough to bear?

But through the

grace of the Lord Jesus we believe to be saved after
what manner they too.

Peter addresses the entire assembly in the usual
fraternal manner but in v. 10 turns to the Judaizers
themselves. He appeals to what they on their part
know and what happened so long ago. The Greek
idiom uses an; (or ix) when reaching back into the past
by counting from “the olden days” forward. It was
more than ten years ago since the Gentile Cornelius
and his house had been brought into the church by
faith in the gospel alone.
God did that. The work of Paul and of Barnabas
was not an innovation and did not present a new question. Far back in those days God “made choice for
himse .” elected of his own accord (middle voice),
“for the Gentiles to hear (effectively, aorist) through
my mouth the Word of the gospel and to believe (effectively, aorist) .” At that time God made Peter the medium as he had now made Paul and Barnabas his media. We must review chapter ten in order to see that
God was the great agent in bringing Peter to Cornelius
by using a vision and an angel. For the ﬁrst time we
meet “the Word of the gospel” whereas hitherto we
have had “the Word" or “the Word of God (or of the
Lord)."
8) And now Peter brings out the pertinent point
in that act of God's. As “the heart-knower” he made
no mistake (the same term occurs in 1:24) when “he
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bore testimony to them” (to those Gentiles in Caesarea)
that they were truly his children by faith alone. He
bore this testimony “by giving them the Holy Spirit
even as also to us,” so that those Gentiles spoke with
tongues exactly as the 120 had at the time of Pentecost
(see 10:46). The point to be noted is that God gave
these Gentiles the same attestation that he had given to

the apostles themselves and to the ﬁrst believers.
9) Peter intensiﬁes this most decisive poin : “in
no respect did he discriminate (differentiate, judge one

way and then another) between both us and them.”
The Greek always names the ﬁrst person ﬁrst, the
others last. God made no difference whatever between
Jew and Gentile, circumcised and uncircumcised, Levitically clean and unclean. As to this last, the matter of
cleanness in God’s eyes, “he cleansed their hearts—
where alone all true spiritual cleansing occurs — by

the faith.” Tﬁ «(am with the article is “the faith" in the
sense of the Word of the gospel received by faith; and
“heart” is to be taken in the Biblical sense, the center
of the personality.
These unclean Gentiles God
cleansed in this true fashion. That is what made Jew
and Gentile alike in his sight. Peter’s hearers knew
the whole story and hence needed to have only its signiﬁcance for the question in hand pointed out to them.
10) With otv and the logical vim he makes his deduction and turns to these Judaizers themselves. Apostmphe ad Pharisaios et se‘vems clench/us. Bengel. The
question is convicting: “Why are you tempting God?"

They are not dealing with these Gentiles but with God
himself and with his will as he has made it so clearly
known. They are tempting or trying God to see
whether he will keep still to their contradiction of his
will or will resent it and punish them. The inﬁnitive
is epexegetical (R., W. P.), Ergaenzung (B.-D. 392,
1 a), not result (R. 1089) : “to place a yoke upon the

neck of the disciples,” one that is so heavy that neither
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our fathers in the old covenant nor we former Jews had
strength to bear it (Gal. 5‘: 1) .
Metaphors are often the strongest arguments, for
they are really condensed syllogisms. Baardaat, “to
bear up with hands or shoulders," ﬁts the ﬁgure. The
thought is that expressed by Paul in 13:39. No man
who lived in the old covenant ever fulﬁlled the law of
Moses and in that sense really bore its yoke. That is
why the old covenant had its Day of Atonement and
its many arrangements with offerings and sacriﬁces to
remove sins, all these gaining their efﬁcacy through the
sacriﬁce of Christ which they typiﬁed and with which
they connected the sinner. For that intolerable yoke
of the law Christ had substituted his gospel yoke (Matt.
11:29), a wonderful yoke which itself bears every believer. Do these former Pharisees intend again to
burden men with the old yoke?
Christ's removal of the yoke of the law made circumcision and kosher eating, etc., no longer obligatory
in any sense apart even from the matter of gaining
salvation; yet neither were these Jewish practices and
modes of living forbidden by Christ. They became
adiaphora, matters of liberty and choice, that should
not be forced upon others or become a cause of pride
and marks of special holiness as compared with Gentile
Christians. Peter could continue kosher eating, for
instance, but not as though that elevated him above
those who did not eat kosher and made him stand
higher in God’s sight.
11) Over against the Judaistic imposition of a
legal yoke and, the strong negative “on the contrary,”
places the declaration: “Through the grace of the Lord
Jesus we believe to be saved after what manner they too"
(believe to be saved). The phrase with M is placed
forward for the sake of emphasis. The one divine
means of salvation is “the grace of the Lord Jesus" and
not our observance of the law. Even in the old cove-
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nant the saving means was the Old Testament gospel
and promise of the Messiah and not the law. “Grace"
is the favor of the Lord Jesus and the redemption it
wrought for the sinner and now applies to him.
“Grace" connotes sin, guilt, liability to damnation;
“grace” brings remission of sin, guilt, and damnation,
and thus salvation. The aorist “to be saved” is eﬂective, “actually and eifectively to be saved,” rescued
spiritually and placed in the condition of safety. In

xao’ 8v rpdwv the antecedent is drawn into the relative
clause: “according to that manner according to which”
they, too, believe to be saved. There is one and one
manner only, the one stated by M, namely grace.
That address of Peter’s was masterly in every way.
To appreciate it fully we must visualize the audience
and the occasion. It was a perfect answer to any and
every Judaistic and legalistic contention. The fact that
later Peter himself did not live up to his own words in
Antioch and had to be rebuked in public by Paul (Gal.
2:11-21) changes nothing as to the truth and the import of Peter’s address here in Jerusalem; it only
points a warning for us lesser men.
12) And all the multitude kept silence and
went on hearing Barnabas and Paul recounting what
great signs and wonders God did among the Gentiles
through them.

The debate had come to an end. Not a voice from
“all the multitude” spoke in contradiction to what
Peter had said, and that implies that none of the former Pharisees (v. 5) and no one in the congregation
raised the least objection. That silence was eloquent.
Then Barnabas and Paul again spoke, and the imperfect describes how attentively all listened to them.
Barnabas spoke ﬁrst because he was the older man and
was better known than Paul in the congregation in

Jerusalem.

Perhaps he alone spoke for both as we
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have repeatedly seen Paul speaking for both. They had
already made a full report in regard to their success
among the Gentiles (v. 4) ; now they recount “the signs
and wonders" (see 2:19; 14:3) God wrought among
the Gentiles through them. They thereby clinch the
decisive point of Peter’s address, namely that God bestowed the same miraculous manifestations on Cornelius and on his house that he had bestowed on the
120 Jewish believers at the time of Pentecost. God
did those signs and wonders among the Gentiles, for
no apostle ever worked a miracle by his own volition.

The apostles were only his instruments as the signiﬁcant Sui once more states. Peter’s experience was already suﬁicient, but that experience was multiplied in
the case of Barnabas and of Paul. God had thus set
his seal of approval on the work of receiving Gentiles
into the church by faith alone without circumcision and
other Levitical observances.
13) And after they Were silent, James answered, saying, etc. 11., W. P., regards (cirque in v. 12
and «ﬂea: in v. 13 as ingressive aorists: "became silent.” But no one had been speaking, all had been listening silently. These are mere historical aorists that
state only the fact that there was silence. James now
speaks. He does so as chairman of the meeting, for
he lays a proposition before the assembly which embodies what the results of the discussion ought to be;
and that proposition was adopted by all. In our assemblies we require a motion and a second from members

on which a vote of yea or nay is taken. Yet even today
a good chairman may suggest what the motion should
be which someone then formally makes and another
seconds. It seems to have been the Jewish custom (see
6:3 for another instance) that the chairman formulated and offered the resolution and himself simply

presented it to the assembly for adoption or otherwise.
On James see 12:17.
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14; Men and brethren, hear me! Symeon did
recount how God ﬁrst looked to it to take out of
Gentiles a people for his name. And with this
agree the words of the prophets even as it has been
written:
After these things I will return again
And will build again the Tabernacle of David,
the one that has fallen,
And the ruined parts of it I will build up again
And I will upright them again
In order that those remaining of men may seek
out the Lord,And all the Gentiles upon whom has been called
my name —
Says the Lord who does these things.
Known from the eon his work to God!
James belonged to the Hebrew and not to the Hellenists (on the distinction see 6:1). He, no doubt, lived
in the Jewish fashion, for in Gal. 2:12 some who came
to Antioch from him inﬂuenced even Peter to eat only
with them and in a marked way to turn from the tables
of the Gentiles. This fact made his address the more
effective. He ﬁrst called for attention, probably in
order to hush the subdued conversation being carried
on in the great assembly. He begins by restating the
substance of Peter’s address and uses Peter’s old Jewish name “Symeon” in its Hebrew form. James, too,
stresses the agency of God and refers to Peter’s account because that dealt with God’s receiving Gentiles
into the church. He uses the Greek equivalent of the
Hebrew expression emaxéiparo (see this verb in Luke
1:68, 78; 7:16), which is often employed with reference to gracious visitation, “to look upon someone," “to
visit a person.” Here the verb has no personal object,
and hence we translate, “ﬁrst looked to it.” God gave
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his personal attention to taking “out of the Gentiles a
people for his name.”
Bengel notes the egregium paradoxon between

i0vu'w and Andy which is made the more marked by putting the words in juxtaposition: “pagans” and “sacred
people," M6: being constantly used as a designation for
Israel. God wanted a 10.08 also from the pagan world
in addition to the Jews and was now taking it out of
that world. The arena is again God’s revelation (see
2:21, 38) . For the great saving revelation of himself
in Christ Jesus, God took “a people" from the Gentile
world. That is what he did for the ﬁrst time in Caesarea; there he made the beginning.
15) To Peter’s report and to all that Barnabas
and Paul had added Jam'es now appends the Scripture
corroboration, the one thing still needed. All the statements (Adyot) of the prophets “sound together wit ”
(our word symphony) this act of God’s, his taking “a
people for his name out of the Gentiles.” James employs the usual formula for quotation and quotes Amos

9:11, 12. He uses the LXX although it deviates markedly from the Hebrew in one line. The view that James
quoted the LXX because he found the main point of
the quotation in just this line, is untenable; the Hebrew would be just as ﬁtting. It may well be possible
that the whole address of James, in fact, the entire discussion was conducted in Greek and that James used
the LXX for this reason. Zahn shows that Greek was
regularly spoken in Jerusalem in his Introduction to
the New Testament I, 43, etc. The supposition that in
recording the address of James Luke merely copied
his LXX is untenable, for the quotation is not a verbatim reproduction of the LXX and diﬂ’ers from it
already in the very ﬁrst phrase.
The idea that James quotes Amos in preference to
Isaiah or some other prophet because Amos speaks of
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the tent of David, and James was of Davidic descent
as “the Lord’s brother (Gal. 1 :19) ," is another of those
combinations in which Zahn delights and which he
therefore elaborates at great length. This is untenable. The reference to David's Tabernacle is made for
far weightier reasons.
16’) Amos writes “in that day," i. e., when Israel's punishment will have been inﬂicted, in the day
when the Messianic kingdom will be founded, in the
day of the Christian Church. When James spoke, that
day had come and hence he quotes interpretatively
when he substitutes the phrase “after these things,"
namely the inﬂictions of which Amos had spoken.
James quoted in order to be understood and not in
order to give a mere mechanical reproduction of the
prophet’s words. Even if he spoke in Aramaic he had
to make the Hebrew intelligible. Note that the four

main verbs which state what the Lord (Kﬁpm, v. 18,
no article: Yahweh) will do are compounds of tint,
“again”: “I will return again — I will build again —
I will upright again”; the LXX. too, has four “again”
verbs, but two of them are “raise up again” and two
“build up again” to bring about this blessed restoration,
for he wants to emphasize the truth that God himself
is doing this work that had been begun by Peter, Paul,
and Barnabas.

'H any?) Aaﬂc's, “the Tabernacle of David," cannot be
“the house of David,” David’s descendants, either in

general or as a royal line. any»; is never employed in
that sense. In Jesus, risen and gloriﬁed, the throne
and the kingdom or rule of David were raised up and
established forever. That had been done years ago and
was not being done now. “Tabernacle” refers to the
Tabernacle of David’s time before Solomon was permitted to build the Temple. In that Tabernacle David
worshipped with Israel. It thus stood for the church.
And it was the church that had fallen because many of
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its parts were ruined (literally; “the parts that have
been turned down”). The church of Israel was, in-

deed, in a sad state. had been so for years and years.
God would restore it.
17) That glorious promise was now being fulﬁlled.
But not in Israel alone, and not by building the church
out of Jews only. Amos, like the other prophets, was
permitted to see that the great restored Tabernacle of
David would include also the Gentiles. The ﬂu is rarely
used with (am in the New Testament (R. 986) ; but it
does not add “an additional note of uncertainty,” for
the entire note is one of expectancy, the connective denoting divine purpose, and God’s purposes are always
realized. The Hebrew reads: “That they may possess
the remnant of Edom and of all the heathen," etc.; the
LXX translate: “That those remaining of men may
seek out [the Lord], and all the Gentiles,” etc. It
seems as though the translation of the LXX was made
from a text that had the Hebrew reading adam (men)
instead of 'edom (Edom) and the verb yidroshu (seek)
instead of yiroshu (possess). The question is one that

concerns the Hebrew text. James was content with the
rendering of the LXX. As far as possessing Edom is
concerned, Amos certainly did not have in mind a polit.
ical possession, for he adds “all the heathen" (goyim) .
and no prophet spoke of a political domination of all
the heathen or Gentiles on the part of Israel. This pos.
session would be entirely spiritual. Perhaps that is the
reason that James left the LXX as it was.
He was concerned mainly with this word about “all
the Gentiles." God's great purpose in restoring David's Tabernacle reached out to “all the Gentiles,” including, of course, also Edam, as we have already seen
that it included also the Samaritans (8 :5, etc.) . However the textual question regarding the Hebrew and the
LXX is answered, the point of the quotation is not affected as far as the use made of it by James is con-
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cerned. The great Messianic restoration Was intended
most particularly for the Gentiles, their coming into it
made David’s Tabernacle greater than ever. The limiting relative clause, “upon whom has been called my
name,” states that this divine purpose will be fulﬁlled
only in the case of the believing Gentiles. The addition
in’ at'rroiis is a case of incorporating a redundant antecedent into the relative clause: “upon whom my name has
been called, upon them,” R. 723. The masculine rela-

tive after 1-3. an, is used because persons are referred to.
To call the Lord’s name upon the Gentiles is to bring
them the revelation of the Lord (see 5mm in 2:21, 28;
3:6) ; note the same expression in James 2:7 (Greek).
To have that name called upon one again and again
(perfect tense) is to be present where that name and
revelation constantly resounds, namely in the worship
of God's people. The relative clause thus designates
these Gentiles as believing worshippers. “All" considers them as being many. In the A. V. note the marginal note with 9 :12, which renders the Hebrew exactly.
The close of the quotation is: “saith the Lord who
does these things,” Ae'yu Kuptoc 5 mcév Mira. This state-

ment sets the prophet's seal on his utterance as being
the Lord’s own word, the word of him who carries out
what he says. We cannot omit the article before the
participle as a few texts do, because this would result
in the impossible sense: “Saith the Lord by doing these
things," this is contrary also to the Hebrew.
18) A few texts read: My“ 6 Kﬁpwc 6 «01.61; raﬁra
‘ymmrrd dsr' drives, which is adopted by the R. V. and translated in one way in the text and in another way in the
margin. But it is difﬁcult to think that James would
have made such an addition to the words of Amos. Far
more preferable is the translation of the A. V., which is
also well supported textually. The only questions are
whether to read the plural “works” or the variant singular “wor ” to leave the copula an: or to omit it, to
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read “God" or “Lord." We take the text to be:
“Known from the eon his work to God (or to the
Lord) !" a separate exclamatory statement by James
himself. After concluding the quotation from Amos,
James quite pertinently declares that an eon before the
time that God would do a work he already knew what
that work would be and thus could foretell it. Of such
a kind was this work of having his name called upon
the Gentiles. God is doing that work now but knew it
an eon ago and foretold it through Amos. An aiéw is an
eon or era that is marked in some way, here by the
knowledge on the part of God of what would transpire
at its end. James adds this statement with which all
his hearers must agree in order to bring to their minds
the fact that God is now doing a work which he ages
ago knew he would do. If it seems strange to some
when they now see him doing this work, as he undoubtedly is doing it, let these persons know that God had it
in contemplation all along and said so through the
statements of his prophets (v. 15), Amos being among
them.
19) From the reports of Peter, Paul, and Barnabas and the ancient prophecies concerning their

work James draws the conclusion. for the question at
issue. Wherefore I for my part judge that we do not
annoy those turning from the Gentiles to God but
that we write to them to abstain from pollutions
of the idols and from fornication and from what
is strangled and from blood.
For Moses from
olden generations has city by city those preaching
him by being read in the synagogues Sabbath by
Sabbath.
The formulation 17.). Kpt'vw, ego cameo, “I for my part
judge," intends to present to the assembly the question
as to whether they on their part judge the same. Ac—
cording to our way of speaking, James is offering a resolution to the assembly for adoption; so in v. 22 we see
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that adoption promptly followed. The negative part of
the resolution was, not to annoy the incoming Gentile
believers. They are ﬁtly called “those turning from the
Gentiles to God,” who thus cease to be Gentiles who are
far from God, living in superstition and in idolatry,
and become Christians, worshippers of the true God.
This turning is conversion.
The negative inﬁnitive is an indirect command:

“Do not annoy." It is in indirect discourse after upiwn
(R., W. P.).

The point lies in the meaning of the in-

ﬁnitive: mpd + 6v + «3'st = to crowd in on someone unnecessarily, here by demanding circumcision and the
Levitical requirements. James regards the Judaistic demands made on the Gentile Christians as crowding these
Christians in an uncalled for manner, annoying them
without warrant (this is the force of mp6, bringing
something in on the side). Thus in a distinct though
mild way James passes an adverse verdict On all Judaistic legalism and asks the assent of the assembly to
this verdict. It is important to note this negative point
in the resolution he offers lest we misconceive the sense
of the positive part of his resolution. He does not intend
to compromise with the Judaizers, 'to accept at least
some of their demands for Gentile Christians and thus
in a manner at least to satisfy them.
20) What James proposes that the apostles and

the church at Jerusalem shall write to the Gentile
Christians is something entirely different. We may
translate E'moreth, “write” or “send a letter or message,”
inmohi. The four points thus to be communicated to
the Gentile congregations constitute the fratemal advice deemed necessary for them in view of their Gentile
origin and their position in Gentile and pagan surroundings and as being brethren of Jewish Christians
in almost all cities. The idea of James is by no means
that of an apostolic decree handed down by apostolic
authority which demands legal obedience. In v. 22 the

614

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

entire assembly acts. The apostles are not a body
which substitutes for Moses and decrees laws similar to
those which Moses gave to Israel at God’s command.
The resolution that James offers is not to be a papal
bull. The four points to be sent out are in no sense “a
moral catechism,” an abbreviation of the decalog or a
selection from the decalog. Neither are they a substitute for the so-called Noachian commandments which
are reduced from seven to four. Those seven were directed against idolatry, blasphemy, murder, incest,
robbery, disobedience to government, eating bloody
meat (Gen. 9:4), and were imposed on the proselytes
of the gate. There was not the faintest idea of dealing
with Gentile Christians as the Jews dealt with proselytes of the gate and of regarding them as second-rate
and not as real Christians.
We regard the inﬁnitive with 105 exactly as we did
the inﬁnitive in v. 19: it is in indirect discourse and
replaces an imperative: “Hold yourselves away from."
Although amnﬁpa-mv (from imam) is found only here,
its meaning is assured, “pollution.” “Pollutions of
idols” is deﬁned in v. 29: pollutions incurred by eating
things sacriﬁced to idols. James is not speaking of
idolatry, for no one could be an idolater and a Christian
at the same time, and all Gentile Christians had given
up idolatry. Yet there was danger for Gentile Christians of pollutions with idols through eating things sacriﬁced to idols. All manner of idol feasts were cele
brated, at which parts of the animals sacriﬁced to the
idol were served as meat to all the guests. Gentile converts would be asked by relatives and friends at least
to go along and to enjoy the rich dinner. What harm
could there be in that? We know what a grave question this became in Corinth; read I Cor. 8 as the best
commentary on this point of the proposal of James.
Considered by itself and abstractly, it was not a sin to
eat such meat; but it was dangerous to do so for any
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who had a weak conscience and dangerous for others
who had weak consciences to see a Christian at such a
feast. Only one safe course remained, namely to stay
away. To say this to Gentile Christians was not mak-

ing a law for them; it was the best and the truest advice
to them. Jewish Christians, of course, had neither
invitations nor desire to go to such an idol feast.

We need not make the next three genitives depend
on “pollutions” ; they are connected directly with the
inﬁnitive. “From fornication” has caused much discussion since this is forbidden by the Decalog and no
limitation is introduced in v. 29. Here again we ﬁnd
our best commentary in I Cor. 6 :13b-20, and recall that
Paul’s letters so frequently warn the Gentile believers
against fornication. The point is always that in the
Gentile world, even among its noblest men, this sin was
not considered a sin but something that was entirely
innocent and natural. It was a part of their idol worship. The wisdom of some of the Corinthian Christians argued that fornication was merely an external
matter. The old pagan ideas about sexual impurities
not being impurities kept clinging to the converts from
paganism in some form or other. Hence this warning
appears as the second in the list of James. Missionaries still have trouble with their converts on this score.
Even in Christian lands moral laxity is justiﬁed in
peculiar ways as not being immoral at all but only unmoral, merely something natural, “living one’s life,"
etc. The early Gentile converts were in constant danger
of being drawn into fornication in one form or the
other by their relatives and their friends. Hence Paul’s,
“Flee fornication I” I Ger. 6 :18.
This word of James’ is not metaphorical or ﬁgurative, nor should it be restricted to incest, forbidden
degrees of consanguinity, marriage with a pagan

spouse, etc. No restriction is needed because the form
of the sin made no difference.
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“From a thing strangled and from blood” may be
considered together since both alike involve blood. An
animal that was not butchered but snared and killed by
strangling still had blood in it. To eat such an annual

or to eat anything that was prepared with blood, although it was forbidden by Lev. 18 :13; Deut. 12 :16,'23,
was no longer forbidden to Christians since all these
Levitical regulations had been abrogated. Why, then,

introduce these items?

Certainly not in order again

to enforce these points of the Levitical law. That would
have been Judaistic legalism, and if any part of it was
to be imposed, it should not have been one minor point
regarding food but circumcision, the sine qua. non of
Judaism. James mentions these two points because the
Jewish Christians were especially sensitive regarding
them. They, too, knew that these points of the law
were abrogated but they still felt a horror of eating
blood or any meat that had retained the blood. The .
Gentile Christians were asked to respect this feeling
and thus from motives of brotherly love, and from these
alone, to refrain from eating blood and meat that still
had its blood.
The principle that underlies these two items is the
one Paul so constantly stressed: to use the adiaphora in
love, always so as not to offend the brethren, especially
the weak. Against presumptuous demands he stood
ﬁrm as a rock, but otherwise his prime consideration
was love. See him voice this principle in I Cor. 8:13,
and again in 9:19-23. Many who today deem themselves strong are impotent in this application of love.
They scorn the idea that they should consider their
brethren, they hurt and stagger the weak without a
qualm, and they offend where they are themselves often
wrong in fact and where the oifense is gratuitous and
wholly uncalled for. Go to school to James and take a
full course with Paul. One thing that made them so
great was this considerate love for the brethren.
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The idea that all four points must deal with adiaphora or with universal moral principles, has led to
much confusion. As such we regard Ha‘rnack’s deletion
of “the thing strangled" from the text so that he might
obtain three commandments of the Decalog, one against
idolatry in general, one against all sexual sins, and one
against murder (“blood”). Reference is made to the
Codex Bezae which omits “the thing strangled" and
adds the Golden Rule at the end. Here as elsewhere
this lone text and its Latin translation present only
what someone thought Luke should have written.
“From blood" is often referred to the shedding of human b100d, as though Gentile Christians were inclined
toward murder! This list is diverse throughout, and
no effort will succeed in reducing the four points to the
same level.
James was not governed by logical or theoretical
considerations but only by the different needs of the
Gentile Christians in their peculiar situation at that
time. On the‘one hand they were surrounded by their
pagan connections, and on the other they found themselves in the same Christian congregations with Jewish
members. Here were idol feasts, where they might
both contaminate themselves and greatly hurt others;
here was fornication which was nothing to pagans and
liable still to seem to be nothing to pagan converts; here
was the matter of blood in meat or otherwise which was
nothing to them, nothing in fact, and yet still horrible
to their Jewish brethren. The one safe course to follow
was to avoid these things.
21) “For” adduces a consideration which concerns
especially the Jewish Christians and to some degree
also former Jewish proselytes of the gate who are now
Christians. Ever since synagogues were established in
the diaspora, which goes back to the time after the
Exile, Moses, meaning his Pentateuch, was preached
“city by city” (distributive Kara) by being read “Sab-
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bath by Sabba ” (the same Kurd) in the synagogues.
The hatred'of idolatry, the wickedness of fornication,
and the prejudice against any food that has blood in it
had been most deeply ingrained in Jewish minds and
to some extent in the minds of proselytes. Now.

indeed, as far as Levitical regulations are concerned,
these are abrogated, and James is certainly not trying
to revive at least a few of them. They have disappeared foreve . But love demands of the Gentile Christians that, apart from any danger to themselves in idol
feasts and in fornication, they ought to be considerate
of their fellow Christians who had been reared as Jews
and who, although they were now freed from the old
Jewish legalism, still shrank from the things that were
once so strongly forbidden them by the Levitical laws
of Moses. Considering this, all Gentile Christians
would and should refrain from what might offend. This
is not law and legislation but fraternal appeal to Christian love. James stands forth as the full brother of
Paul as the latter is revealed in his epistles.
Yet some still think that James oﬁered a compromise, namely that the Gentile Christians should he satisﬁed to keep at least these few regulations of the Mosaic and the Levitical system. But Christianity never
compromises, Christian liberty is to be exercised only
in love and in consideration for others, and James
moves on this high plane and on it alone. The idea that
converted Jews would still attend their synagogues and
thus still be bound by the old Mosaic legalism, is contrary to the facts. In Pisidian Antioch and in Iconium the synagogue raged against Christianity. And
James speaks of what has been “from olden generations" and not of what Jewish converts may still do.
22) Then it was resolved by the apostles and
the elders together with the entire church that,
having elected for themselves men from themselves,
they send them to Antioch together with Paul and
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Barnabas, Judas called Barsabbas and Silas, leading men among the brethren, having written by
their hand: The apostles and the elders as brethren
to the brethren of the Gentiles throughout Antioch
and Syria and Cilicia greeting!
Since we heard
that some who went out from us agitated you with
declarations, unsettling your. souls, to whom we did
not give command, it was resolved by us, after coming to one accord, having elected for ourselves men,
to send them to you together with our beloved Barnabas and Paul, men who have delivered up their
lives in behalf of the name of our Lord Jesus Christ.
We have accordingly commissioned Judas and Silas,
they themselves also by word (of mouth) reporting
the same things. For it was resolved by the Holy
Spirit and us that no further burden be placed upon
you; only abstain from these necessary things: from
those sacriﬁced to idols and from blood and from
things strangled and from fornication; from which
carefully continuing to guard yourselves, it shall be
well with you. Fare well.

In connections such as this (see also v. 26 and 28)
8m?» with the dative means that the assembly passed a
formal resolution (B.-P. 315). This was probably
done by a show of hands as in 14:23. In this way ‘fit
seemed good” (our versions). The entire church participated in the vote together with the apostles and the
elders. The vote was unanimous as v. 25 indicates,
amoupasuiv. R... W. P., is hard on the Judaizers by declaring that they probably did not vote but still held to
their opinions. The vote included everything: assent to
the resolution oﬁered by James, sending a commission
to Antioch with a letter that embodied that resolution,
and the election of Judas and Silas as that commission.
Several votes were probably taken although Luke merely states that “it was resolved." The sending of a committee to Antioch was a courteous response to the com-
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mittee that had been sent from Antioch and at the same
time shows the importance of the entire matter. The
committee from Jerusalem is to accompany the committee from Antioch, the two are really a joint committee. Even in matters such as this the apostles
strongly fostered the unity of the church.
The construction of éxaeeape’wuc is perfectly regular,
it is the accusative subject of léptllat and not loose (R...
W. P.); the participle is a true middle. Concerning
Judas we know only what is said here, that he belonged
to the leading men in Jerusalem. Because of his added
name Barsabbas he is generally regarded to have been
a brother of the Joseph Barsabbas mentioned in 1:23.
Silas, however, soon became one of the assistants of
Paul, whose Hebrew name “Silas” received a companion name of similar sound, the Roman “Silvanus,”
which Paul used to designate him. Adding or substituting a Greek or a Latin name of a sound similar to
the original Hebrew or Aramaic name was a quite common practice. Silvanus was prominent in Jerusalem.
He now came into close association with Paul and was
thus chosen as the latter’s companion on the second
missionary journey (v. 40). He must have been a Hellenist and was a Roman citizen (16:37).
23) The nominative participle ypdgpame, having no
nominative on which to depend, is a mild anacoluthon
and is construed ad sensum; apostles, elders, and the
whole church wrote “by the hand” of Judas and Silas.
Au‘s xupéc means no more than “through"; it is an Aramaic expression. These two received the order to put
the adopted resolution into proper written form so that
it might be approved by the apostles and the elders.
The resolution was drawn up in the form of a
letter; and both its beginning and its ending are worded
in the standard style of the day. First was the heading, which Was always composed of three elements; the
sender’s own name (we put the signature at the end),
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the name of the person to whom the letter is addressed

(we put that at the head), then the greeting. Additions
may be made to any one of the three elements or to all
of them; we have samples in the Epistles. No additions
were made in the present letter. “The apostles and the
elders” write for themselves and for the entire church
but as “brethren.” Some texts have “and the brethren,” referring to the congregation, but this reading
lacks attestation. The apposition “brethren” is highly
signiﬁcant in this communication. The apostles and
the elders of Jerusalem speak to the Gentile Christians only as brethren and not as superiors. They call
these Christians “the brethren of the Gentiles” and
thus acknowledge them as brethren in Christ in the
full sense of the word. Fratres Fratibus Salutem.
Brethren salute brethren. The communication is fraternal and asks to be accepted as such and as such
alone.
The letter is, however, sent not only to Antioch but
also to all the Gentile brethren “throughout Antioch
and Syria and Cilicia." It is a circular letter that is
intended to reach all the churches that have been disturbed by the Judaizers. All these brethren were immediately involved. The letter was later carried still
farther (16:4) and was used to fortify Gentile Christians everywhere against the appearance of Judaizers.
We need not wonder that there were congregations in

Syria and in Cilicia; the ﬁrst dispersion had carried the
gospel as far as Antioch, and that means also to other
places, and since that time Christians had spread out
from these new centers. That Titus had organized
them or any of them is a hypothesis. The missionary
spirit actuated every believer.
The greeting is only the common secular xazpm, an
absolute inﬁnitive

(R. 944, 1093)

with imperative

force; the ellipsis of Ac'youa’w is not needed to explain the
inﬁnitive (B.-D. 389, 480, 5) nor “send” in the A. V.
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Only in James 1:1 do we have a Christian letter that
has this common brief salutation; the other Epistles
use a distinctive Christian formula which is generally
expanded. This inﬁnitive is idiomatic and cannot be
imitated in translation. The letter was certainly
written in Greek. Many copies of it must have been
made and spread abroad, one of which Luke certainly
obtained.
24) The preamble is elaborate (v. 24—27) and
states fully the reason that prompted the letter. First,
the Judaizers are completely disowned. The writers
say that they had heard about them, that they “went
out from us," from the congregation at Jerusalem, and

what damage they then did, “agitated you with declarations (Myots), unsettling your souls.” Since these Judaizers came out from Jerusalem and misrepresented
the mother church so badly, it was proper, aside from
the request from Antioch, that the mother church
should set herself right in the eyes of these Gentile
Christians and put an end to the false teaching that had
disturbed the daughter-congregations.
While the clause, “to whom we did not give command," is only relative, it is decisive and a complete
disavowal. What these Judaizers had done they had
done of their own accord. They had no authorization
from home. No apostle or elder had given them the
least permission to make demands such as they had
made. One of the marks of sectarists and fanatics is
the fact that they act without a call from either God or
man. The devil rides them to spread their divisive and
hurtful doctrines. A morbidity to infect others possesses them. Judging from this statement in the letter,
we must conclude that the Judaizers who had come to

Antioch had carefully refrained from sending a representation to the convention at Jerusalem. The apostles
and the elders found out about them and their damaging work only from the delegation that the congrega-
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tion in Antioch itself had sent. “We hear " is thus
the literal fact.
25) And so they passed their resolution (two
may, exactly as in v. 22) to send a special committee of
their own to accompany that of Antioch; and this resolution was taken “after coming to one accord,” i. e.,
with full unanimity as to the entire question and as to
the mode of procedure. Thus they elected their committee. The Gentile Christians are thus given to understand that a plenary meeting was held, that this
meeting acted unanimously, and that it chose this committee. This letter accredited the committee. Its
bearers had oﬂicial standing. This was orderly action
and proper authority which was something diﬂ‘erent
from the Judaizers who came unsent, unauthorized,
and yet acted as though they spoke the mind of the
mother church.
Moreover, this committee is being sent “with our beloved Barnabas and Paul" who are properly mentioned
in this order because Barnabas had been a member of
the congregation in Jerusalem from early days. This
acknowledges the committee from Antioch by naming
its two illustrious members. By adding “our beloved”
(plural) the letter states in what high esteem these
two men were held in Jerusalem, in what accord the
mother church was with them, and how ﬁne a thing it
was that Antioch had entrusted them with an important mission. All these ﬁne fraternal touches must be
appreciated.
Not a word is said about the Judaizers who attempted to voice a contrary opinion. The conclusion is
not fair that they were merely brushed aside as defeated disturbers who had lacked the courage to vote
against the majority. The opposite is true. After
speaking as they did (v. 5) and after hearing Peter,
Paul, and Barnabas these men dropped their objections,
voted for the proposition, and were satisﬁed. The
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mother congregation was unanimous in passing its resolution just as the letter states.
We must not be misled by the rise of Judaistic opinions at a later date. What happened in 11:18, after
Peter had been assailed, happened also at this time.
The letter would not have been honest in the statement
“having come to one accord” if the Judaizers still persisted in their views. The letter would have had to
deal with that fact. More than that, the congregation
in Jerusalem could not haVe tolerated in its membership men who persisted in claims which would agitate
and unsettle the souls of all Gentile brethren, claims
that were subversive of the full powers of the gospel
to save. Such members would have to be dealt with
and could not be allowed to go on as long as their
opinions remained unchanged. No mere majority of
the mother church was sending this letter. The unity
of the mother church remained intact. That was one
great achievement of the meeting which Luke describes. Let our congregations note it and not he satisﬁed with bare majorities in matters of doctrine and
of practice. True unity is too precious and too vital to
be sacriﬁced so easily.
26) The apposition which describes Barnabas and
Paul as “men (avopa’mw, Menschen) who have delivered
up their lives in behalf of the name of our Lord Jesus
Chris ” is a reﬁned intimation to the effect that the
mother church was fully informed in regard to the
work Barnabas and Paul had done on their great missionary tour and in regard to the mortal dangers these

two had incurred. That made them all the dearer to the
mother church. The perfect participle “have delivered
up their lives” conveys the idea that this past act is still
valid in the present. 'ouopa is here, too, “the revelation” of Jesus, namely his gospel (see 2:21, 38; 3:6).
For the ﬁrst time in Acts we have the full personal, ofﬁcial, and soteriological designation “our Lord Jesus
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Christ,” which became standard in the church. Kﬁpws
is the saving Lord, who makes us “his own to live under
him in his kingdom and serve him in everlasting righteousness, innocence, and blessedness, even as he is risen
from the dead, lives, and reigns to all eternity," a part
of Luther’s imperishable deﬁnition of "our Lord.” 011
“Jesus Christ” see 2:38.
This was not ﬂattery of Barnabas and Paul and not
extravagant language to describe what they had done.
The words are brief but strike the main point. It was

ﬁtting that they themselves were not sent with the letter. Even in such matters it is difﬁcult to excel the
apostles and the early church. The church has had
much ﬂattery, much insincere praise. That is the sin
of hypocrisy. Its praise has often been bestowed
where it did not belong and withheld where it did truly
belong.

To praise in the wrong place and in the wrong

way only exposes those who extend and those who accept such praise. When certain persons withhold
praise where it is due or perhaps pronounce blame instead of praise, this is one of the unconscious yet most
valuable forms of praise which ought to cheer those to
whom it is rightfuny extended. When Paul was almost
stoned to death, the crown was being placed upon his
work and upon his head. I Pet. 4:12-14. But when we
are buffeted for our faults, let us take it like the malefactor and not be hypocritical martyrs.
27)
Antioch.

The letter names the twa commissioners to
What kind of men they are the congregation

at Antioch will see for itself, and hence no words of
commendation are added. They are commissioned,
that is enough to show the conﬁdence the mother church
has in them; it was indeed a high honor. In addition
to comreying the letter, Judas and Silas are authorized
“themselves also by word of mouth, Sui Ito'you, by statement of their own, to repeat the Same things.” The
letter is necessarily brief; Antioch and all the other
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congregations will desire to know more. Barnabas and
Paul could make an added report in Antioch, but Judas
and Silas will be needed for this purpose in the other
places, since it cannot be assumed that Barnabas and
Paul will have the time for this in Syria and in Cilicia,
and even in Antioch it will be most proper that the
added information and the answers to questions come
from them, at least from them in the ﬁrst place.
28) And now the resolution adopted at Jerusalem
in regard to the question at issue is reported in due
form. The resolution is certainly well formulated. But
it comes as a surprise to read, “It was resolved by the
Holy Spirit and us,” since the Holy Spirit has thus far
not been mentioned in the entire account. Yet the
apostles had the speciﬁc promises of Jesus that the
Holy Spirit would guide them into all truth, John 16 :13.
Besides, in regard to this particular question God had
made his will too plain for anyone to be in doubt as to
what that will was regarding Gentile believers. In the
case of Cornelius, Peter had moved only according to
the most divine revelations. So it was not presumption
but true assurance to write “by the Holy Spirit and us.”
The principal and the ministerial cause are mentioned
side by side (Calov). We are today led by the Spirit
in our decisions when we are in accord with his Word;
deviation from the Word is forsaking the Spirit and
following our own wisdom. The subjective certainty
that theSpirit is directing us must always be supported
by the objective fact that we are clinging to the Word
and not to something we think is the Word.
The good news which the letter communicates is
this: “That no further burden be placed upon you,”
present inﬁnitive, “placed upon you at any time,” no
further burden beyond the one that necessarily rests
on all believers whether they be former Jews or former
Gentiles. The idea to be conveyed is that at no time is
a peculiar burden to be placed on Gentile believers be-
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cause they are of Gentile origin. This is exactly what
Peter said in v. 10, even the same verb is employed:
“to place a yoke upon the neck of the (Gentile) disciples.” The letter uses the literal “burden” instead of
the ﬁgurative “yoke.” Yoke and burden are deﬁned by
Peter in v. 10 as that which neither the fathers nor the

Jewish disciples when they were still Jews could bear:
the Mosaic law (see this passage) from which “the
grace of the Lord Jesus” made the believers wholly free.
Those who assume the easy burden and the light yoke
of the Lord Jesus (Matt. 11:29, 30) have no further
burden to bear.
At this point we disagree with the translations and
with some of the commentators. It is linguistically im-

possible to construe «Mop . . . «115v, as is, for instance,
done in our versions: “greater than” ; «Mow is never so
construed. may: never completes a comparison, for it
is either a conjunction or a preposition. We, too, never
say, “greater except.” What has contributed to the
grammatical misconstruction is the idea that a compromise was being arranged for the Gentile Christians,
namely that they were not to bear the whole law but
only a small part of it, not the whole legalistic system
of Moses but only certain parts of it. This misconception is augmented when the part which the Gentile
Christians were supposedto bear is summed up in three
commandments of the Decalog, abstinence from idolatry, from murder, and from fornication. But what
about the rest of the Decalog? See the discussion of
v. 20. The entire moral law (the ten commandments of
the Decalog) were binding upon all Christians; but the

whole Levitical and ceremonial law, every last part of
it, was abrogated for all Christians. In this apostolic
letter not the part of the latter law is imposed on
the Gentile Christians. As far as this Levitical law is
concerned, it would have been meaningless to impose

this or that point and to pass by the chief point, namely
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circumcision. So we cannot construe «May with «My.
Place a semicolon after deos.
Zahn has the right idea but has diﬁiculty with the

inﬁnitive «im'xmou because in the ten instances in which
the conjunction «My occurs it is followed by the imperative; and so he changes the reading to the imperative

am'xmae: “only . . . abstain,” etc. But read R. 943 in
regard to the inﬁnitive used as an imperative. A new

statement begins with «My: “only (or nevertheless)
from these necessary things abstain,” and then they
are named. The inﬁnitive is the more in place since
another inﬁnitive precedes so that We may even keep
the same construction for both: “It was resolved that
no further burden be placed upon you; only (nevertheless) that you abstain from these necessary things,"
etc. That clears up the grammar; v. 29 should begin
with «My.
29) But when it is now stated that Gentile Christians should abstain from certain “necessary” things, it
would be misleading to reintroduce legal or Levitical,
Mosaic necessity. No burden of that kind remains, not
even for Jewish Christians. If, for instance, they
choose still to eat kosher they may do so as a matter of
liberty; the moment they would do it as a matter of law
they would be destroying the gospel. We have explained the necessity of the things here mentioned in
connection with v. 20; it was a necessity that was due
in part to danger for Gentile Christians themselves
(idol feasts, fornication) and in part to love for their
Jewish fellow Christians (offending them by eating
blood or bloody meat). This type of necessity is something that is vastly different from all ancient or modern
legalism. It will always rest upon us: the necessity to
keep away (awéxwau, hold oneself away from) from
everything that might pollute, from anything idolatrous, fornicatious, or otherwise contaminating; the
necessity of considering our brethren, their natural
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feelings and also their weakness so as never to harm
them. This is sound apostolic advice that is good for
us Gentile Christians to this day. The order of the
four items is changed from that found in v. 20, but this
seems immaterial.

Because of its preposition and its tense, Stampeﬁwec
means, “carefully continuing to guard” and deﬁnes
what is meant by abstaining. If you follow the apostolic advice, “it shall be well with you”; for a? modem
has the speciﬁc meaning of being and not of doing
well, and was often used in this sense at the close of a

letter. Here, however, Eppuaoe, “fare well," is added. It
is the Latin valete. The form is the perfect passive imperative of (laivku and literally means: “Be made
strong l” or “keep well 1"
30) They, therefore (see v. 6), having been
dismissed, went down to Antioch and, having
gathered the multitude together, delivered the letter.
And having read it, they rejoiced over the
encouragement.

Luke is brief. We may take it that the committees
were accompanied for a short distance by a goodly
number of the members of the congregation in Jerusalem in accord with the custom that was so common at

that time. After they arrivevd at Antioch, the «Myth:
was gathered together. Deissmann, Bible Studies, 232,
offers illustrations from inscriptions of the use of this

word for official, political, and religious gatherings;
Ext” would certainly not be the proper word. Thus in
public, at a great gathering of the entire church in
Antioch, the letter from Jerusalem was duly delivered.
31) Luke says “they read it” and means that one
did the reading for all. The result was joy over the

wapéd‘qa’u‘, a word that is not easily translated. It can
scarcely mean, “the exhortation,” for it applies to the
entire letter and not merely to the one hortatory sentence. “The consolation” is little better. Perhaps “the
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encouragement" is the best we can do in English, for in

the next verse Judas and Silas sometime» (the verb instead of the noun), “encouraged” the brethren. The
root idea of the word is “calling one to one’s side" for
some kind of help and support. We note “the Paraclete,” the Holy Spirit‘as the One called to our side. The
eﬂect of the letter was the same in all the other Gentile
congregations in which it was read.
32) Both Judas and Silas themselves also, being
prophets, encouraged the brethren by means of many

a word and made them ﬁrm.
Our versions punctuate incorrectly. We cannot
translate, “being themselves also prophets," because
there are no other prophets with whom Judas and Silas
are compared. But as the letter brought encouragement, so Judas and Silas themselves also encouraged
the brethren. They, no doubt, told the entire story at
length; but “being prophets," they did much more. On
“prophets” compare 11:27; here the word signiﬁes men
who are thoroughly versed in the Word and able authoritatively to set forth the Lord's will from that
Word. So they must have done what James began to

do when he cited Amos 9 (v. 16-18) and showed “by
means of many a word" just what was intended concerning Gentile converts to Christendom; note Sui. Myou
in v. 27. The second verb adds the thought that they
thereby conﬁrmed, ﬁxed and settled them in their faith
and their conviction regarding what God really willed.
33) Now, having spent some time, they were
dismissed with peace from the brethren to those who
commissioned them.

The two messengers did not return hurriedly, they
took their time. “They were dismissed" does not mean
that it was ﬁnally intimated to them to leave; they certainly would have been welcomed to stay even permanently. “They were dismissed with peace” means that,
when they were ready to leave, the congregation itself
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bade them farewell to depart in peace. As they had
been formally received on their arrival, so they did
not merely steal away when leaving but were tendered
a formal farewell. “From the brethren to those who
(had) commissioned them” includes greetings to the
apostles, elders, and the congregation in Jerusalem.
Why should these two prominent phrases be used if
that were not the sense? The brethren in Antioch were
no less courteous than those in Jerusalem had been.
34) The Codex Bezae adds: “Silas, however, resolved to remain there (or with them) ," and: “And
Judas alone went on.” Because v. 40 shows that Silas
was in Antioch, the writer of this codex imagined that
he had never left the place. The idea is in conﬂict with
v. 83, where both Judas and Silas leave. Here, as in so
many changes and additions, this codex is unreliable.
It is the work of a late scribe who altered the original
according to his own ideas. Correct the A. V. by cancelling v. 34.
35) Paul, however, and Barnabas were tarrying in Antioch, teaching and proclaiming as good
news the Word of the Lord in company also with
many others.
We are kept in touch with Paul and with Barnabas,
and the imperfect tense intimates that more in regard
to them is to follow. While they continued in Antioch
they were busy “teaching" the brethren and “proclaiming as good news the Word of the Lord” to pagans in
order to bring them to faith. In this they had the
company (pt-rd) of “many others,” so rich in teachers
and in missionaries was this great congregation. Active, ever active is the word that characterizes Paul —
vacations had not yet been invented. Into this time of
a few weeks or months, those prior to March in the
year 50, the trying incident with regard to Peter must
be placed (Gal. 2:11-21). Paul was compelled to correct him publicly, and Barnabas, too, had yielded to
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Peter’s inﬂuence.

Luke passes the matter by because

it did not inﬂuence the course of events; if it had not
been for the later attacks of Judaizers on Paul, even he
would have left no record Of Peter’s mistake, but his
opponents who were working in Galatia compelled him
to write about it in self-defense.
THE SECOND MISSIONARY JOURNEY:
PAUL AND SILAS REACH TROAS

36) The second missionary journey starts with a
painful incident: Paul and Barnabas part company
with each other.
Now after some days Paul said
to Barnabas, Having returned now, let us visit the
brethren city by city, in which we proclaimed the
Word of the Lord, how they fare.
This occurred “some days" after Judas and Silas
had left for Jerusalem; but the number of days were
not only a few, for they extend over a number

weeks or perhaps months. The proposition is made by

Paul. He, too, sees that Antioch is well supplied with
teachers and missionary workers, and he had reason
to be solicitous about the young congregations that he
and Barnabas had founded in heathen territory. So
Paul proposes a visit to them, taking them city by city
in order to see how they are getting along. A75=
“now,” “then.” It is a particle that gives precision or
emphasis to the words to which it is attached and has

no real English equivalent. 116»; Zxovat is an indirect
question, literally, “how they have it," “wie sie sich

beﬁnden," “how they are getting along." It seems that
no news regarding them had come to Antioch.
37)
But Barnabas was wanting to take along
with them also John, the one called Mark. Paul,
however, was considering it best not to take along
with them this one, him who withdrew from them

from Pamphilia and did not go with them to the
work.

And there occurred a clash so that they
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633

separated from each other, and that Barnabas, taking Mark along, sailed o5 to Cyprus; but Paul, having chosen for himself Silas, went out after having been given over to the grace of the Lord by the
brethren.
The last we heard of Mark was in 13 :13, where he
left Paul and Barnabas at Pamphilia and returned to
Jerusalem. Had he come to Antioch? The same question may be asked with reference to Silas; had he, too,
come back to Antioch from Jerusalem? It is generally assumed that both Mark and Silas were again in
Antioch. In regard to Silas see the spurious v. 34. It
is possible, of course, that both Mark and Silas were
in Jerusalem at the time when Paul proposed the
journey to Barnabas and that they were summoned
from there.
We can understand why Barnabas wanted to take
his cousin Mark along just as he had been taken along

as an attendant (imqpc'm) in 13 :5. Note the imperfect
tense to express the desire of Barnabas and in the next
verse to indicate the consideration of Paul. R., W. P.,
interprets these imperfects as durative and as thus
marking the tenacity with which each man clung to his
idea. But Luke regularly uses imperfect tenses to express the preliminary actions when the ﬁnal outcome
is still in abeyance. Then follows the aorist or several
aorists which state what the result was. So here lyivcro is followed by $07: in V. 39.

38) Paul did not consider it wise to take Mark
along, and his reasons are indicated brieﬂy by the two
participles. Mark had withdrawn from Paul and Barnabas on the ﬁrst missionary tour when they reached
Pamphilia and had not gone with them to the work.
The implication is that the call of the work, the great
work to be done, had failed to hold Mark; he let other
considerations weigh so heavily that he left Paul and
Barnabas at Pamphilia even before the main work was
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done and went back to his home in Jerusalem. ‘We
have treated the question of this withdrawal in 13 :13,
which see. Paul faulted Mark for that withdrawal to
such an extent that he would not risk a recurrence by
again taking Mark along. A man who failed once at a
crucial time might well fail again. If we were right
in 13:13, in supposing that Mark was afraid to go on
because Paul was sick at Perga, Paul was right in refusing to take Mark along. What if Paul again had to
battle with sickness? We must endeavor to picture in
our minds not only the hardships but also the dangers
of these missionary journeys. They certainly required
a degree of heroism, and not every man was equal to
the task. It would be an injustice to Barnabas to think
that he, too, had not blamed Mark for leaving them at
Perga. Barnabas had loyally clung to Paul although
Mark was his cousin. But now the conﬁdence of Barnabas in Mark was fully restored; it was otherwise
in the case of Paul.
39) This is the situation painted by the imperfect
tenses which hold the reader in suspense. Now the outcome: neither man yielded to the other. “A clash occurred,” «apoewpéc (our word “paroxysm”). We need
not overdraw the picture and speak of passionate and
bitter words, of hot tempers and anger. Paul and Barnabas were not men of that common, cheap type.

This clash was one between incompatible convictions,
Barnabas being sure that Mark would prove ﬁt for the
task, Paul equally convinced that he would not prove

ﬁt.

Neither insulted the other nor did anything re-

grettable. But because they had such opposite convictions in regard to Mark, the two men separated and
divided the ﬁeld, Barnabas going to Cyprus and taking
Mark along with him, Paul taking the rest of the ﬁeld
on the mainland. Barnabas and Paul evidently agreed
on this division. If they were not to go to the work
together, this was a most proper thing to do. They also
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agreed that Barnabas was to go to Cyprus. Paul and
Barnabas had begun their work at Cyprus because the
latter was a Cyprian and knew a good deal about the
island. So Cyprus is now allotted to him. We have
no reason to assume that the division thus made was
not an amicable one. To assume that it was made in
heat or passion is quite unwarranted.
Barnabas now passes from sight; the Acts do not
mention him again. Paul refers to him in I Cor. 9:6.
The great current of gospel history follows Paul, and
Luke. limits himself to that. However much Barnabas
accomplished, his work was like that of most of the
Twelve (now Eleven) and of others, it was not a part
of the main stream that ﬂowed with such power
through Asia Minor and southern Europe and left its
mighty mark for the next centuries while the Romans
destroyed Jerusalem and the Jews as a nation.
Mark made good with Barnabas in Cyprus. Eventually he became one of Paul’s helpers, Col. 4:10; and
how dear he became to Paul we see when Paul was
facing his end in the Roman prison, II Tim. 4 :11. We
also see him with Peter, I Pet. 5:13, who calls him his
son. He wrote the second Gospel and did it as the
mouthpiece of the Apostle Peter. Mark was a man
who might be regarded as belonging to the second-class
workers in the church but proved to be of great value
in supporting two, and that two of the greatest apostles. His early mistake was soon wiped completely
from the slate.
40) So Paul took Silas but not in place of Mark

but in place of Barnabas. On Silas see v. 22. Due to
the acquaintance Paul had had with him in Jerusalem,
on the journey to Antioch, and while he had remained
in Antioch, Paul found him the man to be put in the
place of Barnabas. Silas was even a Roman citizen
(16:37), which was an asset not to be despised in an
undertaking such as this missionary journey. We meet
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him with Peter and Mark (in I Pet. 5:12, 13) as
Peter’s messenger. It is an interesting pursuit to
gather the scattered notices of the New Testament
and to reconstruct parts of the biography of these lesser men such as Mark, Silas, Luke, and others. It does
not seem, from all accounts, that Silas fully ﬁlled the
place of Barnabas; Barnabas was the greater man.

Only in regard to Paul does Luke say that on departing for his journey “he was given over to the
grace of the Lord by the brethren.” This recalls 15 :26,
and indicates that the brethren in Antioch sided with
Paul as far as Mark was concerned and not with Barnabas. This does not imply that they did not wish
Barnabas and Mark well and did not commend them
to the grace of the Lord. Luke is speaking of a public
service at which Paul and Silas were sent on their
journey. It seems that Barnabas and Mark had already left Antioch.
41)

And he was going through Syria and Cili-

cia, making the churches ﬁrm.

The singulars used

here and in the following narrative indicate the complete leadership of Paul. Barnabas had been more of
an equal to Paul, while Mark was no more than an

attendant. Silas thus appears as the able assistant of
Paul who was less than Barnabas but much more than
Mark. This time the searoute was not taken but the
route overland. The two travelers circled around the
upper part of Syria and then went through the narrow
part of Cilicia into the province of Galatia. They thus
circled the Gulf of Issus and when doing so passed
through the “Syrian Gates,” the narrow road that led
between steep rocks on the one side and the Gulf on
the other. They very likely passed through Tarsus,
Paul’s old home, and then through the Cilician Gates,
the narrow pass over the Taurus range. This route
afforded an opportunity to present the apostolic letter

to the congregations in this part of Syria and Cilicia
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as had been contemplated in the address of the letter
itself (v. 23). We have no means of knowing how
these congregations were founded. Some think they
were Paul’s work during the eight years he spent in
Tarsus, but this is unlikely. Let us assume that they
came into existence as Antioch itself had done, through
the disciples that were scattered abroad after Stephen’s
martyrdom. Details about them and even locations are
entirely lacking.

CHAPTER XVI
1) And he arrived also at Derbe and at Lystra.
And lo, a disciple was there, by name Timothy, son
of a believing Jewish woman but of a Greek father
who was attested by the brethren in Lystra and [conium. Him Paul wanted to so out with him and,
having taken him, he circumcised him because of the
Jews who were in those places, for they all knew
that his father was a Greek.
From Cilicia Paul went to the lower corner of Galatia, to Derbe near the border, the last Galatian city he
had reached on his ﬁrst missionary journey. Nothing
of importance for Luke’s narrative occurred here. But
in connection with Lystra, the next city in which he
had established a congregation, Luke introduces Timothy, whom Paul made his companion. Kai £396 is
stressed unduly when it is adduced as proof that Paul
now met Timothy for the ﬁrst time, and that he had
already become a disciple before Paul met him, and
that we are mistaken in concluding from I Cor. 4:17;
I Tim. 1:2, 18; II Tim. 1:2, that Paul himself had converted him on his ﬁrst visit to Lystra. When Paul so
repeatedly calls Timothy “my beloved son,” this means
more than that Timothy was in full accord with him;
others who were in equal accord with him are not called
“my son." “L0" is used by Luke when he introduces
someone for the ﬁrst time or when he draws special
attention to some person; see the many examples in

Luke’s Gospel and in Acts (Young’s Concordance) and
note that other writers do the same. Compare the remarks on 15 :20.
Because already here Luke states that Timothy
came from Lystra, he leaves his name without further
designation in 20 :4, and the supposition that, like
(338)
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Gaius, he was from Derbe is untenable.
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His mother '

was Eunice and his grandmother Lois (II Tim. 1:5).
both were faithful disciples and former Jew; but his

father was a Greek and, apparently, had been dead for
some time. This had been a mixed marriage, and although both mother and grandmother were Jews, the
father had remained pagan, and the son had never
been circumcised. Already this marriage shows that
the mother and the grandmother were not strong in the
Jewish faith; as does also the fact that even after the
father’s death the son had not been circumcised. Although they had been very indiiferent Jews, mother,
grandmother, and son were now ardent believers in
Christ. One thing the mother had done for her son, she
had faithfully taught him the Scriptures (II Tim. 8 :14,
15), fully unaware of the fact that she was thereby
preparing the boy for his great future work. Paul
could not have used him in his work if he had not had
this early training in the Old Testament Scriptures.
2) While Lystra and Derbe belonged to the same
section, Lystra and Iconium were closer together, and
there was regular business and other intercourse between them.. That is why Iconium is here named together with Lystra. It implied not a little to have the
attestation of the brethren of two such cities, an attestation and testimony as to both character and ability
for the work of the church. Here we have the neuter
plural in the name Lystra,_ Luke uses both this plural
and the feminine singular.
3) The resumptive demonstrative «rainy gathers up
all that has been said about Timothy. This was the
young man whom Paul desired to take with him as a
second assistant in addition to the older Silas, and the
aorist implies that this desire was made reality. Much
more than Luke could record, of course, entered into
this choice of Timothy; Luke states enough to let his
reader see that in Timothy Paul found a young man
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who was eminently suited to his purpose. In connection with 14:20 R., W. P., regards him as being only
ﬁfteen years old and now as being only eighteen although the interval between the two visits of Paul was
little more than a year, but this makes Timothy entirely
too young. We can only estimate his age, but it was
more than that, he was at least twenty-one.
Because Paul wanted to use him in his work he took
and circumcised him, not, of course, with his owu hand
but by the hand of some competent Jewish Christian.
Paul did this on account of the Jews in those places.
referring not only to Lystra and Iconium but to any
others in this territory. He followed the principle laid
down in I Cor. 9 :19, .and did not do this because he was
yielding to Judaistic legalism. If Jewish Christians
had demanded Timothy’s circumcision, Paul would
have. resisted strongly; he did this very thing in Jerusalem regarding Titus (Gal. 2:3). But if Timothy had
not been circumcised he would have been not only useless to Paul in his work but the worst kind of a bindrance, for he would have aroused the prejudices of the
Jews whom he might try to approach to such an extent
as to prevent even a hearing of the gospel. Timothy
would not have dared to speak in any synagogue; even

the houses of most Jews would have been closed to him.
Timothy would have directed this Jewish prejudice also
against Paul and Silas because they had an uncircumcised associate. R., W. P., says rightly: “Timothy was
circumcised because of Jewish unbelievers, not because

of Jewish believers.” All the Jews living in that section also knew that the father of Timothy was a Greek;
the question of his circumcision would, therefore, be
much discussed by them. The mixed marriage of Timothy’s parents had, no doubt, long been an offense to

the Jews.
4) Now, as they were going through the cities,
they continued to give to them the resolutions to
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keep. those that had been decided on by the apostles
and elders in Jerusalem. The churches, accordingly,
were being made ﬁrm in the faith and were abounding in number day by day.
The imperfects are descriptive of what continued to
happen. Silas is now included, and hence the plurals
occur in v. 4. He had been one of the original committee that had been sent to Antioch with the resolutions and was thus better ﬁtted than even Paul for
communicating those resolutions also to these predominantly Gentile congregations.
Our versions leave a wrong impression when they
translate saypam “decrees” ; and R., W. P., does not aid
us by pointing to Luke 2:1; Acts 17 :7 ; Col. 2:14. To
be sure, the word is used with reference to the decrees
of rulers and of legal enactments, but that is due to the
authors. An emperor declares Soxez pot, “it seems good
to me," and 10, his pleasure is law, a decree; sic oolo,
sic jubeo. But when the apostles, elders, and the
church in Jerusalem were assembled in their meeting,
it is stated 58:25: roie «m, and so twice in the letter itself (15 :22, 25, 28), when it is used with reference to assemblies, this verb and its datives always
means, “it was resolved” and never, “we decree.”
Aéypm is the corresponding noun and means “resolutions.”

So also 1-2:. mpqu'va cannot mean “that have been ordained” 3 the verb xpzm does not mean “to ordain,” and
no assembly ever “ordained” resolutions. This is the
Very xpivu which James used in 15:19 when he ﬁrst
offered the resolution to the assembly for vote. Did he
“ordain”? He did not. The verb means “to j udge,” “to
decide”; and so here these resolutions were decided on
by the assembly in Jerusalem and as such were now

offered to the Gentile churches one after another. These
were “resolutions” that were “decided on” after full
and mature deliberation. They carried weight accord-
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ingly. Only the apostles and the elders are here named
by Luke, for he has already told us the entire story
about these “resolutions" and how they were adopted
(15:22). The apostles and the elders are such only
because of the church. Preachers often forget that and
act as though the church existed because of them, or as
though they could disregard it.
5)

only indicates the result, and once more we have

the verb “being made ﬁrm” in the faith, ﬁxed and solid
against attack. “The faith” is objective, ﬁrm in what
the churches believed; Luke has repeatedly used this
word in that sense, quae creditur.

To be made ﬁrm

in the faith is with strong conﬁdence (subjective) to
hold the divine truth and reality given us to hold (ob-

jective) . The inward ﬁrst and then the outward: “they
were abounding in number day by day,” receiving new
members in the faith. We take it that these were Gentiles. After the question about the old Levitical regulations had been settled effectively as between Jewish
and Gentile Christians, more and more Gentiles ﬂocked
to the banner of the cross. That was true success. In
order to gain numbers, doctrine and its practice are
often sacriﬁced. The great growth of the apostolic
churches was not made at such a sacriﬁce.
Already at this point the controversy regarding
the next three verses is introduced. Where were these
“churches," in which “cities" (v. 4) ? Derbe and Lystra have already been mentioned. That would leave
Iconium (14:1) and Pisidian Antioch (13:14), where

Paul and Barnabas had founded churches, and we may
include several others in smaller places in this territory
on the strength of 13:49 where we are told that the
Word of the Lord was carried “through the entire
region” of which Antioch was the general center. Since
Iconium and Antioch are not especially named in the
following, this must be the understanding with reference to the cities and the churches that were visited
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and informed regarding the apostolic resolutions with
the attendant good results.
6) And they went through the Phrygian and
Galatian region, having been prevented by the Holy
Spirit from speaking the Word in Asia. And having come down to Mysia, they were trying to go to
Bithynia, and the Spirit of Jesus did not let them.

And having passed alongside Mysia, they went down
to Troas.
The controversy centers on the question as to what
v. 6 really states. The contention ought to cease regarding the participle. N'o aorist participle expresses
subsequent action. Paul and his companions did not go
“through the Phrygian and Galatian region” and then
receive the Spirit’s word in regard to Asia.

The par-

ticiple is causal and thus antecedent. They went
through the Phrygian and Galatian region because they
were prevented from speaking the Word in Asia. But
why do Ramsay and others think that the participle
expresses subsequent action? In order to exclude the
so-called north Galatian hypothesis, namely that on this
journey Paul founded a number of congregations in

northern Galatia (in a line from Synnada to Pessinus,
Ancyra, and Tavium), and that his letter to the Galatians was addressed to these northern congregations
which were chieﬂy Celtic. Take a look at the map. We
are told that “the Phrygian and Galatian region”
means: 1) the part of Phrygia that contained Antioch
and Iconium, and 2) the part of Galatia that was Lycaonia and contained Lystra and Derbe (note R. 963).

After this region had been crossed, we are told, the
Spirit made his will known; and then the missionaries
did not go to the coast and follow this to Ephesus and
north to Troas but went straight across the middle of
the province Asia and thus to Troas as some maps draw
the journey. .But this is not the way in which to refute
the northern hypothesis. The participle pr rents this.
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Luke should have written “the Galatian (Lycaonian)
and Phrygian region" and not have reversed the two.

Moreover, he should not have led the reader through
Derbe and Lystra (v. 1) and the other churches (v. 5)
before speaking of going through “the Phrygian and
Galatian region” in which these very churches were
situated. Luke would twice be reversing the localities.
What Luke says is this: After visiting Derbe and
Lystra (v. 1) and all the other churches founded on the
ﬁrst missionary journey (v. 5), after Paul and his
companions were through visiting the churches and
were probably at Antioch, the question arose as to what
new ﬁelds were to be entered; and the natural course
seemed to be to turn to the coast of the province of Asia
with its great cities such as Ephesus, Smyrna, Sardis,
Thyatira, Pergamos, etc., most inviting ﬁelds of labor
— then the Spirit told them not to utter the word in
Asia. How the Spirit did that, and to whom he communicated his will, Luke does not state because he is concerned with the fact alone. The supposition that this
revelation came to Silas and not to Paul seems unlikely. Our guess is that it came to Paul. What was
to be done then? “They went through the Phrygian
and Galatian region”; they turned north. Did they
preach there, found churches, etc.? Those who advocate the northern hypothesis in regard to the letter to
the Galatians say “yes." A whole group of congregations was founded along the line drawn on the maps in
a great sweep from Synnada to Pessinus, Ancyra, even
Tavium, through the whole of northern Galatia.

And

this extensive work is read into Luke’s simple statement that they slinky, “went through," the Phrygian

and Galatian region. Luke does not even say that they
preached and writes only xépa, “region." The theory
in regard to these northern cities in Galatia breaks
down here at its source. If this theory is correct, why
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did Luke not insert at least a phrase such as “as far
as Tavium"?
Verses 6-8 intend only to show us brieﬂy how the
journey from Antioch to Troas was made without a
longer stop between these two points, without the
founding of a single church in this territory. 0n leaving Antioch, which was located in the ethnographic
section called Phrygia, on the border of the old Pisidia,
the missionaries naturally passed through that part of
Phrygia. Now a part of Phrygia (an old indeﬁnite
ethnographic section) was located in the Roman province Asia, the rest in the Roman province Galatia (in
which were Antioch and Iconium). So Luke writes
that they went through ‘fthe Phrygian and Galatian
region," remained in that part of Phrygian territory
which was Galatian, did not pass over into that part of
Phrygia which was incorporated in the Roman province Asia. Where they turned west we do not know,
perhaps it was at Pessinus, but that makes little difference. We have absolutely no intimation that they
stopped for work, much less that congregations were
founded. Zahn’s supposition that they worked but
were unsuccessful is untenable.
At this point we see that Ramsay’s idea that in
Luke’s writings xépa designates an administrative section, a Regio in this sense, breaks down. It looks plausible in 13 :49, and again in 14:6 (wepr’xoapov). Ramsay
tries to apply his view here and in 18 :23; but how does
he do this? By having “the Phrygian and Galatian
region” mean the Phrygian (with Antioch as its center) and Galatian (embracing Lycaonia with Lystra
and Derbe as center). But We have already shown that
v. 1-5 place us beyond both of these regions. If two
Regimes, administrative centers, are referred to, the
article 1er should be repeated, and “Galatian” should
precede “Phrygian.” In regard to 18:23 see that
passage.

1
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-Zahn regards rip opuyt’av as a noun: they passed
through “Phrygia” and also through “Galatian territory" (beyond Phrygia) . He does this because opuyiav
seems to be a noun in 18:23. But even then, as far as
18 :23 is concerned, in 16 :6 the adjective is proper. The
only diﬁerence would be that the missionaries would go
farther north before turning toward Troas. But
greater difﬁculty would result in connection with 18 :23.
On coming from Syrian Antioch, Paul would enter
Phrygian territory ﬁrst and not Galatian as distinct
from Phrygian. In both 16:6 and 18:23 all is clear if
one section is referred to, namely in 16:6 Phrygian
Galatia, and in 18 :23 Galatian Phrygia, it being immaterial which word comes ﬁrst. Both are adjectives,
both modify xépay in both passages.
7)

So they went down to Mysia and then tried to

go into Bithynia. The missionaries could not have
'come close to Mysia without crossing the province Asia.
That is why in v. 6 Luke writes that they were prevented only “from speaking the Word in Asia" and not
from crossing the province as such. Now the same is
true with regard to Mysia that was said in regard to
Phrygia. Both are ethnographic sections that include
. indeﬁnite stretches of territory, and the maps only estimate their extent, and thus map makers vary greatly.
We are unable to plot the route from Pisidian Antioch
to Troas on the basis of the meager data which Luke
furnishes. How near to Bithynia did their route carry
them, and at just what point did the Spirit refuse them

permission to enter this northern province with its city
Nicea, which later became so well known? Noteworthy
is “the Spirit of Jesus" as helping to establish the
ﬁlioque of the Nicene Creed, the confession: “I believe
in the Holy Ghost, . . . who proceedeth from the Father
and the Son, etc." Jesus himself said that he would
send the Spirit, John 16 :26.
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8) Both the fact that the travelers came Kurd
Mysia and that they went mpd (in the participle) Mysia

indicates that they left it to one side and so reached
Troas. They probably came through Adramyttium.
Troas was not in Mysia or in Asia but was an independent district of its own. The point of these verses in
the peculiar way in which Paul and his assistants are
made to wander from Pisidian Antioch to Troas and
are shunted away from the south and from the north
until they drift into this faraway Mediterranean port.
N0 work awaited them anywhere on this long journey.
nothing of consequence even here at Troas, but great
work waited across the sea. in Europe, in southern
Macedonia. This is one of the plain cases in which the
Spirit closes and opens doors for missionary work. He
does so still, and we must dismiss the idea that we may
choose the ﬁelds ad libitum. Louis Harms selected a
place in Africa but all in vain; his missionaries had to
go elsewhere, where neither Harms nor they had expected to go.
9) And a vision appeared at night to Paul — a
man, a Macedonian, was standing and beseeching
him and saying, Having come across to Macedonia,
help us! Now when he saw the vision, immediately
we sought to go out to Macedonia, concluding that
God had called us to proclaim the good news to
them.

Until this time the Holy Spirit had given only negative commands, not to go to the coast cities of the
Asian province (v. 6) and not to enter Bithynia (v. 7),
and no positive command of any kind. This fact alone
refutes the north Galatian hypothesis that, on leaving
Pisidian Antioch, Paul had worked and had founded
churches in Pessinus, Ancyra, and Tavium and in this
section generally. He had no orders to work in even
this seaport Troas, for after receiving the vision he
promptly left it. If work had been in progress in
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Troas, he could not have broken it off so promptly. Now
at last comes the positive order to cross into southern
Europe and to work there.
Sometimes the Holy Spirit communicated his will
directly as in v. 6, 7; how this was done we do not
know except that the communication was always under.
stood. At other times, as here, a vision was used,
which was granted either in the daytime (10 :11) or at
night. Paul had a number of such visions (18 :9;
23:11; 27:23; 11 Cor. 12:1, etc.). Ad mréc means

sometime during the night, possibly while Paul slept.
It was not a mere dream; for these visions are always
plainly supernatural visions and communications. This
one was exceedingly simple and also plain in its mean-

ing: “a man, a Macedonian (m = our indeﬁnite article) was standing” before Paul and beseeching him to
come across into Macedonia. The second perfect participle £6715? is always used as a present, so we have iv
with three participles, which are three periphrastic imperfects. The effect is continuation: there he kept
standing, beseeching, and saying, “Help us i"
The very fact that he asks Paul to come across into
Macedonia makes plain that Paul recognized him as a
Macedonian; he also says, “help us." He pleads for the
entire province. We need not think of peculiar Mace-

donian dress, accent of speech, and the like. The idea
that this was an angel who Was asking Paul to come
over to help him and his fellow angels ﬁght the spirits
of Satan, is a mere fancy. The help desired is plainly
spiritual help such as Paul was called to bring by means
of the gospel. The Lord was assigning him this Gentile
ﬁeld for his labors. It has been thought that this Macedonian was Luke, the writer of the Acts. This view
is based on the assumption that Luke was a Macedonian, a native of Philippi. But it is dimcult to imagine
how a man of ﬂesh and blood, one of Paul’s companions
at this time, could possibly appear to Paul in a vision at
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night. The entire vision is supernatural, sent by God.
As God showed Peter all sorts of animals in a vision, so
he showed Paul this man in a vision.
10) “Immediately," that means the very next
morning, passage was sought on some vessel in order to
cross over to Macedonia, the conclusion having been

correctly drawn that God had called Paul and his companions to preach the gospel in Macedonia. The vision
presented a man pleading for help, and that meant
success in the missionary work. This vision has often
been regarded as picturing the need of all heathen people, as calling on us to bring them the help of the gospel. That, however, is not strictly correct. To be sure,
the whole heathen world is in direct need of the gospel.
But we must remember that the Spirit himself prevented Paul from taking the gospel to the coast cities
of the province of Asia and to the entire province of
Bithynia. Were the heathen of these provinces not in
need of the gospel? The better application made of
this text is to point out that we would bring the gospel
wherever God opens the door for us. The Macedonian
man symbolizes, not the whole heathen world, but that
speciﬁc part of it to which God would at any special
time send “us. He 'does not now use visions to direct us,
but he does use plain providential indications, and
these are the cries to us to come and to help.
This is the ﬁrst of Luke’s famous “we” passages

found in Acts. Zahn ﬁnds an earlier “we" in 11 :28, in
the reading of the Codex Bezae of that passage:
morpamu'vwv spay, “we having been drawn closely together,” namely in regard to Agabus when he predicted
the great drought to the congregation at Antioch. But
this codex aims to improve on Luke’s text by changing
it in scores of places like an editor who revises some-

body's manuscript. A number of conclusions are based
on this “we” of the Codex Bezae.

Since it takes us to

Syrian Antioch in the year 40, it is concluded that Luke
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and Theophilus were natives of Antioch, see the introduction to this volume. But we discount that “we" in
11:28 since it lacks suﬁicient textual support.
But this “we” that runs through 16:10-17 again
through 20 :5-21 :25, and once more through 27 :2-28 :16
is a far different matter. It is Luke’s quiet and unobtrusive yet distinct testimony that he is the writer of
Acts, that he was present with Paul and an eyewitness of the events recorded in these sections. So here
in Troas, Luke is with Paul. More than that, he is one
of Paul’s little party, an assistant such as Silas and
Timothy were, for he Writes: “Immediater we sought
to go out to Macedonia, concluding that God had sent as
(was-L” etc. Luke acted together with the rest. The
aorist “we sought” implies that they at once found what
they sought, namely passage on a ship for Macedonia,
and so they sailed away as v. 11 states. All four men
at once left Troas, there was no reason why even one of
them should be left behind. We conclude that no work
had been done at Troas on this visit.
But now a series of questions naturally arises. This
“we” implies that Luke must have been not only a
Christian but one who had also proved himself worthy
of being an assistant of Paul’s. He suddenly introduces
himself as such here at Troas, a place to which the
others had come without him, a place to which none of
them knew they were going until shortly before they
arrived there; for only after they had been forbidden
to enter Bithynia did they go to Troas.

How, then,

does Luke appear here at Troas, appear as an assistant of Paul’s. That fact is most remarkable in every
way. And let us honestly admit that we do not know
the answer. But this ignorance on our part opens the
gates to speculation. We have noted Zahn’s hypothesis which he bases on the reading of the Codex Bezae
in 11:28, and that of a few fathers who think that
Luke was a native of Syrian Antioch.
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Even when that is granted, We still ask, “How does
Luke appear here in ’l‘roas just at this time ?” It certainly was not due to a previous arrangement, for Paul
himself did not know until just a little before this time
that he would come to Troas. Luke could not have
joined Paul when Paul started from Syrian Antioch
or before he got to Pisidian Antioch, for why should
Luke then delay the “we” until his mention of Troas?
He could not have joined Paul after the latter left
Pisidian Antioch, for from that point onward Paul
himself was in the dark as to his destination. The
hypotheses that ignore these facts are unacceptable for
that very reason. And thisimplies that making Luke
a native of Syrian Antioch is not as simple a matter as
some have made it. In this and in some other matters
we shall have to accustom ourselves to the humble admission that we just do not know and cannot even venture an acceptable guess.
THE SECOND MISSIONARY JOURNEY:
PHILIPPI

11)

Having set sail, therefore, from Tron, we

made a straight run to Samothrace, and on the next
day to Neapolis and then to Philippi, the ﬁrst city of
that part of Macedonia, a colony; and in this city we
continued to spend some days.
Hobart sought to establish the fact that Luke was a

physician on the basis of the medical terms occurring
in Acts and in the Gospel; when one considers the nautical terms occurring in Acts one might conclude that
Luke was a sailor or a sea-captain. Luke, however,
never makes his medical profession prominent; and
although he was not a sailor, he writes with exactness
about harbors and voyages. The term for setting sail
is explained in 13:13; to make a straight run is the
proper term for sailing straight before a favorable
wind without having to tack. It was as though God
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himself speeded their vessel. So they reached the little
island Samothrace at the end of the ﬁrst day and the
harbor Neapolis (New Town) on the mainland the
next day. But this harbor was located in the territory
of Thrace and not in Macedonia; hence they did not
stop here. Their call was directed toward Macedonia.
In 20:6 it took Paul ﬁve days to get from Neapolis to
Troas.

12) So Paul and his company at once went over
the well-paved road to Philippi, ten miles distant. As
Seleucia was the harbor of Syrian Antioch and Milete
that of Ephesus, so Neapolis was the harbor of Philippi.
The latter was the old Krenides (“Place of
Fountains”) which had been made a real city by Philip
of Macedon, the father of Alexander the Great. After
the battle of Pydna (168 B. C.) the Romans divided
Macedonia into four politically separate parts, in the
ﬁrst of which Philippi was located. Amphipolis was the
capital of this section. Philippi was located about a
mile east of the small river Gangites which flows into
the Strymon thirty miles from this point.
In 42 B. C. the battle of Philippi was fought between the Second Triumvirate (Octavius, Antonius,
Lepidus) and the republicans of Rome under Brutus
and Cassius, which resulted in a defeat for the latter,
both of whom were killed. In commemoration of the
victory Octavius made Philippi a colony. After the
battle of Actium in 31 B. C. Augustus sent more Roman
veterans to the colony and raised the standing of
Philippi to the highest point by granting it the socalled jus Italicum, i. e., putting it on a par with the
Roman colonies in Italy. Philippi regarded itself as an
entirely Roman city. Its citizens were Roman citizens
who enjoyed all the rights of such: freedom from
scourging, from arrest except in extreme cases, and the
right to appeal to the emperor. The ofﬁcial language
was Latin. At the head of the city there were two
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ofﬁcials, the practores duumm'ﬁ or arpamyoz', who appeared ofﬁcially with attendant lictors, the lictores or
ﬁaﬂSoixoi, who carried the oﬂicial bundles of rods or
fasces with a mace protruding from the center, the
symbols of power and of authority. Here, then, was a
city that was markedly different from many to which
Paul had as yet come.

Since «pain is commonly used without the article we
may translate, “the ﬁrst city of that part of Macedonia.” And now the controversy begins, for Amphipolis was both the capital and foremost city of that
section. Ramsay thinks that this word “ﬁrst" indicates that Philippi was the native city of Luke, that
there was keen rivalry between it and Amphipolis as to

which was ﬁrst, and that Luke naturalLv favored his
own city and loyally wrote “ﬁrst" in Acts. In other
words, Luke was like the ardent advertisers of rival
towns are today, each boasting about his own. Considering everything, for instance also the fact that
Luke calls only Philippi “a colony” although. many
other cities mentioned in his narrative were also colonies, a strong case is made for Luke's being a native
of Philippi. We know that the very same thing is done
with regard to Syrian Antioch. Every mention of it
and all that he says about it are stressed to show how
intimately Luke knew this Antioch because it was his
native town.
These two hypotheses offset each other, and one
admires the ingenuity with which they are constructed.
Ramsay answers the disputer of his theory by clearing that every mention of Antioch has "the cold and
strictly historical tone.” But is Luke warm and personal in regard to Philippi? These are hypotheses and
not proven facts.
With the support of a few Latins Zahn, following

Bless, proposes to read wpu'n'y: instead of «pom: “which
is a city of the ﬁrst part of Macedonia."

This is an
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attractive view but lacks sufﬁcient textual support.
The best solution still seems to be to construe, “the
ﬁrst (foremost) colony city of that part of Macedonia."
This would also agree with ﬁne which is causal: “since
this is," etc., and states the reason that Paul chose this
city. Luke writes “is” because Philippi still had this
distinction at the time he wrote Acts. Paul might have
sailed for some other coast city but chose this one for a
good reason. The clause is not a mere geographical
remark such as that Philippi was the ﬁrst or nearest
city in Macedonia he could reach. Paul and his three
companions spent several days here before they started
to work. This was necessary. They had to get their
bearings. As already stated, this city was materially
different from any that Paul had visited before this
time. With reference to it alone he uses the word
xoMm’a. Other cities were colonies because they had a
Roman colony, Philippi was a Roman colony because it
was largely inhabited by Romans.
13) And on the day of the Sabbath we went
outside the gate beside a river where we were supposing a prayer-place to be; and having sat down,
we began speaking to the women who had come to-

gether.
We take it that this was the ﬁrst Sabbath after their
arrival in Philippi. After inquiring in the city in
regard to Jews and a Jewish synagogue, all that the
missionaries learned was that the city had very few
Jews, and that their only place of worship was located
somewhere along the river Gangites, a little over a mile
from the walls of the city. The Greek plural is commonly used in the expression “the day of the Sabbath,"
just as the plural is common also in the names for festivals. So the four walk out along the great Roman
road, the Via Egnatia, which they had followed into
the city from Neapolis; they follow it on the other side
of the city toward the northeast.
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“Where we were supposing a prayer-place to he"
shows how little information they bad. They were not
entirely certain that there was a prayer-place along the
river nor just where it was if there was one. Some

prefer the reading of: c'voplzm wpoacvxi) dwu of the Codex
Bezae and take it to mean: “we as herkoemndich war,
dass eine Gebetsstnette set; but this reading simply
means: “where a prayer-place was supposed to be”
(passive) and is quite the same as the attested reading
ébMopw ,“where we supposed” (active).
At least ten men were required to organize a synagogue. No mention is made of Jewish men in Philippi,
and it is a question whether any men were connected
with the prayer-place beside the Gangites River. None
at least were present on this Sabbath. In lieu of a synagogue with its organization, form of service, and
proper building, a prayer-place was arranged for an
isolated group of Jews, which was called npoawxri, a
word that is otherwise used as a designation for prayer
to God. A favorite place for such a proseuche was
beside some river, which was selected, it is supposed,
because of the Jewish lustrations although this is not
entirely clear. The missionaries found the place.
Whether it was a mere enclosure, or some sort of shelter, or just a selected spot, we are unable to say. Only
women had gathered there, and we have no idea how
they conducted their worship. The four missionaries,
no doubt, introduced themselves, and after their status
as teachers had been properly established, they sat
down and “began speaking to the women who were
come together." That this was teaching is understood.
Luke says “we began speaking," each of the four in
turn, also Luke.
‘
One reason that no men were present may be the
fact that, when Claudius expelled the Jews from Rome,

the colony city Philippi had followed his example. Only
a little group of women — yet Paul did not despise this
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humble beginning. Let no preacher despise even the
smallest audience and imagine that he need not do his

best for so few.

The very smallness of a group of

hearers is sometimes fraught with special blessing for

the few who are present. It has often been remarked
that the vision showed "a man, a Macedonian," and
here Paul found a few women. Where two or three are
gathered in my name, Jesus says, he will be present.
14) And a woman, by name Lydia, a purpleseller of Thyatira city, one worshipping God, kept
hearing; whose heart the Lord opened wide to he
heeding the things spoken by Paul.
A woman was the ﬁrst Christian convert made in
Europe. No wonder her name is cherished by her
sisters to this day and by all believers generally.

Since

Luke introduces personal names by the dative dvo'paﬂ,
we cannot accept the idea that Lydia, Avsza, is here the
appellative “a Lydian,” a woman of Lydia, and the supposition that her personal name was either Euodia or
Syntyche (Phil. 4:2, 3). We cannot agree with the
further surmise that, since racial and place names were
often borne by slaves, this was a freed woman, a former
slave. But if Luke says only that she was “a Lydian,”
why did he add “of Thyatira city" when this city is
known as the main city and a colony at that in the section of Asia Minor called Lydia, and the main output of
the entire section was purple dye and cloth?
Luke combines “a purple-seller of Thyatira" (the
plural as a designation for the city as it was for Philippi
in v. 11) because in good part the city explains Lydia’s
business. The purple dye was obtained from a conchylium, the shellﬁsh Murex tmnculus of Linnaeus, and

the waters at Thyatira produced the brightest and the
most permanent hues. Scarlet fezzes made there are
still considered superior. In three inscriptions dating
back to the time between Vespasian and Caracalla a
corporate guild of dyers is mentioned as having been
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The dye itself was so costly

because only a drop of it was secured from a small
vessel in the throat of each shellﬁsh. This was the
genuine article; a cheaper grade was secured by crushing the ﬁsh.

Dyeing was the chief industry of the Lydian land.
Lydia herself came from Thyatira and was now located
in Philippi. Purple cloth of all kinds would be in high
demand in this colony with its many Romans. It
formed the trimming of the white Roman toga as well
as of the tunic; the rich Wore purple (Luke 16:19);
prominent ladies loved the royal color; rugs and tapestries contained much rich purple; and besides it was
used by oﬂicials for state robes and by emperors and
their courts. “Royal purple” is still a current phrase.
Lydia dealt in purple goods of all kinds, and it is
not necessary to add all kinds of other goods. This
sale of purple was a business that required a large
capital. Let us take it that Lydia was a widow and
was carrying on her dead husband’s business by importing from Thyatira and selling in Philippi. She
was a business woman, capable, successful, rich. She
has “a house” (family), ample accommodations for
four men in her beautiful home. In those days, when
women were greatly restricted and seldom launched
out for themselves to any great extent, all this that is
related about Lydia means much.
Paul's ﬁrst European convert was no ordinary
woman. Lydia was a proselyte of the gate; Luke uses

the regular term for that idea: oeﬂopévr] «u‘w @cdr (13 :43).
Since Philippi had no synagogue, it is only fair to conclude that she was drawn to Judaism already in Thyatira. It is not amiss to conclude that she was the leading spirit among the women whom Paul found at the
prayer-place. At this time many pagan women of
prominence found their way into the synagogues; note
a sign of it in 13:50. The worship of the sun god Ty-
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rimnas, to which her native city was devoted, had long
lost its hold upon Lydia since she came to know the

True God. Her business did not keep her away from
the insigniﬁcant little prayer-place to reach which she
had to travel far on the Sabbath.
We must combine the two duratives “she kept hearing" and “to be heading,” for they imply that Lydia
was not converted on that very ﬁrst Sabbath. From
the beginning, however, she heard with a heart that
was opened wide (Sui in the verb) by the Lord. Little
did she dream that Saturday morning what a treasure
she was to ﬁnd in the little retreat by the riverside;

but she heard the great Apostle of the Gentiles himself
set forth the blessed gospel of Jesus Christ with all
fervor and all conviction, and this gospel was corroborated by his three companions. She was ﬁnding the
pearl of great price.
The Lord opens the heart, but the hand with which
he lifts the latch and draws the door is the Word which
he makes us hear, and the door opens as we heed, wpov'
c'xav, keep holding our mind to what we hear. No man
can open the door of his heart (Impala is the center of
thought and will) himself, nor can he help the Lord
to open it by himself lifting the latch and moving the
door. The one thing he can do is to bolt the door, i. e.,
refuse to hear and to heed; and'thus he can keep the
door closed and bar it even more effectually than it was
at ﬁrst. This prevents conversion.
All the women at the prayer-place heard the missionaries speak, but all did not heed as Lydia did. The
grace of hearing, however, none of them thrust away,
and they may later have come to faith. The heeding
may have followed when they afterward recalled the
apostle’s words to memory, perhaps discussed them

with Lydia, or when they heard the same things
preached a second time.
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“The grace of hearing no man is able to ward off.”
Besser. But we must let God work the heeding through
the hearing. Then will his blessed purpose be accomplished. Lydia came to faith. Luke says that this was
accomplished through “the things spoken by Paul.”
He thus credits Paul with Lydia's conversion. This
was undoubtedly the fact; Paul's companions at most
reinforced what he said. In Lydia we have a beautiful
example of adult conversion. There is no emotionalism, no ranting of the preacher to work up his hearer,
no agitation and shouting by the heater, but only the
silent touch of the Spirit as the ear conveys the blessed
truth to the heart, only the true inward assent, the
blessed conﬁdence and trust which presently manifest
themselves in open confession.
15) And when she was baptized and her house
she besought, saying, If you have judged me to be
faithful to the Lord, having come into my house, remain there. And she constrained us.
Lydia’s baptism followed in due order. When,
where, and in what manner it was administered Luke
does not say. The expression “and her house," meaning her household, leaves undetermined whether she
and the rest were baptized at the same time, or she

alone at this time and the rest later. The former seems
the more probable, since'by using a temporal clause
Luke connects the baptism with Lydia’s invitation to
the missionaries to lodge in her house. May we say
that at the solemn service in her house, when she and
her household were baptized, she then and there insisted that these her teachers make her house their
headquarters?
Who made up her “house"? When R... W. P.,
states that nothing indicates that Lydia’s “house” included more than “the women employed by her, who,
like her, had heard the preaching of Paul and had believed," and when “possibly" Euodia and Syntyche
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(Phil. 4:2, 3) are included in the supposition that
Lydia may have employed many slaves and freedwomen in her trade, we fear that these women are
assigned to the house in order to evade the statement
that there were children. But even then, the more
women are introduced, the greater is the likelihood of
at least one child being present. Other writers state
that claws means servants or workpeople.

Now “her house,” as here used, is the regular term
for the members of one’s immediate family. Thus any
children Lydia may have had would be included. The
word also includes servants, but if there happened to
be servants we must not ﬁll every “house” with a
number of servants. We think Lydia did have servants; but we also know that Paul would never baptize even as much as one slave simply on the order of
that slave’s master. If any servants of Lydia’s were
baptized they of their own volition believed the Word
they themselves had heard. “House” does not include
employees generally, not even when such people believed. They had their own homes. As far as the text
is concerned, Luke does not say or imply that the other
women who were present at the river came to faith.
We think some of them did, but Luke‘does not say so.
It is also unwarranted to make all these women at the
river servants or employees of Lydia. It lays them
open to the charge that they associated themselves with
Lydia only for mercenary reasons. What Paul writes
about Euodia and Syntyche in Phil. 4 :2, 3 simply states
that the two were prominent women who were neither
slaves nor mere employees of Lydia but had homes of
their own.
One commentator states: “In the household baptisms (Cornelius, Lydia, the jailor, Crispus) one sees
‘infants’ or not according to his predilections or preferences.” But why just “infants” ? And why just these
four households? Surely, the few baptisms of entire

Acts 1 6 :15

661

families during the time of the apostles on record were
not the only ones that occurred. And the point at issue
is in regard to children up to the age of discretion and
not only “infants." The whole matter is rather simple.
The apostles and their assistants baptized entire households and by baptism received them into the Christian
Church. That was the standard apostolic practice.
Where is the evidence that 0330!: ever meant less than
“household," “family,” referred only to the adults to the
exclusion of the children? Granted that many servants
and slaves were included, the likelihood of there being
children is only increased; and who will count all the
households thus received by baptism? Mark 10 :13-16
settled the question for the apostles.
Equally unsatisfactory is the view that Lydia “submitted to baptism as proof that she was ‘faithful to the
Lord.’ ” Is that all her baptism involves? Was it only
a submission and a proof that she oﬁ'ered? Did the
Lord do nothing for her in and through baptism? Was
Ananias mistaken when he said to Saul: “Be baptized and wash away — yes, wash away! — thy sins"?
Was Lydia baptized “and her house" without the sacrament washing away their sins? Lydia did do something to prove that she was “faithful to the Lord.” She
besought her teachers to use her home as their lodging
place while they remained in Philippi. That sounds as
though they had thus far had very poor accommodations in the city.

Her invitation was put in such a way

that, if it were refused, this would imply that her teachers did not yet esteem her “faithful to the Lord.” She
uses the condition of reality:

“If you have judged me

to be faithful to the Lord," i. e., one who truly believes
in and trusts the Lord. Paul seems to have declined
this invitation at ﬁrst, and we know that it was his
principle to be burdensome to no one.
Luke writes: “And she constrained us,” the aorist
implying that she succeeded. This is another trait in
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Lydia that makes her character lovely in our eyes.
Christian hospitality is one of the outstanding virtues
of the early church, and Lydia is the ﬁrst outstanding
example of it. In this Lydia from the very beginning

gave a distinction to the church at Philippi. For this
was the one congregation which later remembered the
needs of the apostle and sent him kindly personal gifts,
especially when he was in captivity in Rome. How
Paul appreciated such remembrances he himself records in Phil. 4:15, etc. What an example for all future time! There are no greetings to Lydia in Paul's
letter to the Philippians, in fact, this epistle contains
no personal greetings at all. We must offer our own
explanation as to the reason for this.
16) And it came to pass as we were going to
the prayer-place that a maid having a divining spirit
met us, one such as was bringing her masters much
income by divining.
The accusative with the inﬁnitive is the subject of
Marc. Preaching at the prayer-place evidently continued for many days (v. 18). On one occasion, when
Paul and his companions were going out to it, this
austerity — the word commonly used as a designation for
slave girl — met them. Luke describes her as “having
a spiri ," as one possessed. But to Wyn. he adds the
apposition «town, which describes the character of this
“spirit.” This word “Python” originally designated
the mythical serpent or dragon that dwelt in the region
Pytho at the foot of the Parnassus in Phocis and was
said to have guarded the oracle at Delphi until it was
slain by the god Apollo. Then the word became the
appellation for those who professed to reveal future
events such as those associated with the Delphic oracle.

It later came to mean merely a ventriloquist. Here the
second sense of the word is referred to: the girl had
“a spirit, a diviner,” i. e., a divining spirit. The supposition that she was aﬁlicted with a peculiar mental
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derangement that gave certain of her faculties an excessive sensitiveness and keenness is not in accord with
Luke’s language and describes a pathological condition
that is otherwise not known.
This poor girl’s terrible afﬂiction was capitalized

by “her masters" who had probably purchased her for
this very reason. She was bringing (imperfect tense)
them “much income" (c‘pyatn’a) by divining (the participle denoting means). The masters charged a price
for the information which people desired of the girl.
The world has not changed in this respect. Girls are
still exploited — just so money can be made through
them, no matter what becomes of their souls or their

bodies. And divining of all sorts still brings in good
money, for men will not believe God but will believe
the charlatsns who profess to be able to pry into the
future. In this case, of course, there was no charlatan
but a demon speaking from the girl. Many are ready

to believe that this spirit could foretell the future. Let
them learn once for all that no devil or demon is able to
perform even one genuine miracle, all their “miracles”
are “pseudo,” lying, spurious, and intended only to deceive, II These. 2:9. The spirit in this girl accomplished no more by means of his divining than our fortunetellers do today. Why, this spirit could not and
did not know what was awaiting him, namely that in a
few days he would be driven out of the girl by the
power of Jesusl

-

17) She, following after Paul and us, kept yelling, saying, These men are slaves of God, the
Highest, such as are proclaiming to you solve.tion’s way. And this she kept doing on many
days.
She met the missionaries, walked past them, then,
however, turned around and followed behind them, crying out her information at the top of her voice and
continuing this until the very gates of the city were
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reached. Just imagine the excitement she must have
caused. When the Canaanitish woman did a similar
thing, the disciples of Jesus could not endure it and
asked Jesus to get rid of her, “for she crieth after us.”
Two questions may be asked at this point. How did
this girl know what she Was doing, and why did she
have to broadcast it to the world? These are the same

two questions that arise with reference to all the demaniacs we read about in the Gospels. The factthat
the devils know the Son of God need not be explained.
They know him just as they know the other persons of

the Godhead. The fact that this girl, apart even from
the spirit that possessed her, should know Paul and
his companions as preachers of God and of salvation’s
way is not even surprising. . Paul did not in any way
keep his work secret. All Philippi was free to know

of it.

This divining spirit had discovered no secret.

He might have learned even more; for we must note

that he says nothing about Jesus, or Christ, or God’s
Son. What he does say is no more than would apply to
ordinary Jewish rabbis. It is quite possible that the
girl was a Jewess, for she met the missionaries going
out to the Jewish prayer-place. “God, the Highest”
was a term that was familiar also to pagans; “salvatiOn's way" sounds more Jev'vish. R., W. P., regards
the expression as indeﬁnite: "a way of salvation” and
remarks that many such have been offered to men and
still are; but the qualitative genitive makes the expression deﬁnite: “salvation’s way." The spirit is not
speaking of some way of salvation but of the one way
proclaimed by these missionaries. In regard to the
“somewhat thorny subjec ” (R. 782) of the article and
its absence with nouns and their genitives one must
be rather careful.
It is the spirit’s crying after the missionaries as
such that constitutes the main point. It was intended
especially for Paul, he being recognized .as the leader;
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for the girl did not follow merely “us” but “Paul and
us” as Luke carefully writes. Imagine a venerable
preacher accompanied by three colleagues going
through town with a girl behind them pointing to them
and crying, “These are preachers !” Or think of any

other four professional men. That would certainly be
disconcerting. People would stare, wonder, begin to
talk, and ask all sorts of queer questions about such
men. That is the wicked Spirit’s very intention in this
case. This explanation suﬁices, so that we disregard
the idea. of this spirit’s attempted fawning and ﬂattery
by his cries, or of expressing fear of stripes and torments and seeking to deprecate his well-known Mas.
ter's anger.
18) This public demonstration the girl continued
for “many days.” Paul ﬁnally drove out the spirit.
Why did he not do so sooner, and Why not at once?
Miracles are never wrought at the discretion of the
human agent. They are in every instance wrought
only by the will of the Lord. Paul had no directions
from the Lord or his Spirit to act during those “many
days," and that is why he did not, in fact, could not act.
At last the divine directions came to him, and he
promptly drove out the demon.
But Paul, having been deeply distressed and
after turning to the spirit, said, I order thee in the
name of Jesus Christ to go out of her! And he went
out in that very hour.
Neither the ﬁrst participle nor the second are
causal. Not because this crying distressed him did
Paul drive out the spirit. That is the mistaken idea
that suggested the translation “worn on ,” as though
Paul stood it so long, and then his patience Was worn
out completely. Auwomﬂds was true already on the ﬁrst
day. The ﬁrst participle states the inner feeling with
which Paul acted, and the second the outward act. And
this distress was not due to his own person but to the
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state of the girl and the eﬁect on his work. We may
venture to say that the Lord let it continue as long. as
he did because he wanted Paul to ﬁnish his work in
Philippi; for after he droveout the spirit Paul had to
leave the city (v. 39, 40).
The spirit is ordered to leave and forthwith leaves.
We must construe the dative with the participle: Paul
turned to the spirit. The fact that he spoke to the
spirit is made plain by what he said. The position of
the dative indicates that it is to be construed with the
participles, and when it is construed thus, this dative
aﬁ'ects also the verb “said” by showing to whom the
words were said. “In the name of Jesus Christ” is
never to be taken in the sense of “by the authority of,”
etc., but always: “in connection with the revelation of
Jesus Christ.” _ See the explanatiOn in 2:38 (“name”
already in 2:21). Follow 8mm in all these and in similar connections and clear up this important point.
NAME — NAME — NAME goes echoing through the
Scriptures.

19)

But now the trouble begins. One should sup-

pose that all men would acclaim the deed of the apostle,
see in it the hand of “God, the Highest,” and a sample
of the “salvation” his messengers bring; but worldly
eyes took a diﬂerent view. But her masters, on seeing that their hope of income was gone out, having
laid hold on Paul and Silas, dragged them to the
market place to the rulers and, having brought them
to the praetors, said, These men are exceedingly

stirring up our city, being Jews, and are proclaiming
customs which it is notJawful for us to receive or to
practice, being Romans. And the multitude rose up'
together against them. And the praetors, having
stripped oﬁ their garments, were ordering to beat
them with rods. And having put many blows on
them, they threw them into prison, having ordered
the jailer to keep them safely; who, having received
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such an order, threw them into the inner prison and
made their feet fast in the stocks.
This was the reward for the priceless service

rendered to the poor victim of the devil.
The fact that the girl was owned by several “masters” is made plain by the plural which cannot here denote a succession of masters. Their hope of income
“was gone on .” Luke uses the very verb he employed
when the spirit “was gone on .” The worldly look for
monetary gain; the hope for that dims the higher hope,
blots it out altogether. Touch the unconverted moneybag and hear what a devilish noice results. A ﬁne
example is Demetrius at Ephesus. Just how soon these

“masters" discovered their great loss we are unable to
say, but it must have been soon, perhaps by the time
Paul came back from the prayer-place if that is where
he again went this day. These masters were evidently
in a rage, judging from the way in which they pounced
upon Paul and Silas and dragged them into the spam
,or market place to the rulers. Why Luke and Timothy
were not with Paul and Silas is not indicated. The
fact that they were absent was providential, for they
thereby escaped being compelled to leave the city. The
Lord’s hand ruled even in apparent disaster. The
agom was the public square or forum where the people
gathered for business and for other purposes. The
magisterial ofﬁces, courts, etc., were usually located at
or near the market place.
We ﬁnd no difﬁculty in the two clauses “dragged
them to the market place to the rulers,” and the next,
“having brought them to the praetors.” Why should
these “rulers” and the “praetors” be the same? It lies
on the surface that the two praetors did not attend to
petty cases but only to graver matters. These “rulers”
were what we should call the police court with its ofﬁcers, who could be easily reached. This is why Luke
says no more about them; they turned the case over to
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the praetors. We see why, when we note the extravagant charges launched against Paul and Silas. Something that aﬂ’ected the whole city belonged to the two
supreme judges.

20)

Thus Paul and Silas came before the «rpm-wot,

the duumm'ni, mentioned in v. 12, the highest authority
in the colonial cities, who tried infractions of the Roman
laws. They gloried in the title afparqyoc' which was the
proper equivalent of the Latin praetores. We are
amazed to hear the charge. There is not one word
about the girl and her deliverance from the demon and,
of course, not a breath about losing the wicked income
from her aﬂiiction. Instead of this they prefer the
inﬂammatory charge that Paul and Silas were Jews
and as such were setting the city by the ears. This
was a rank appeal to race prejudice coupled with religious animosity. The single word “Jews” was thrown
out like a ﬁrebrand. The emperor Claudius had recently expelled all Jews from Rome (18 :2), and it was
the pride of every colonial city to become more or less
a replica of Rome. This would be especially true of a
colony that had as many Romans as Philippi had. It
had scarcely any Jews in it, not enough even to maintain the smallest kind of a synagogue. And here were
two Jews caught in the very act of stirring up the city
exceedingly (a: in the verb). No wonder Rome had
ousted all Jews.
21) “Jews" — think of it! And now the deadly
speciﬁcation is added: these Jews “are proclaiming
customs which it is not lawful for us to receive or to
practice, being Romans.” “Jews—Romans,” take in
the full contrast. And do not forget the ungodly pride
that is associated with “Romans,” men who had conquered and were now ruling the whole world! “Englishmen,” “Americans” are superior titles today, but in
the whole world of today there is no capital that is at

all comparable to Rome in its imperial days, and hence
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there is no title of such imperial grandeur as “Romans.” It is cunningly mild on the part of these accusers to speak of “customs which it is not lawful for us
to receive or practice, being Romans.” The very idea
of even suggesting that these lords of the world should
change their customs and change them for those of
Jews -— think of it, of Jews! A barb is thrust in:
“which it is not lawful.” “Not lawful?” —- just negative? why, that would be outright treason!
We must note the shrewdness of this charge. The
“customs” are left wholly to the imagination, not one
of them is named; all that is said is that they come
from “Jews" and are offered to “Romans.” The accusers themselves do not know what they mean by these
“customs.” They know nothing at all about Paul and
Silas, have paid no attention to them until this time
when the girl is no longer a source of income. They
heard only the word “Jews” and may have had only
a vague idea as to what a real Jew was. It is safe to
say that they had never even heard the word “Christians” (11:26). But their rage and their revenge had
to ﬁnd some outlet. This is a counterpart to the charges
which the Sanhedrin launched against Jesus before
Pilate. Both were equally based on nothing, both
equally hid the real vicious motive, and both even attempted to uphold the interest of Rome. But the Sanhedrists were baser. They had the divine law, these
pagans had only idols.
22) The two or three owners of the girl could
never have dragged Paul and Silas to the police court
with their own hands; but they had men enough with
them. And this drew an 6mm, a crowd, just as any excitement will. The charge before the praetors repeated
only what had been told the rulers or police ofﬁcers.
When it was made again with strident voices, this crowd
rose up to support and second the accusers against
Paul and Silas. The miy in the verb refers to the accus.
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are, the crowd was “with" them.

They “rose up”

means that they became tumultuous with shouts and
cries “against them,” the two accused “Jews,” and
Kurd (“down") suggests that they shouted: “Down with
them! Down with them!" or something of the sort.
That is the way of silly crowds. The praetors thus had
an ocular demonstration of how the city was being
stirred up exceedingly except that not Paul and Silas
but these Jew baiters were doing the stirring. The
missionaries had worked in great quietness, and their
ﬁrst general advertisement had been the miracle performed on the girl.
The two praetors were simply swept off their feet.
They did not have the sense of Pilate. Roman praetors they were but showed not a trace of it before this
mob. Roman dignity, Roman justice, Roman law
which hears the accused face to face with the accusers,
preferably under the open sky —- all were lacking in
this wild disorder. The praetors order their lictors,
the ﬁapsoixos of v. 38 (see v. 12) to strip the accused and
to beat them with their ofﬁcial rods. The usual formula
was: “Go, lictors, strip oﬁ their garments; let them be
scourged !” ‘Paﬂsi’gew = virgis wedere. Paul refers to
this inﬂiction in II Cor. 11:25, and to two others that
are not otherwise recorded. He mentions the shameful
treatment which he received here at Philippi in I Thess.

2:2; it was outrageous in the extreme.
The wording: “the praetors, having stripped olf
their garments" becomes ridiculous when Ramsay lets
these praetors strip off their own garments.

And not

with their own hands did the praetors tear the clothes
from the victims; this, as all other actions of violence,
was carried out by the hands of the lictors at the command of the praetors.

So Pilate, so the Jews cruci-

ﬁed Jesus. What one commands or to’ what one consents he himself thereby does. “To beat them with

rods" needs no subject; the lictors did the beating. We
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must note the imperfect kc’Amv.‘ The Jews scourged
with forty blows less one, a ﬁxed number; the Romans
did not count. So when the lictors went to work they
did not know when to stop and after beating a while
looked up to the praetors for a signal. These praetors
repeatedly ordered them to go on. That is what the
imperfect intends to say.
This thing was done right there; the praetors were
inﬂuenced by the jubilant mob. It thus happened that
neither Paul nor Silas could assert their right as Roman citizens whom no Roman court could ﬂog. We
may take it that they tried to warn the praetors, but
all their efforts were in vain. If any of the lictors
heard them they just laughed.
23) All that Luke is able to say is that “they put
many blows upon them," for no one kept count. We
calmly read these few words-as we do those others:
“Pilate took and scourged Jesus." But they are ﬁlled
with excruciating pain and horrible disgrace. Under
the many blows the skin would be broken, the blood
would ooze out, and inﬂamed welts would cover the
whole back. And all this was wholly illegal according
to Roman law, was inﬂicted on innocent men without
process of law to satisfy a few greedy men and a wholly
ignorant mob. The gospel and Jesus were not even
mentioned during the whole affair. The punishment
was intended for Paul and Silas because they were
Jews. But this was the calling of the apostles, to suffer innocently for welldoing. If some share of such
suffering comes to us, shall we not also take it?

Since they were regarded as two dangerous vagao
bond Jewish agitators, the praetors intended to' look
further into their case and remanded them to prison.
The Roman prison usually had three distinct parts: the
cmnmumiora, where the prisoners had light and air; the
interiom, which was shut oif by strong iron gates and
had bars and locks; and the tunic/mm or dungeon for
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executions, where prisoners condemned to die were con-1
ﬁned. Chrysostom’s supposition that in this case the
jailor (literally, “the guard of bonds”) was the Ste-

phanus mentioned in I Cor. 16 :15 is an unreliable
guess.
This prison warden received orders not only to lock
up Paul and Silas but “to keep them safely," which
means that he was held responsible with his own life

for their safekeeping as were the guards that kept
Peter'in 12:4, who lost their lives after his escape. So
this warden took no chances and threw them into the
dungeon; and even here “he made safe their feet in
the wood,” i. e., in the stocks, which were both a fetter
and an instrument of torture, for the feet were locked

wide apart and held in that painful position. Note the

middle voice ﬁmﬁahz'aaro; he made them safe on his own
account. Bleeding, bruised, sore, without anything to
assuage their wounds, Paul and Silas lay in the black
dungeon in this painful position. This was the last

place in the world to do missionary work but the very
place where they were given such work to do by the
Lord.
25) But along midnight Paul and Silas, praying, were singing hymns to God, and the prisoners
were attentively listening to them. And suddenly
there occurred a great earthquake so that the
foundations of the prison were shaken. And forthwith all the doors were opened, and the fetters of all
were let go.

Nihil cm sentit in verve quum animus in coelo est:
“Nothing the limb feels in the stocks when the mind is
in heaven.” Tertullian. What else could they have done
in such pain and wretchedness of body than to pray to
God? The present participle and the imperfect verb
express simultaneous action: their singing was praying. What hymns they sang we, of course, do not
know, but the psalms of David have ever been dear to
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those who suffer, especially also to those who suffer
wrong. We may be sure that their praying hymns
were not a weary wail. They were rather a petition

fer deliverance according to the good and wise counsel
of God, a petition for fortitude and strength to bear
their cross, and prayers for the furtherance of God’s

Work in the midst of their enemies and for the conversion of many.

Such conduct a Roman prison had never experienced, but, of course, it had never conﬁned such Christians before this. No wonder “the prisoners were attentively listening to them.” The jailor had forgotten to
fetter their lips, their hearts he could not fetter. “And
if among those captives there was a malefactor like the
one at the right side of Christ’s cross, Paul and Silas

sang him into Paradise.” Besser. In his city mission
work in Berlin, Stoecker eniployed bands of singing
boys, each band under a good leader, and thus sang the
gospel into many a cold and arid heart; and this work
of the Kurrendemaenger may still be going on. Paul
was here learning what he afterward put into such
comforting language in Romans eight.
26)

We know in what way the Twelve and espe-

cially Peter were released from prison (5:19; 12:7,
etc.), namely through an angel. This time the Lord
used an earthquake with results (£3076) that were phenomenal and such as the Lord intended to achieve by
this means. The Lord is never bound to a single means
to achieve his end. Weg hat er aller Wage, an Mitteln
fehlt's ihm m‘cht. We see why the Lord used an earthquake in this instance: he intended to release all the
prisoners in that prison and not merely Paul and Silas.
In Jerusalem and among Jews the Lord used an angel,

in Philippi among pagans he used an earthquake. We
call the one means supernatural, the other natural, and
that may pass as far as the agencies are concerned;
but we dare not surrender the conviction that both were
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employed by the Lord and in that sense were super.
natural.
Now winds, waters, earthquakes, and other dis-

turbances of nature often play curious “pranks” as we
call them, but they are in reality not pranks at all. Like

the disturbance itself, all that they effect and do is in
the 'hand of divine providence down to the least point.
So it was here when the very foundations of the prison
were shaken, when all the doors were opened, and all
the fetters of the prisoners were let go (dve'9q, from

Mm“, ﬁrst aorist passive without augment, note the
passive). This does not mean that the doors were
thrown ajar ; they were opened in the sense that their
heavy locks and bars no longer held.

So also the fet-

ters and the stocks were made to let go; the bolts in
the walls fell out and no longer held the chains; the lock
in the stocks was sprung open or burst from the beams.
Yet not a single prisoner was hurt. These miraculous
features were so plain that all the prisoners could see
them.

Just as all the prisoners heard the prayer-hymns
which Paul and Silas sang to God, so these prisoners
were to see God’s miraculous answer to those prayers
and praises. They could not but connect the two. As
by their singing Paul and Silas were really preaching
the Word to these prisoners, so by his deed of power

God put his own tangible seal on that word. Strange
kind of missionary work! But it is exactly the same
as when God supported the apostolic preaching by
means of other miracles.

In this instance, however, the

miracle was new and different.
27)

But the jailor, having been roused out of

sleep and having seen that the doors of the prison
had been opened, having drawn his short sword,

was about to make away with himself, supposing
that the prisoners had ﬂed.

But Paul called with
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a great voice, saying, Do thyself no harm, for we are
all here!
Let us not imagine that this warden had no assist-

ants, that he alone kept the prison and, after locking it
up securely, had peacefully gone to bed in his own

adjoining house.

He had guards, and some of them

kept guard all night.

They are not important for the

story and therefore are ignored. They certainly
rushed to the outside when the earthquake began.
Note the use of no less than ﬁve participles in three
tenses in the Greek, and all are placed with exactness.
The ﬁrst two go together: the jailor was aroused from

sleep (became c'Ewrvoc) and then saw the prison doors,
the perfect participle describes these as having been
opened and as thus being open. 0n rushing out the
guards had left those through which they ﬂed wide
open. This much the jailor saw without lights. Paul
and Silas must have gone toward the main entrance

which was now wide open; the other prisoners perhaps
crowded around or back of them. They were invisible
to the jailor who stood outside the building.
Then the jailor drew his short sword, the regular

Roman weapon; but this participle has no ml before it
because this action is very closely connected with the

verb “was about to make away with himself,” namely
by this means. Finally, the durative participle at the
end: “supposing the prisoners to have ﬂed.” He saw
the gaping door but not a prisoner anywhere. Panic

seized him, and the next thought was suicide. The
imperfect implies that something intervened. It was
Paul’s tremendous shout. When the jailor got awake
(temporal) and because he saw (causal), etc., then by
the act of drawing his sword (means) he was about

to kill himself, since he was supposing (again causal)
the prisoners have ﬂed (perfect, implying that they
are far away and still ﬂeeing; it is like the perfect participle used with reference to the doors).
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The Roman law dealt severely with jailors who

were unable to produce the prisoners who had been put

into their custody. If prisoners who were liable to the
death penalty were lost, the jailor himself would be
promptly executed in their stead. That is why the
jailor, despairing of his own life when he thought that

all his prisoners had escaped, preferred to kill himself
rather than to be ignominiously killed by the praetors.

But what a difference between the happy apostles singing amid their suffering, shame, and mortal danger and
this pagan Roman who, even before he is certain of
his calamity, would resort to suicide! But this was
true Roman teaching, for had not Cassius, when he was
defeated, covered his face and ordered his freedmen to

kill him in his tent here at Philippi?

Had not Titinius,

his messenger, done the same as being properly “a
Roman’s part"? Had not Brutus and many others done

likewise? This is the pagan wisdom of the world: when
everything seems lost, cap it with suicide, 3 quick
death. The worldling’s philosophy has not advanced
one step since King Saul killed himself. It is the devil’s
own trick to rush a man into self-destruction; a Judas
died by his own hand.
28) We take it that through the open door and in
the light which the night afforded Paul saw the action
of the jailor and with a great shout stopped him:

“Do thyself nothing base!” the peremptory aorist subjunctive in a negative command. The distinction between rpdaa’ew, “practice,” and «only, “do,” is not always
observed although the Greek idiom would prefer the
former here. Paul knew the reason and the motive of

the jailor and therefore offers the one assurance that
would stop him, the statement that all the prisoners
were still there. Now you may ask how Paul knew
that, and in the following you may ask still more questions that Luke disregards altogether. Just take it

for granted that Paul automatically took charge of
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matters just as he did later in the desperate situation

recorded in 27:21-44. Paul was master here, one who
understood exactly what God was doing and never for
a moment lost his wits.
We need not wonder that none of the prisoners
attempted to ﬂee. The effect of the praying and the
singing of Paul and Silas was still in their hearts, and
this was combined with the tremendous eﬁect of the
earthquake, which to all of them could not but appear
as the direct intervention of the God to whom these two
had so strangely and so effectively prayed. So they all
stood together, and not a- man made a wrong move.
Let us not forget, however, that the shackles with
which they had been bound were removed from their
fastenings in the wall but still clung to their wrists or
their feet.
29) And, having asked for lights, be rushed in
and, having become trembling, he fell down before
Paul and Silas and, having brought them outside,
said, Lords, what is necessary for me to do that I
be saved?
Paul’s shout checked the jailor’s suicidal attempt.
and he asked for lights to assure himself that it was
true that all of the prisoners were still there. We regard it as scarcely a possibility that the members of the
jailor’s own family brought those lights, namely
torches.

We prefer to think of the jailor’s assistants

who had been on guard and had run out of the building
when the earthquake made it rock with an accom—
panying roar. They ran out but were at hand and
obeyed the order to bring lights. There, sure enough,
were all the prisoners, not one was gone.
Then the jailor sank to his knees before Paul and
Silas, the men whom he had caused extra tortures by
locking their feet in the stocks. He was overwhelmed
with gratitude to Paul and Silas, to whom he attributed

the fact that no prisoner had escaped.

He was still
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shaking because of his terrible experience when he
a moment ago was trying to take his life. What a scene
for those other prisoners! What thoughts must have
raced through their minds? Besser exclaims: “Behold the man from Macedonia! And if he had been the
only one in all Macedonia to be brought to salvation,
Paul and Silas would gladly have suffered the scourging
and the pain of the stocks for this one.”
30) After they had lifted him up with gentle yet
ﬁrm words, he brought them out of the prison. What
about the other prisoners? We decline to believe that
the j ailor himself ﬁrst bound them securely, and equally
that he just left them inside the prison without further
attention.

Why do some commentators suppose that

this jailor was alone? To account for the lights they
bring in the family, but to account for the other prisoners the family will not do, so the jailor either attends to them or just leaves them. The jailor's assistants attend to these prisoners.
Where did this jailor take Paul and Silas? Luke
writes: «poa'yayu‘w atrou‘n 26:», “having led them forward
outside” — the prison was left behind. It is Luke’s
custom to mention only the essential facts, and here the
fact is that the great question of the jailor was asked
after the jailor had led the prisoners out of the prison.
We do not think that the jailor’s question was asked
immediately after he and his prisoners were outside of
the prison. It must have occurred after the jailor had
fully collected himself. Luke does not tell us what led
to the question. Zahn thinks that the jailor asked his
question just outside of the prison door and that it was
not a question but an expression of worry regarding
the loss of his position for some negligence with which
the praetors might charge him, and that Paul then surprised the poor fellow by giving him an answer when
he had expected none. “Saved" is then understood in
the sense of saved from losing his position. But this is

Acts 1 6 :30

679

too unlikely. When was the gospel offered a man who
was still upset by panic and worry about his job?
While we do not-know just what led to the jailor’s
question we at once see that beneath the man's rough
exterior there beat a poor, wretched human heart. God
had reached into his life, this God of Paul and Silas
who was greater that Jupiter or any god of Olympus.
The man's whole inner nature had been shaken; he
had been tossed between life and death. Had he heard
Paul and Silas singing in the prison? Did he know
their real story? One thing is certain, his word about
being saved (Iva was) is a direct echo of the possessed
girl’s word about “salvation’s way (686:: awmpl'as)" in v.
17. Luke is giving us only the ﬁnal outcome of what
happened after the jailor took the missionaries away

from the prison.

Kﬁpun is only an address of humility. It is an eloquent expression of the jailor's feeling‘toward Paul
and Silas. Undue fear of synergism lays stress on
watch! as though the man intended to say that he would
“do” something to merit salvation or to prepare himself for it. The earthquake had removed all high ideas
regarding himself from his heart. We have noted this
question already in 2 :37, and in 9 :6. Neither the apostles nor Jesus (in Luke 10:25; 18 :18) act as though the
question in regard to doing something had anything
wrong about it; see the discussion on 2:37.

Paul an-

swers this question exactly as it is put by telling the
man what he is to “do." The same is true with regard
to the clause 2m 0000-) and the verb “to be saved" (see
4:12 regarding “salvation”). Paul answers by using
this same great verb, and no one need attempt to show
that the sense in which Paul used it was totally diiferent from that implied in the jailor’s question.
This man had looked death in the face, and divine
“saving” was not a remote subject to him. Whatever
imperfect conceptions he may have had, he saw before
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him two astounding men who were undisturbed by fear
amid an earthquake, undismayed by their punishment,
who spoke of God in a mighty sense — they had been
saved, and the jailor wanted this same salvation. If
we knew what preceded his asking this question we
should see that the jailor’s question came to his lips
most naturally. From the answer of Paul and Silas we
may conclude that the jailor’s family was present. In
that question the man laid open his heart.
31) That is why it received an answer that was
so crystal clear, an answer that has gone down through
the ages, that has answered this same question in unnumbered hearts and satisﬁed those hearts as nothing
else could satisfy them. And they said, Believe on
the Lord Jesus, and thou shalt be saved, thou and
thy house. And they spoke to him the Word of
the Lord together with all those in his house.
Here we have the most astounding piece of mission
work recorded in Acts: it is done in the small hours of
the night for the jailor and his family by the jailor’s
prisoners! Here we have the gospel in a nutshell,
its quintessence expressed in simplest form: faith,
Jesus, salvation. Many ﬁnd a play on words in Paul’s
answer: as though the missionaries said, look not to

us as “lords” but to the One who is truly the “Lord";
but this is imaginary.

The common address toward a

superior was “lord," and the missionaries did not repudiate the title and its meaning as used by the jailor.
When the word was used by believers with reference
to Jesus, it meant divine Lord, Lord in the supreme
sense, and was thus clear. Luke compresses the answer
into a few strong words. As the next verse shows, it
was fully expanded so that the gospel was presented to
the jailor and to his family in all its saving power.

mommy is properly the aorist, for the moment one
believes, salvation is his. “To believe” always means
to put all trust and conﬁdence in the Lord Jesus, in
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other words, by such trust of the heart- to throw the
personality entirely into his arms for deliverance from
sin, death, and hell. Here ém’ is used; this trust is to
rest on Jesus. This the jailor is to “do.” He must do
the believing, every individual in his household likewise, for no one can do the believing for others. But
faith is not our own production. Even in ordinary life
conﬁdence is awakened and produced in us by the one
in whom we believe. The same holds true with refer-

ence to Jesus who is most worthy of our conﬁdence and
trust. To come in contact with him is to be moved to
trust him and him alone for salvation. For this reason
unbelief is such a crime. It is the refusal to trust him
who is supremely worthy of trust.
Jesus has salvatiOn, offers and bestows it. To trust
him is to let him give us that salvation. To refuse is
to mistrust and distrust him and his salvation, which
means to remain unsaved although salvation is actually

extended to us. His very name means “Savior." The
result of letting Jesus draw us to trust him is to be
saved. The future passive “thou shalt be saved” makes
Jesus the agent, the one who saves. But this future
tense is not to be dated at some distant time, say at the

hour of one’s death. This future is relative to the preceding aorist in the sense that believing is forthwith
followed by being saved. To believe is to accept the
divine gift of salvation and at once to have it. This
is a logical future: faith -— salvation; never in the
reverse order. There is no interval of time between
them.
“Thou” is expressed already by the verb ending.
When the pronoun is added it becomes emphatic: “thou

shalt be saved, thou and thy house" (family, household). The jailor’s believing will certainly not save
his wife, children, etc. As he must believe in his person, so must each member of his house in his or her
person. Here again there is family religion as in v. 15,
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Lydia “and her house.”

See v. 15 in regard to the

question concerning children.

32) This theme of believing, etc., was fully elaborated by Paul and Silas. The pain and the blows inﬂicted by the lictors and the torture of the hours in
the stocks were practically forgotten by Paul and Silas
when it came to preaching the gospel for the saving
of souls. Again we meet the individualization: “to
him (personally) together with all those in his house
(in the same personal way) .” The aorists occurring in
v. 31, 32 already imply that the speaking was not in
vain.
33) And having taken them aside in that hour
of the night, he washed them from the blows, and he
was baptized, he and all his, immediately.

And

having brought them up into the house, he set a
table beside them and exalted with his whole house,
having believed God.
Luke writes: wapaxapc‘uv aﬁroﬁc, “having taken them
aside in that hour of the night,” rapd, “aside,” where
there was water, and there “he washed them from the

blows,” washed oﬂ’ the dried blood and laved the hot
and inﬂamed welts. Callously this pagan jailor had
thrust these men into the prison and added the cruel
stocks to their pain; but he now seeks to undo the cruelty inﬂicted upon the two victims as much as he can.
His heart was now completely changed.

This was the

ﬁrst work of the man’s faith. Pagan cruelty and callousness is changed into Christian mercy and tenderness. Behold what the gospel does! It always does
this. And yet many spurn its blessed converting and
renewing power.
One of the curiosities of exegesis is the assumption

that the jailor took the two men down into the cellar
where there was water. Here in the cellar, we are
told, the jailor drew a bath, and after the two had
bathed in the same cellar, the whole family was bap-
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tized. This interpretation is made to depend on the
preposition used in the participle: “having taken them
aside.”
If this idea of a cellar is curious, and if the sane
view is that the washing took place in the courtyard,
one would think that all is then taken care of. Here
in the courtyard there would be a well, a cistern in the
ground, or a tank above ground. either of the latter
two containing rain water from the roof. A basin or
a tub would be used for washing the bloody backs of
the missionaries, the jailor doing this washing. But
immersionists are not satisﬁed with this explanation.
R., W. P., would have us choose between “the pool or
tank" mentioned by De Wette and “the rectangular
basin (impluvium), or even a swimming pool (kolumbethra) found within the walls of the prison” mentioned
by Kuinol. Please note the names of the authorities
used and the main point, somehow to get enough water
for an immersion! Now this “tank" is especially interesting! Imagine Paul and Silas in this tank and
then the jailor and his family! Now the jailor may
have had a tank, but it had a spigot to draw out the
water into vessels as it was needed. The water in the
tank was kept clean and was not used to wash off
blood into it or the ﬁlth of bathing bodies. Does this
need to be said?
On the question of immersion see 2 :41. The jailor
and his family were baptized in the ordinary way by
an application of water in the name of the Triune God.
The quantity of water present is wholly immaterial.

Zoeckler offers another curiosity by thinking that the
baptismal act was partly immergendo, partly adsper.
gendo. But why this difference?
Was this baptism performed too hastily? Could
instruction and all that was necessary be completed
in one night when the family was pagan? We may
leave this question with Paul and Silas and the answer
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they gave. We know that they never baptized before
their converts were fully prepared.
34) Why need one think that the jailor lived upstairs above the prison ? “Having brought them up into
the house” is fully satisfied by his leading Paul and
Silas up the few steps from the courtyard to the house
and its dining-room. The expression that he placed a
table beside them implies that the missionaries had had
nothing to eat for some time, apparently since the
morning of the previous day. Whether the low table
had the food on it when it was brought in we are unable

to say. The two dined from couches in the usual way.
The jailor did everything in his power for these his
great benefactors.

One is struck by the fact that Luke adds a record of
the feelings of the jailor and his family. A little while
before this black despair had him by the throat with
suicide the only escape, now “he exulted,” was jubilant,
with salvation in his possession. That is what the gospel does; this was a glorious exhibition of its power.
Havom’ (-a’) occurs in the papyri. A little while previously the family was about to be bereaved by a tragic
death, now all had life everlasting. R., W. P., thinks
the adverb is amphibolous, that it may be construed
with either the verb or the participle; but this views
the matter only in the abstract. When the jailor exulted, his entire family exulted. The fact that the en-

tire family believed has already been stated. The context leads us to construe the adverb with the verb.
The dative after 1r¢m¢rrwxéc means that the jailor “has

believed God,” namely what God said. In v. 15 “the
Lord” is used in the case of Lydia. Some think that
this is due to the fact that she was a Jewess, while
the jailor was a pagan.

But in v. 31 Paul says: “Be-

lieve on the Lord Jesus Christ," and he is speaking to
this very pagan. So We conclude that there was no difference between Lydia and the jailor. The identiﬁca-

Acts 16:85

685

tion of the jailor with the Clement mentioned in Phil. 4 :3
is only a guess.
35) Now, day having come, the praetors sent
the lictors, saying, Release those men! And the jailor
reported the words to Paul:
The praetors have
sent in order that you be released; now, therefore,
having come out, be going in peace. But Paul said
to them:

Having hided us in public not subjected to

trial, men that are Romans, they threw us into prison; and now secretly they are throwing us out? No
indeed! But having come themselves, let them lead
us out!
The additions of the Codex Bezae found in this paragraph are no more than a commentator's effort to add
to the story here and there.

In connection with v. 35

the reader at once wonders how the praetors came to
reverse themselves so completely in the morning.

The

Codex Bezae answers: they came to their ofﬁces in the
Agora, remembered the earthquake, got frightened because of that, and so sent the lictors to release Paul and
Silas. But Luke usually reports just the facts and not
the motivation for them when he has no direct knowledge of what this was. He does so here. This rightabout-face of the praetors remains unexplained.
Whether even Paul and Luke ever found out what
brought it about we do not know. They probably
guessed as we still do. The supposition that the praetors in some way connected the earthquake with Paul

and Silas and the treatment they had received seems
unlikely. It is more likely that the praetors discovered
the real reason for the false accusations against Paul

and Silas and therefore ordered them released.
We also have no difﬁculty with the order to the j ailor,
“Release those men i" That command records only the
gist of the order and not the whole of it. The lictors
were noted in v. 12.
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36) The jailor is evidently happy to report this
order to his benefactors. Luke mentions only Paul
because it was he who refused to be released in this
way. The jailor bids the missionaries go in peace. “In
peace” is the word of a friend and brother. But where
were these two men? Certainly not, as some suppose,
in the jailor’s house in comfort. Beautiful as that
would have been, Paul and Silas would not have risked
this for the sake of the jailor himself. If this were
found out by the praetors, they would most likely have
removed him from his position. They were back in the
prison at their own insistence. No one surmised that
the praetors would so quickly release them; they, as well
as the jailor, expected that the lictors would summon
them for trial as soon as possible.
37) tips: an'mnls is generally taken to mean that the
lictors themselves were present, but one cannot be sure;
the phrase may well mean that the jailor is to transmit
Paul’s answer to the lictors. The apostle intends to
teach these precipitate praetors a necessary and wholesome lesson, one, too. that is in the interest of the
believers in Philippi. These praetors are to understand
thoroughly that the men behind the proclamation of the
gospel are Roman citizens. And these praetors had
ﬂagrantly broken the severe laws which safeguarded
the rights of Roman citizens. Paul’s answer is according. In unmistakable terms it points out the crime
which the praetors had committed and insists on an
act of reparation, one which, though it cannot make

good the serious wrong done, yet acknowledges that
wrong and returns to Paul and Silas the honor they
rightly claim. The praetors may congratulate themselves for being let off so easily. This is the purport
of Paul’s answer to the praetors.

Ae'pw means “to skin," “to ﬂay," and thus comes to
mean “to beat severely," “to give one a hiding." The
praetors had publicly hided Paul and Silas before many
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witnesses. They had done this to men “not subjected
to trial," dxaruplrous, “without having been tried." And
these men were “Romans" who were under the aegis
of the great Roman law.

The praetors had thrown these Romans into prison.
The Les: Valeria B. C. 509, and the Les: Poem B. C.
248 made it a crime to inﬂict blows upon a Roman citizen. Cicero is quoted: “To fetter a Roman citizen was
a crime, to scourge him a scandal, to slay him — patricide.” 'Axardxpu'os is found only here and in 22:26, but
the meaning “uncondemned” (our versions) cannot be
maintained because it would imply that condemned Romans might be beaten, which was not the case. To
have condemned them and then to have them beaten
would exclude the plea that the thing had been done
ignorantly, not knowing that Romans were concerned;
the trial would have brought out their Roman citizenship. This word brings out an aggravating circumstance in the crime of the praetors. It signiﬁes “not
subjected to trial," B.-P. 45. The praetors had rushed
ahead blindly, had not paused even to begin a trial,
had merely ordered the beating and the imprisonment.
The whole business had been criminally wrong. At
the very start of the trial the praetors should have
learned that they had Roman citizens before them.
These praetors had made themselves liable to severe
penalties. We see that Paul fully knows and asserts
his rights as a Roman citizen.
Having committed these criminal acts, do these
praetors now think they can throw these Roman citizens out secretly and so rid themselves of what they

have done? 0.5 'ya'p. “Not much I" (R. 1190). As the
least reparation he can accept Paul demands that they
come in person and lead him and Silas out and thereby
acknowledge the wrong and honor the prisoners as
Roman citizens. That was in truth little enough. It
is plainly implied that Paul and Silas were again in

688

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

the. prison. Paul’s claim that he is a Roman is never
challenged for the simple reason that to make a false
claim. to this effect entailed death.
Here we have the ﬁrst mention of Paul’s citizenship,
and 22 :29 adds that he was born a Roman. His father,
then, had this precious right, perhaps also his grandfather. This could not have been due to merely living
in Tarsus, an urbs libero; the city was not even a Roman colony. Only two possibilities are thus open:
the right was purchased (22 :28), or it was granted for
special service to the state. How the family of Paul
obtained it we do not know. The same is true with
regard to Silas who was a Roman like Paul. All we
know about his being a Roman is what Paul here says.
38) And the Iictors reported these utterances
to the praetors; but they became frightened on hearing that they were Romans. And having come, they
hesought them and, having led them out, began requesting them to go away from the city. And hav-

ing gone out of the prison, they went in to Lydia;
and having seen the brethren, they comforted them
and went out.

Fear came upon the praetors when they heard the
report of the lictors and found what crimes they had
committed against these Romans.

These crimes might

easily have cost them their lives. The governor of
Macedonia would have given them a summary trial,
and an appeal to the emperor would have been hopeless.
We may translate the ingressive aorist, “they became
terriﬁed.”
39) We may be sure that the praetors came in
haste and “besought” Paul and Silas with placating
words. We see, too, that they did what Paul had demanded and themselves led him and Silas out of the
prison. But why did they request that they leave the
city? Of course, Luke again states only the fact and
omits the reason for it. With the imperfect ﬁpérwv he
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implies that the praetors kept requesting, but that Paul
made no promise — the matter is held in suspense. The
reason that the praetors were so concerned to get Paul
and Silas out of the city is very apparent. If they re-

mained, the criminal action of these praetors might
easily become known among the Roman colonists, and
then woe to them! No wonder they so earnestly made
this request.
40) After having said that the praetors led Paul
and Silas out, Luke‘repeats, as if to impress it upon

his reader, that they “went out of the prison.”

They

literally conferred a favor on the praetors by doing so.

Think how they were thrown in, and now how they
go out. Luke loves contrasts such as this. The night
had brought them no sleep. Without having answered
the request of the praetors, the two men went to Lydia,to their lodging place. Here they met robs dSeAquiq, and
for the ﬁrst time and in this one word we learn that the
mission work done in Philippi had been far more successful than Luke has reported. He has sketched only
two of the interesting and signiﬁcant stories connected
with this work, that of the ﬁrst convert, and that of
this last event before Paul and Silas left the city. A
congregation was left behind when Paul and Silas departed. They comforted all these brethren and, when
they were at last ready, they left. But not because of
the praetors.

They left because the work had been

established in Philippi, because it could be left, and
because elsewhere work was waiting to be done.

More-

over, only Paul and Silas left, Timothy and Luke remained behind. The “we" that began in v. 10 is now
dropped: “they went out" of the city, “they,” not “we.”

Timothy and Luke continued to work in Philippi. We
again meet the former in 17:14, the latter not until
20:5 (“us”).

CHAPTER XVII
THE SECOND MISSIONARY JOURNEY:
THESSALONICA AND Rm

1) Timothy and Luke were left behind in Philippi
to continue the work there; Paul and Silas left this
city. Now, having made their way through Amphipolis and Apollonia, they went to Thessalonica
where there was a synagogue of the Jews. They
followed the great Roman road, the Via. Egmtia, for
thirty-two miles to Amphipolis, the capital of the ﬁrst
of the four districts into which the Romans had divided the kingdom of Macedonia. The city was thus
named from the fact that the river Strymon ﬂowed
around nearly all of it. They went on without stopping,
another thirty-two miles to Apollonia which was also
on the Egnatian Way. Here, too, they did not stop but
proceeded about thirty-six miles farther to Thessalonica on the great Roman road, the capital of the second
of the four great divisions of Macedonia, which ﬁnally

became the capital of the entire province. When Cassander rebuilt it he changed its name Therma to Thessalonica in honor of his wife, the sister of Alexander
the Great. It shared the commerce of the Aegean Sea

with Corinth and with Ephesus. Politically it ranked
with Antioch in Syria and Caesarea in Palestine. It
is now called Saloniki.
The reason that Paul and Silas made no halt in the
two other cities was, in part at least, due to the fact
that neither had a synagogue while Thessalonica had

one from which work could readily be begun. I Thess.
1:8 shows what a strategic center Thessalonica became,
for the gospel sounded forth from it into Macedonia
and Achaia. The fact that some cities were passed by
(690)
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when the gospel was brought to a province must not
be taken to mean that the gospel was not to be oﬁered
to them. This would come later. After it had taken
root in the proper centers, the intervening cities and
territories would be reached in due time.
2) And according to the custom for Paul he
went in to them and on three Sebbaths reasoned with
them from the Scriptures, opening up and submitting
on his part that it was necessary for the Christ to
suffer and to arise from the dead, and that this One

is the Christ, the Jesus whom I on my part am proclaiming to you.

The phrase in regard to what was customary for
Paul helps to indicate why he passed by the two cities
and made a halt in Thessalonica: here he could work in
his chosen and most rapid way by beginning in the synagogue. Eiwﬂds is the neuter of the second perfect'participle of zoo, the perfect, however, being used with the
force of the present: “what is customary." On three

consecutive Sabbaths Paul and Silas attended the synagogue and “reasoned with them from the Scriptures."
In the case of Jews and proselytes of the gate the prophecies of the Old Testament necessarily formed the
basis for a presentation of the gospel of Jesus. The
aorist implies that Paul's work was completed in the
space of the three Sabbaths. We need not worry about
the weekdays, about synagogue services during the
week, and the like. Paul’s great efforts were made on
these three Sabbaths. Then the decision and the division came. The idea that this occurred exceptionally
soon is not implied; in Pisidian Antioch the division
came already on the second Sabbath.
3) Luke gives us a clear idea as to just how Paul
proceeded. After presenting the discourse delivered in
Pisidian Antioch in 13:17-41, a brief resume is sufﬁcient at this point. Two present participles which
cover the time included in the main verb state Paul’s
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method: “opening up and submitting on his part" (note
the middle voice and also the meaning, M.-M. 490).
On the basis of the Scriptures Paul opened up and on
his part submitted to his hearers in the synagogue the

great facts concerning “the Christ,” the promised Messiah, namely that according to God’s own Word “it was
necessary for the Christ to suffer and to arise from the

dead" (see 3:16 on this phrase). What prophecies
Paul used we do not know; we naturally think of Isa.
53. The suffering, of course, includes the death, for
the resurrection follows; both aorist inﬁnitives state

historical facts, and the imperfect :8“ states the enduring necessity lying in the prophecies and going back
to the eternal counsel of God. This was new to the
hearers, it had to be opened up to them. The Jews had
the prophecies but in spite of them had formed a far
different conception of the Christ whom they expected.
After opening up the prophecies Paul submitted them

to his hearers.

Luke says nothing about “heated dis-

cussion by the opposing rabbis” on these three Sabbaths. Luke draws a totally different picture in v. 5.
After opening up the Scriptures Paul proceeded to

show their fulﬁllment in Jesus. Here Luke drops into
direct discourse: “that this One is the Christ (of the
Scripture promises), the Jesus whom I on my part

(emphatic €703) am proclaiming to you." Thus the whole
story of Jesus was presented in the light of the Messianic prophecies. We follow the same course to this
day even for ourselves who are not of Jewish blood.

What makes us so everlastingly sure is this prophecy
through the ages with its fulﬁllment in Jesus. The Old
Testament has supreme value in this central part of our
faith. To this day the Jews are helpless before their
own ancient prophecies with their revelation of the suffering and the risen Savior. Whom did those prophets
have in mind if not Jesus? The claim that they had
in mind the Jewish nation and not an individual is sur-
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mise. If the Jewish nation is the Messiah of the world,
who is the Messiah of the Jewish nation? or does it
need none? need none when the prophets promised
the Messiah to Israel ﬁrst of all?
4)
And some of them were persuaded and were
allotted to Paul and Silas, also of the worshipping

Greeks a great multitude, also of women those foremost not a few.

This success was secured in three weeks, objections
to the contrary notwithstanding. Why does Luke specify three Sabbaths if more time than that were necessary to accomplish this? Every reader expects Luke
to say what the results were after three Sabbaths. The
matter is not changed by inserting a mi before Greeks
so that we should have four classes, some Jews, proselytes of the gate, many pagan Greeks, prominent

women. This leaves the three Sabbaths as before; but
it also leaves ra'w asb‘oyt'wnv without a noun and makes
the prominent women pagans, who, no doub were
proselytes of the gate. Everywhere women of t e upper classes were attracted to Judaism; we have an instance in 13:50. As far as I Thess. 1:9, and 2:16 are
concerned, both passages apply to Greek proselytes and

do not refer only to converts from paganism.

As for

the many proselytes of the gate in the Thessalonian

synagogue at this time, what of it? Why must the
number be reduced?
Only some Jews were converted. ‘We must refer
both verbs to all the subjects: Jews, proselytes, including women.

All were persuaded and were allotted

to Paul and Silas.

The translation “consorted wit ”

cannot be accepted (see M.-M. 549).

The unexpressed

agent in the two passives is the Lord or his grace. The
second verb shows that a separation from the synagogue was effected. This implies a good deal, namely
that a new organization was brought into being, a

Christian congregation.

On the two kinds of prose-
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lytes see 2 :10, and on acﬁdpcvos‘, 13 :43. Not a few of the
proselytes who were converted in Thessalonica were
women of the upper classes. All these converts formed
a strong church from the very beginning.
5) But the Jews, roused with jealousy and taking with them of the market-loafers some vicious men
and having made a crowd, began to put the city in
an uproar. And coming upon the house of Jason,
they were seeking to bring them before the people.

The New Testament is full of the records of the
moral obliquity of the Jews who spurned the gospel.
They consistently resort to foul, vicious, criminal
means in order to crush the heralds of the gospel. Their
Judaism never even makes them hesitate. This great
historic fact ought to receive more attention. Men
who spit upon the gospel are morally vicious and, as
soon as the occasion offers, are ready to prove it.
Piously they sat in their synagogue in Thessalonica

Sabbath after Sabbath and now they plot and execute
a regular riot against Paul and Silas — no, not against
pagans and idolaters but against two former Jews who
were telling them of the Messiah for whom their nation
had hoped for so long a time.
Their motive was of the basest kind, jealousy. Paul
and Silas had taken so many from their synagogue and
had started what to them appeared as an opposition
synagogue. The plan was to disrupt it by foul means.
So they take along with them “of the market-loafers
some vicious men” and put the city into an uproar with
a loud and boisterous commotion. These Jews hire the
most vicious loafers that loiter around in the market
place and with shouts start for the house of Jason
where Paul and Silas lodged. A great crowd was attracted by their commotion and ran along with them.
The plan was to lay hold of the two and to bring them
before the 85am, an assembly of the people for public
trial. What would happen then one may imagine.
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How soon after the third Sabbath this wicked move
was made is not indicated; enough time must have
elapsed to convince the Jews that the Christian organization promised to become permanent, and that strong
measures alone could hope to break it up. After the
separation from the synagogue Paul and Silas worked
with pagan Greeks who had been made accessible to
them through the proselyte Greeks they had gained.
This, however, enraged the Jews of the synagogue all
the more.
Jason must have been a former Jew. This conclusion is not based on his name, for he bore the name
of an ancient king of Thessaly. Many Jews bore foreign names. among the apostles Andrew and Philip had
Greek names. Similar-sounding names were often
chosen; one who was named Joshua might adopt the
name Jason. On coming to Thessalonica, Paul would
not lodge with a Gentile in order not to offend the Jews
at the very beginning of his labor. The two imperfect
tenses leave the outcome in suspense: will these Jews
and these thugs lay hold on Paul and on Silas?
6)

The imperfect used in this verse is also

descriptive. But not having found them, they were
dragging Jason and some brethren to the politarchs.
shouting: They that turned the world upside down,
these are here also, when Jason has hospitably received. And these all not contrary to the decree of
Caesar, declaring there is a different king. Jesus.
Paul and Silas were providentially absent as Timothy and Luke had escaped the mob in Philippi (16 :19).
But Jason was at home and several brethren were with
him, and these were made to suffer instead of Paul and
Silas by being brought to the politarchs. Thessalonica
was a free city and was governed by politarchs (“cityrules”), a senate. and a people’s assembly (ﬂow; mi

sips, senatus populusque). This 877,»: is mentioned in
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v. 5, and in 19 :29-40 we see it in action; but note 19 :39
regarding an assembly that is lawfully called.
Hohﬂipxq is not found in Greek literature and was
for a long time referred to as one of Luke’s errors in

historical matters. But now it can be seen in an inscription on an arch which is preserved in the British
Museum, in seventeen other inscriptions, fourteen from
Macedonia (ﬁve of these from Thessalonica); one is

from Egypt, and a papyrus letter from Egypt mentions
the “politarch Theophilus." M.-M. 525. At the time
of Augustus ﬁve men composed this board of burgomasters, during the time of Antonius and Marcus Aurelius this number was increased to six. The verb corresponding to the noun has also been found.
The whole mob arrives before the offices of these

politarchs, who are forced to investigate as to what is
disturbing the peace of the city. They are met with
shouting, charges that treason is abroad in the city,
and the implication of Jason in particular. Paul and
Silas are described as “they that turned the world upside down,” an, oixoupe’m (75y), “the inhabited eart ,”
meaning the Roman empire as in Luke 2:1. News had
evidently come from Philippi regarding the action of
the mob there, and it may well have been possible
that the Jews had learned about other places where
Paul had been.

The accusers are, of course, the hostile

Jews and not the loafers or the crowd. “These fellows

(m'n-m) are here also" to disturb the city's peace with
their treason.
tremely serious.

The charge is political and hence exIt is interesting to read in a papyrus

letter dated Aug. 4, A. D. 41 that a bad boy used this
very verb tivao‘ra'ro'w in the sense of “he upsets me.”
7)

Paul and Silas were, of course, not present to be

accused, but poor Jason was: “whom Jason has hospitably received,” i. e., and is still harboring. And now

the terrible thing that is being done: “These all, Paul.
Silas, the brethren captured with Jason, and all others
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who follow these leaders, they all act contrary to the
decrees of Caesar by declaring there is a different king,
namely one called Jesus.” One hears the echoes of
what the Sanhedrin once charged against Jesus himself. Here Jews again renounce all their Messianic
hopes and pose as the most loyal subjects of Caesar.
The emperors never called themselves rem because
they had kings under them; but in the provinces they
were commonly called “king." Here again the Jews lie
brazenly, for they know that Jesus is a spiritual and

not a political king, and these Jews even shout that
Jesus is usurping Caesar’s place although Jesus had
been cruciﬁed about twenty years before this time.
They mention the sdypa'ra (see 16 :4) of Caesar to convey the idea that the followers of Jesus are in rebellion
against Caesar and against all Roman laws and yield
allegiance only to this usurper Jesus.
But they exaggerate unduly. These politarchs had
never heard of a Jesus, a pretender to the Roman
throne. If the world had been upset, these politarchs
had not heard the noise.

The only noise they heard

was that made by the frenzied shouters before them.
These are the points to be noted rather than making an
effort to ﬁgure out how this charge in regard to Jesus’
being a king could have been based on Paul's preaching. We must note how carefully Luke records just
what Paul had preached regarding Jesus, namely that
he had to suffer (die) and rise from the dead. If we
may venture a guess it would be that these Jews of

Thessalonica had heard how their Sanhedrin had
accused Jesus before Pilate and had succeeded, and so

they tried to repeat the accusation before the ignorant
politarchs. “Caesar" was a name to conjure with. Had
not Pilate bowed before it? would not the politarchs do
the same?

8) And they agitated the crowd and the politarchs, they hearing these things. The charge had
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a disquieting ring. Being thrown into the crowd, who
had not heard it before, it excited them. The politarchs
were in the same position. But these politarchs were
not swept off their feet as the praetors in Philippi had
been (16:22). They kept their heads.
9) And having taken the security from Jason

and the rest, they dismissed them. And that is all
that the riotous excitement accomplished. In Aapéms1'3 ixavdv (generic article, R. 763) we have a forensic expression, the equivalent of the Latin cum satis acceptssent (B.-D. 5, 3, b). The politarchs took money as a
security from Jason and the brethren and made certain
that Paul and Silas would cease all activity in Thessalonica. Since the politarchs were much in the dark as
to what it was all about they intended to take no risks,
especially since Caesar was said to be involved and they
intended to shield their own positions. What they did
was about the least they could do since there was no
clearer evidence than that which they had.
10) But the brethren immediately by night sent
forth both Paul and Silas to Berea. This was the
only course open to them in view of the security Jason
and others had been compelled to give the politarchs.
Somewhere in the city a quiet gathering of the brethren was held at night, and Paul and Silas were spirited
away. A small delegation of brethren no doubt accompanied them for a considerable distance as this was so
generally done by the Christians. Berea, about ﬁfty
miles from Thessalonica, was chosen as the next place
for work. This was located in the third district of
Macedonia and hence was outside of the jurisdiction of

Thessalonica. Paul’s moving on to other localities was
providential. However much he might have preferred
to remain and to work longer, his work was more fruit-

ful when it was transferred to other cities. This is
true also regarding his inability to return to Thessalo'nica. Whether the bond Jason and others had given

Acts 17:10, 11

699

to the politarchs was still in force and prevented
Paul's return, or whether other causes played in, the
result is that we have two letters written to the Thessalonians by him which are priceless to the church of
all time.
From these letters we glean that persecution had
come upon the Thessalonian brethren after Paul had
left them (I Thess. 2 :14 ; 3 :3-5; II Thess. 1:6, 7). We
again meet Jason in Corinth (Rom. 16:21). Two
cthers, Aristarchus and Secundus of Thessalonica, will
go to Jerusalem with Paul (Acts 20:4), and the former
will even travel to Rome with the prisoner Paul (27:2).
These brief notices speak volumes for what was accomplished in Thessalonica.
Who, on having arrived, kept going away to the
synagogues of the Jews. Although it is added relatively, this is an independent statement. Again it is
the synagogue which determines the choice of the
city for work. The imperfect is iterative so that we
need not think that immediately on setting foot in
Berea Paul and Silas hurried to the Jewish synagogue. What Luke tells us is that the synagogue was
made the scene of their work and continued to be so.
'Anjcaav is the imperfect of drum, and this compound is
found only here in the New Testament. Because of the
«ind in the verb it is often supposed that the synagogue
was outside of the city, but this is too improbable.
11) Now these were nohler than those in
Thessalonica, such as received the Word with all
eagerness, day by day examining the Scriptures
whether these things were so. Many of them, therefore, believed, also of the Grecian women, those of
good standing, and of men not a few.
This is one of the most beautiful pages in Paul's
missionary labors. In this somewhat secluded town a
fair and lovely congregation grows up, a tender violet
in a quiet corner, a lovely rose in a fair spot of the
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garden. Here many of the vicious inﬂuences which
Paul met so often are absent. Luke compares the Jews
of Berea with those of Thessalonica and calls them
nobler. The word may mean of noble birth, race, or
character, here the latter is evidently intended. The
Bereans were better Jews because they had imbibed the
true spirit of Israel and the Old Testament. They had
allowed the grace of God to mold their hearts through
the Old Testament Scriptures. This rendered them
incapable of jealousy, lying accusation, and resort to

violence, all of which are so directly contrary to God
and to his law as recorded in the Word.
As so often, otnm has causal force: "since they were
such as,” etc. The proof of their nobleness is the fact
that they “received the Word with all eagerness,”
namely the gospel as Paul and Silas preached it to them
from the Old Testament. Luke has given us a sample
of that preaching in 13 :16-41, and a summary in 17:2,
3. The participle describes the manner of this reception. These Bereans were by no means a credulous,
uncritical lot, which certainly would have made them
far from noble.

Their acceptance of the gospel was

the result of their “examining day by day the Scripture whether these things were so.” ’Avaxpi’m is often

used in a forensic sense, especially with regard to the
preliminary questioning and examination of a prisoner
by the judge. This gives us the sense that applies here.

These Jews probed most carefully whether what Paul
and Silas taught about Jesus was really in the Old

Testament as these preachers claimed.

This examina-

tion was not superﬁcial, it continued “day by day." The

article before the distributive Ka‘l’a'. makes the phrase an
adverbial substantive. This examination took time because only a few owned copies of the LXX.

The one concern of these Bereans was to ﬁnd out at
ﬁrsthand “whether these things were so,” the things
proclaimed by Paul and Silas. Here there was no ini-
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tial blind, unreasoned hostility that sought only objections no matter of what kind. Here there was no cold
indifference that is careless as to whether “these
things" were really true or not and was taken up by
other interests. Time, study, search, discussion were
fully devoted to the Scriptures and to ﬁnding out what
they contained in regard to this new teaching.
The attitude of heart thus revealed is the mark of
spiritual nobility. The Bereans did not know it, but
they have occupied a shining place in the New Testament Scriptures for nearly 2,000 years. This is exactly
what Paul and Silas desired: to have them examine,
truly examine the Scriptures. That examination, properly made, could result in only one verdict: “These
things are so !" and that implied faith, intelligent faith,
that rested on the one true ground of faith, the Scriptures.

R., W. P., is right when he makes the optative of the
indirect question represent the indicative of the corresponding direct question: “Are these things so ?” Then,
however, at is but the mark of the indirect question and
not conditional. If, however, :2 is regarded as the protasis of a condition, this could be only a condition of
reality: “if these things are (indirect in English:
were) so,” and not, as R., W. P., thinks, a condition of
potentiality: “if these things might be so.”

Of course,

Ex... with an adverb amounts to our “to be”: ob sich
dieSe Dinge so verhalten.
Here we have an excellent example of the right of

private judgment which is part of the royal priesthood
of believers. Each man is to have direct access to the
Scripture, is to see and to judge for his own person
and conscience. Although Paul was an apostle, his
preaching had to be tested by the Scriptures.

Because

he was an apostle he asked for this, demanded it. As
an apostle his whole preaching automatically rested on
the Scriptures.
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But we dare not misunderstand this divine right
granted to every man to go to the Scriptures in person.
It does not mean that you and I have the right to interpret the Scriptures as we please. Your right and my
right is to see and to ﬁnd the one divine truth which
the Spirit placed into the Scriptures. This and this
alone is in them. If you claim to ﬁnd anything else you
have not done so at all, you have fooled yourself or have
let others fool you. The same is true with regard to
every other man. Everyone and all of us together can
truly ﬁnd only this one truth and true sense in the
Scriptures and will thus be one in faith. And the
Scriptures are clear, perfectly adequate to present this
one truth to every man. Those who deviate from that
one truth, no matter how, can do so only by making
the Word mean what it never meant, and they, they
alone are to blame for such deviation.

A great, glori-

ous right indeed, but .one that is combined with an
equally great and serious responsibility. Do not misconceive the right, but also do not treat the responsibility lightly!
12) Miv city as in 1 :6. This, then, is the manner in
which many of the Jews in Berea “believed." The
aorist is simply historical to indicate the fact, or ingressive, “came to believe." The shining way to faith is to
receive the preached Word with all eagerness—not
with hostility, and to test and to examine every bit of it
by the Scriptures and to accept only what agrees with
them. Oh, for more 'Bereans everywhere! Away with
preachers and with hearers who treat the Scriptures
like an actor’s nose of wax that is to be twisted as one
may please. To take any man’s word for it is Romanism even if it be you and your word, the word of some
“great scientist," or of no matter what “high author-

ity” within or without the church. All these are like
the Serpent in Eden: they thrust the Word aside, “Yea,
hath God said ‘3” and then substitute their own false-
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hood for what God did most assuredly say. God said,
“In the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely
die !" Satan, “Ye shall not surely die.”
In addition to many Jews also many Grecian women
believed, and of the men not a few. The adjective
“Grecian" is feminine but refers to "men” as well as to
“the women" since women are mentioned ﬁrst. They
were not only more numerous than the men but also
more inﬂuential. That is brought out by the adjective
which is added by a separate article and thus given
special stress: 70'»! dampémv, “of good form,” i. e., “of
superior social standing.” This is the third time that
we note that Greek women proselytes of the gate consti.
tuted an important element in a Jewish synagogue
(13:50; 17:4; and we may note 16:14). Some think
that Luke refers to pagan Grecian women and Grecian
men or at least to some pagans in addition to proselytes
of the gate. But this is untenable. After the Christian congregation had been organized, these Jewish
proselytes proved the means for reaching into the pagan world. At the beginning Paul and Silas were fully
occupied in the synagogue. “Many," “not a few,” Luke
writes, thus not all the Jews and the proselytes yet a
large number, the nucleus of an excellent congregation.
13) But when the Jews from Thessalonica
realized that the Word of God was proclaimed by
Paul also in Berea, they came also there, stirring up

and agitating the multitudes. And then immediately the brethren sent away Paul as far as to the sea;

and both Silas and Timothy remained there.
News of the work done by Paul in Berea reached
the vicious Jews of Thessalonica, and they at once
repeated what the Jews of Pisidian Antioch and of
Iconium had done when they hurried to Lystra to stop
Paul's work (14:19). They always direct their efforts
at Paul, which is plain proof that he towered above his
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assistants. These are regarded as negligible: he draws
the lightning. "Silas became involved in difficulty in
Philippi only because he happened to be found in Paul’s
company at the moment (16:19). The same tactics
were followed that had been set in motion in Thessa-

lonica.

They again probably hired the market loaf-

ers and then stirred up and excited the crowds. But
again they failed to lay hold on Paul and could ﬁnd no
other victim. One thing must be noted, namely that
Luke in no way implicates any of the Berean Jews who
had not accepted the gospel; none of them joined in
this riot that was instigated by the Thessalonian Jews.
When Luke writes that the latter went to this length
because “the Word of God was proclaimed by Paul,”
he speaks from his own point of view, for these JeWs
never admitted that it was the Word of God.
14)

At once and without waiting for night to

come the brethren hurried Paul off. They proﬁted by
what had happened in Thessalonica. This again was
the hand of providence which swiftly moved Paul on
to a new ﬁeld of labor. God merely used the hatred of
Paul’s enemies to further the divine plans.
And now we come to a debatable point. While Em
is the assured reading in preference to as, and we must
translate “until to the sea,” the question arises whether
Paul and those with him went by sea or took a route
overland. Luke nearly always mentions the harbors
even in the case of short voyages, but he mentions none
here (Dium, Pydna, or Methone)..

Codex Bezae inserts

the remark that, because Paul was hindered from
preaching in Thessaly, he passed this province by, which
makes the impression that this commentating text had
in mind a journey by land. The real object, however,
is to explain why Paul made a journey as far as Athens.
But if Paul went by land, why does Luke mention the
sea? It is this mention of the sea that induces us to
decide for a journey by sea. The fact that no harbor
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is indicated we must leave unanswered. The A. V. reads

«in, "as it were to the sea."

Thus Paul and his com.

pany would be throwing pursuit of them off the track
by a ruse.

Silas had come to Berea with Paul, and so we are
not surprised that he was left behind. But Timothy
had been left in Philippi with Luke when Paul and
Silas moved on from there (16 :40). But now Timothy
is in Berea and is left with Silas to aid the young
church from which Paul is suddenly torn. A glance at

Phil. 4 :15, 16 reveals that the church at Philippi, where
Luke and Timothy had been left, twice sent gifts to
Paul while he Was in Thessalonica. When he left Philippi he may haVe been poorly equipped. So the ﬁrst

gift Was dispatched a day or two later, Timothy and
some companion being the bearers of it. Why Paul
was in need in Thessalonica we see from I These. 2:9':
he werked night and day in order not to be chargeable
to his converts. When Timothy returned to Philippi
and made this known, a second gift was promptly sent.
Phil. 4:15 would indicate that Paul had moved on to

Beraa and that Timothy found him there. Thus it came
about that Timothy and Silas were left at Berea when
Paul hurried away.
15) Now those conducting Paul brought him
as far an Athens; and having received command to
Silas and Timothy that they come to him as seen as
possible, they left.
Paul did not travel alone even on this journey.
Several Bereans conducted him. and that not only to
the vessel but all the way to Athens, 'whose seaport

was Pireus. There is silent testimony throughout the
story ‘of Acts that the churches solicitously guarded
Paul even as here the Bereans send competent men with
him who probably had made this journey more than

once before this time. Now, why Paul went to Athens
and just to Athens, no one can say. Some think that
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he intended to return to Macedonia as soon as it was
safe and base this view on the vision and the call to
this province (16:9). But Paul had traveled through
all of Macedonia; he was certainly not to conﬁne himself to this one province and must have realized that
the work which the Lord intended he should do there
in person would come to an end. We thus conclude that
Paul intended to begin work in new territory.

When

the Codex Bezae explains why Paul passed by Thessaly,
we see that the explanation is only a comment that is
drawn from 16:6, 7. Why had Paul gone through
Amphipolis and Appolonia without stopping, and why
had he halted nowhere between Pisidian Antioch and
Troas, not even stopping in Troas?

After they had arrived in Athens and had enjoyed
a brief rest, Paul’s conductors return to Berea. But
Paul sends instructions with them that Silas and Timothy are to hurry on to Athens. Thus Paul remained
alone for a brief period. The aorists imply that Paul’s
instructions were carried out and that Silas and Timothy did join him “as soon as possible” («in with the
superlative) in Athens. The Iva clause is simply subﬁnal and does not state the purpose but the contents of
the ('wohi or command. After Silas and Timothy came
to Athens, we know from I Thess. 3:1-6 that in his
anxiety regarding Thessalonica Paul sent Timothy
back, who also returned to Paul with a most encouraging report. But he joined Paul only after the apostle
had gone on from Athens to Corinth (18:5). So Paul
sent also Silas back to Macedonia; to what congregation in this territory is not stated. It was probably to
Philippi. This mission of Silas’ is indicated in Acts
18 :5 when Silas and Timothy come to Paul in Corinth.
The movements of Paul’s assistants are mentioned only
incidentally, and Luke makes no attempt to trace them
in detail. After 18:5 Silas is not again mentioned, but
Timothy is again mentioned in 19:22, and 20:4. We
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may add that in 20 :4 Sopater of Berea is in the group
of men who are with Paul. This is the Sosipater who
is with Paul in Corinth, cf., Rom. 16:21, together with

Timothy and Jason of Thessalonica. 'Eeﬁamv is the imperfect of zéequ, “to go forth.”
THE SECOND MISSIONARY JOURNEY:
ATHENS

16) Athens, “the eye of Greece, the mother of arts
and eloquence,” still held this position in the Greek
world at the time of Paul's visit to this city. It was
ﬁlled with great memories of Socrates, Plato, Aristotle,
of Sophocles and Euripedes, of Pericles, and of Demosthenes. In its Agora, Socrates had walked with his
pupils; here was the Academy of Plato, the Lyceum of

Aristotle, the Porch of Zeno, the Garden of Epicurus.
The Parthenon. the most beautiful of temples, crowned
the Acropolis. Standing on its glorious height, the
writer saw pages and pages Of the ancient history of
Greece and Athens spread out as on a map. The view
is unforgettable. At one time Athens dominated all
the great cities around the Mediterranean that are
located in Asia and in Europe. These political glories
had taken wing. It was now only a provincial city in
the province of Achaia with Corinth as its capital. This
province had been restored to the Senate by Claudius
in A. D. 44 and was thus governed by a proconsul.
This was a city that was entirely different from
any? that Paul had ever visited or was to visit.

It is

Often described as a university town that was similar
to those cities Of our day that have great universities

located in their midst; but this conception is misleading
in more ways than one.

It was the world center of art,

but an art that was devoted chieﬂy to the idolatries of
Greek mythology. Its great attraction today is the
ruined Parthenon with the Erechteion on the far left
and two amphitheaters far below on the right. Sculp-
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. ture, Greek architecture, Greek theaters, schools of
philosophies, literates of all kinds, all steeped in Greek
paganism —— this was Athens as Paul saw it in A. D. 52.
This is what the pagan Lucian has in mind, “When I
ﬁrst came to Athens I was astonished and delighted to
see all the glory of the city.” Pagan writers remark
regarding the plethora of temples and statues. Petron—
ius satirically remarks that in Athens it was easier to
ﬁnd a god than a man. In his ﬁne description Pausanias states that Athens had more images than all
Greece put together. Xenophon calls Athens “one
great altar, one great offering to the gods." Livy
writes, “In Athens are to be seen images of gods and
men of all descriptions and made of all materials." In
the Agora every god of the Olympus found a place.
Every public building was at the same time a sanctuary
that was dedicated to one or to more gods. Besides the
ordinary gods there were deiﬁcations of Fame, Modesty, Energy, Persuasion, etc.
Two things must be noted with regard to Paul as
he appears in Athens. First, his feeling of intense
indignation as he surveys the city. The glory he saw
was utter shame. He was in no way humbled and
abashed by the pride of this pagan ﬂowering; he was
only aroused to set the glory of God and of Christ where
the glory of idolatry now spread itself. Secondly, Paul
was in no way impressed by the philosophic show in
this central seat of philosophic cults. The hollowness
of it never impressed him more than here among its

most ardent votaries. Again his spirit strained at the
leash to explode all this supposed wisdom by the divine
Wisdom which is Truth. That is why Luke made the
record about the work in Athens as it is. The body of
it is Paul’s great address. The apostle meets the Athenians with a mastery such as they had never seen. All
one needs to do is to place side by side the sentences
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of Paul and the Apology of Plato or any other of Plato’s
writings. Athens is the measure of Paul.
Now while Paul was expecting them in Athens,
his spirit was provoked within him, he beholding the
city as being full of idols.
Since it was wholly new to him, Paul inspected this
famous city during the ﬁrst days of his visit while he
was awaiting the arrival of Silas and Timothy for
whom he had sent (v. 15). Here he beheld a city that
was Kareidmhov, a word that is found only here but one
that is formed with the perfective Kurd: “excessive as
to idols,” beyond any other city in this respect. It is,
of course, self-evident that Paul was not thinking that
the statues were idols instead of only representing
imaginary idol beings. All images are idols just because they are representations of such beings. It has
been well said that Paul was not impressed by mere art
for art’s sake, no matter how perfect the art might be.
That is the modern canon. But art is never abstract.
just as beauty is not. Beauty is a quality in something,
and art the means of presenting that beauty.

What

that something is: falsehood, idolatry, and superstition
with a heavy dose of sensualism, when it is presented
with beauty and art, is the most vicious prostitution of
both. Luke is not given to recording emotions. Hence
when he here writes with the imperfect tense that Paul
“was provoked," stirred with sharp indignation even in
his very spirit because of what he beheld at almost
every step, the statement is the greater in force. The
worse the prostitution of all this art, the more aroused
Paul's inner spirit became. Note that the two present
participles in the genitive absolute agree with the durative imperfect tense of the main verb.
17) Accordingly, he began to reason in the
synagogue with the JeWs and those worshipping,.ancl
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in the market place every day with those happening
to be present.
Luke writes as though Paul had originally intended
to wait for Silas and Timothy before he began his work
of spreading the gospel in Athens. But, being stirred
as he was, he could not delay. Yet he was not radical
or rash; he followed his regular course of procedure.
He went into the synagogue and reasoned (v. 2) with
the Jews and “those worshipping" (see 13:43), the
Greek proselytes of the gate. Little attention is often
paid to this statement because Luke says no more regarding this work in the synagogue. But Luke says no
more about it because he has already said so much in
regard to it when sketching this type of work in the
other cities and because he intends to tell us something
about the work among the pagan Athenians. Paul's
success in the synagogue is taken as a matter of course.
A congregation was organized in Athens with the converts thus gained. This work in the synagogue was by
no means “a slim chance” as it has been called.
Paul also spent a part of every day in the Agora
conversing with the pagan Greeks who might happen
to be there. This “market place" was by no means devoted only to selling and to buying all sorts of provisions. Nor was it frequented only by busy, bustling
crowds that were occupied with nothing else. The
Athenian Agora was also the public meeting place for
philosophers and their following, for idlers and persons
of leisure, a place of conversation, discussion, plus

business. Under the great plane trees there stood the
statues of some of the most famous men of the city
such as Solon, Conon, Demosthenes. The Agora was
replete with historical memories. Everywhere the
buildings were decorated with sculpture and impressive
ﬁgures; some of the more prominent were graced with
porticos and cloisters and beautiﬁed with paintings and
ornaments. Here was the famous Painted Porch where
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philosophers and rhetoricians held forth. Here Zeno,
the founder of Stoicism, had become famous. The cultural and the intellectual life of Athens throbbed in the
Agora. Here Paul could always ﬁnd an interested
audience and men who were ready for serious discussion.
18) Moreover, some also of the Epicurean and
Stoic philosophers were having discussions with him.
The imperfect tenses used in v. 16-18 resemble a
moving picture and show us what was going on during
these days. Yet a progress must be noted: Paul is
provoked — he reasons in the synagogue and in the
Agora — he has discussions with philosophers — two
opinions about Paul are expressed: all this is expressed
with imperfects. They lead up to the ﬁnal outcome
which is stated by the two aorists: in v. 19 “they
brough ” Paul, etc., and in v. 22, Paul “said” in his
great address. Unless the tenses are understood and
noted, Luke’s account is not fully appreciated.
The reasonings in the Agora were carried on with
anybody who happened to be present (waparvyxdwwcs).
But it was not long before more important men were
attracted, namely professional philosophers of the two
great schools that were prominent in Athens, where

they had been founded, and also in the entire Roman
educational world. These mwc'ﬁaMov (Mythic) atnp, lit-

erally, “kept throwing words or statements together
with him,” “kept engaging him in discussion," namely
day after day. When these professionals engaged Paul
in argument, the audience of lesser men increased to
a great degree. Paul was creating somewhat of a sen-

sation in Athens. And it is worth noting that he
adapted himself to the Athenian ways by ﬁrst gathering circles of hearers in their Agora and then entering
into public discussions with their philosophers.

Luke uses only one article with the two kinds of
philosophers, for they constituted one party and Paul
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alone was on the other side. The discussions were, no

doubt, keen although entirely friendly. These philosophers followed this practice almost daily; it was their
delight and diversion as well as their profession. They
tolerated each other while they fought each other intellectually. They cultivated broad tolerance, and the

Jewish fanaticism that always sought Paul’s blood was
wholly foreign to them. Nothing is said about persecu-

tion of Paul in Athens.

The story of Socrates who

had been tried and condemned to drink the poison
hemlock Was a matter of the remote past. In his W. P.
R. groups as folloWs: “Socrates had turned men’s
thoughts inward (‘know thyself 1’), away from the
mere study of physics. Plato followed with a profound
development of the inner self (metaphysics). Aristotle
with his cyclopaedic grasp sought to unify and relate
both physics and metaphysics. But Zeno and Epicurus
(340-272 B. C.) took a more practical turn in all this
intellectual turmoil and raised the issues of everyday
life. Zeno (336-260 B. C.) taught at the Stoa (Porch),
and so his teaching was called Stoicism.” That of Epicurus bore its author’s name.
The Epicureans were quite atheistic in their speculation; they thought that the world was formed by a
fortuitous concourse of atoms and was not created, not
even formed by divine power. While they permitted a
certain belief in the gods they treated them as phantoms who were without inﬂuence upon the world and
upon life; they mocked at the popular mythology but
presented nothing better.

Thus their view of the soul

was materialistic. At death it was dissolved and dissipated in the elements thus ending forever the existence of man. Life, therefore, was not regulated by
higher moral or spiritual interests; its highest aim was
gratiﬁcation: gross and sordid, even vicious and criminal if one was inclined that way; or reﬁned and esthetic if one had tastes and aspirations in this direc-
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tion. Pleasure, ﬁdovﬁ, not duty was the substance of this
philosophy. The means to attain it was called virtue.
This was a doctrine which could not produce anything
but selﬁshness and sensuality when men put it into
practice. Note-how little advance certain schools of
philosophy of today have made beyond this old Epicurus and his following.
The Stoics were pantheists ; they condemned the worship of images and the use of temples, and considered
them only as ornaments of art. God was merely the
Spirit of Reason of the universe; matter was inseparable from this deity, and he was conceived as impressing order and law upon it since he regulated it as an
inner'principle. The soul was corporeal, at death it
'was burnt or absorbed into God. The Stoic moral code
was higher than that of the Epicureans, their ideal
being an austere apathy and unconcern which regarded
itself superior to passion as well as to circumstance;
pleasure was no good, pain no evil; reason was the
guide and decided what was good and what was evil.
He who followed reason was perfect and sufﬁcient in
himself. When reason saw no more in life, it dictated
suicide as the most reasonable thing. Its ﬁrst two leaders died by their own hand, and the Romans who felt
attracted to this sterner philosophy often followed
their example. Stoicism was the philosophy of human
pride. Seneca, Epictetus, and Marcus Aurelius espoused Stoicism. The poets Lucretius and Horace were
Epicureans.
Both of these philosophies were diametrically opposed to Christianity with its doctrine of God, the soul,
sin, redemption, salvation in Christ, the resurrection of
the body, and eternal life.
And some began to say, What would this seedpieker say? and others, He seems to be a proclaimer
of foreign divinities; because he was proclaiming as
good news Jesus and the resurrection.
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Luke does not write “some of them,” namely of the
philosophers disputing with Paul, but “some” of those
who heard the discussions. One group was supercilious and scoffed, the other was more serious and tried
to understand. The question: “What would this seedpicker say 7” of course, expects no answer. The sense
is that what he says amounts to nothing. That is why

Paul is called “this seedpicker,” weppohdyos. The interpretation of this word must be either literal or meta-

phorical.

Since we have no metaphorical equivalent,

the literal alternative alone is left. Used-originally
with regard to a bird “picking up seed" here and there,
Athenian slang applied it to a man picking up an idea
here and there and passing these on without a real
knowledge of their meaning. Tindale’s “babbler” was
adopted in our versions and is not far from the sense.
Moffatt translated by interpreting “fellow with scraps
of learning" ; Goodspeed's “rag-picker" is incorrect,

M.-M. 583. These scoffers saw nothing worth-while in
Paul. The question with the optative and iv is‘the apodosis of a condition of potentiality (B.-D. 385, l; R.
1021), and 05m: is derogatory (B.-D. 290, 6).
Kafayydmlc 88 We“ as $6wa SMILOVC'wV are to be under-

stood from the Athenian point of view. The former
has ﬁnally been found in an inscription in the sense of
“announcer” of games, and the latter refers to “divinities" in the pagan sense. They were “foreign” because they were not known in Athens. We might
translate “new." 12., W. P., thinks that Paul was
treading on thin ice when he proclaimed Jesus as God
in Athens, for this was contrary to Roman law and
introduced a religio illicita: but these men did not have
in mind the idea of an illegal religion, new divinities
rather interested them because they might perhaps
oﬂer new ideas. The injection of something that was
perhaps criminal on Paul's part is unwarranted.
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Luke explains on what this second opinion rested,
namely on Paul's preaching as good news—and the
Athenians loved news ! —- “Jesus and the resurrection.”
Some interpreters ask whether “the resurrection” was
understood as a divinity. The imperfect, of course,
shows that Luke adds this remark as being his own;
but that does not exclude the idea that “the resurrec-

tion” was understood as a divinity by these Athenians.
The main point is that Luke elucidates the plural “foreign divinities" by “Jesus and the resurrection" and
not by a reference to the Trinity. And all know that
the Athenians personiﬁed and worshipped as divinities
all sorts of abstract virtues and truths (see above).
We must note, too, that Luke writes only the abstract
“the resurrection” and not “his (Jesus’) resurrection.”
Luke describes this result of Paul's discussions in
the Agora to show what a task the apostle was facing,
and how hard it was even to make these lovers of philosophy and learning really understand what he meant.
It is still so. Science, falsely so-called, often beclouds
the intellect to such an extent that spiritual verities
are not even intellectually understood, to say nothing
of being accepted.
19) And having taken hold of him, they brought
him to the Areopagus, saying: Can we come to know
what this new teaching uttered by thee is? for thou
art bringing to our ears some things that are foreign.
We desire, therefore, to know what these things intend to he. Now all Athenians and the resident foreigners were accustomed to have leisure for nothing
other than to he stating something or to be hearing
something brand new.
'0 'Apme I'M-you was the Hill of Ares (Mars) and,
named from this Hill, the supreme Council of Athens,
the Areopagus, which was called the Upper Council to
distinguish it from the council of the Five Hundred.
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This Upper Council consisted of all who had held the
ofﬁce of Archon, and they were members of it for life.
In the days of Chrysostom and of Theophylact it was
supposed that Paul had been tried before the Areopagus. Then it was seen that the whole account contains
not even a trace of a trial, and so it was thought that
Paul was to give an account of his teaching to the high
court of Athens on the supposition that this court exercised some sort of oversight over the teachings and
the lecturers in Athens. The extreme was reached
when a discussion arose regarding the place where Paul
spoke, some insisting that it took place on the actual
Hill, of Mars but only before a dozen or more of philosophers whom some even call “professors"; others that
it did not occur on Mars Hill but in the Stoa Basilica
where the Council often met.
Now these points are certain. The only motive
for requesting Paul to state his teaching was curiosity.
The polite request and urging so states, and Luke himself adds that the Athenians always had plenty of time
for anything new. The motive was not in the least
hostile. We must not be misled by those who had called
Paul “this seedpicker,” for they were not the ones who

now asked him for a full statement of his new doctrine.
The address itself undoubtedly ﬁts Paul’s audience. The
two opening sentences, however, do not ﬁt either Epicurean or Stoic philosophers; what their opinion of the
gods was we have seen. Paul addressed a formal or
informal meeting of the Council and many Athenians
and resident foreigners- who ﬂocked in to hear Paul’s
new teaching. In other words, Paul obtained a grand
opportunity to present the gospel teaching concerning

God and Jesus to a representative audience of the great
and famous city of Athens, and he certainly rose to
the occasion.
After going over Mars Hill in 1925 the writer must
confess that he found nothing there that might prove
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helpful in this study. When one faces the Acropolis
and the Propyla or entrance to the Parthenon, this rocky
ridge lies to the left, and scores of century plants in the
intervening space shoot up their tall stalks of bloom,
prickly pear also growing in abundance. The hill is
rough rock in its natural state. From the Parthenon

one looks down upon it. The side that is toward the city
is a steep descent, rough and hard to climb. On top we
found two holes with conelike stonework in the excavations. The side of the rocky hill away from the city
is concave in contour, but all is in its natural rocky
state. This slope, like the top, is an utter disappointment as far as even the remotest trace of a place where
a court might have assembled is concerned. All the
ancient amphitheaters show where the seats were, but
on Mars Hill all is natural, apparently untouched rock.
In imagination we tried to see Paul and his audience
in the concave lower slope, but it was pure imagination.
It is inspiring to imagine a Mars Hill with Paul delivering his great address on God before the Athenians
on such an eminence, stone seats for the Areopagites,
etc., but the Mars Hill of actuality sadly upsets all that.
When we then read the phrases «‘71 16v 'Apmy miyov, in
V. 22 iv pimp for? 'Apu'ou miyou, and in V. 33 ('1: piaov c.6757, the
two latter especially compared with ('3' n; ,u'aqa in 4:7
with regard to the Sanhedrin, we must think of some
other place than Mars Hill. Reluctantly we dismiss the
Hill and accept “the Areopagus" as being the Council
of Archons, and the place of their meeting somewhere
along the Agora — the Stoa Basilica will do. Curtiss
may have missed it otherwise but not as far as the
place is concerned. To speak about the noise of the
Agora is inept, for here in the Painted Porch and in the
Stoa Basilica and in other places as well all manner of
meetings were held, and no noise interfered with them.
“They took” Paul and “brought” him. They encouraged this stranger to come and then showed him the
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way. Politely they ask whether they may know this
“new" teaching, and the ‘position of the adjective makes
it decidedly emphatic. The second article introduces
the {uni phrase and also lends it an emphasis (R. 776)
and is not superﬂuous.
20) “New” is explained (yelp) by swizom, “being
foreign” (participle), coming to Athens as a stranger
guest. That is what attracts these Athenians; that is
what is giving Paul this exceptional hearing. These

men feel that Paul’s teaching is so new, so unlike anything else in Athens that their Areopagites ought also
to hear it. Its newness will mightily interest them.
They would like to know, too, “what these things intend to be” (the same expression as in 2:12), what
their real purpose and aim are.
21) With the parenthetic 8i Luke describes the
outstanding characteristic of the Athenians so that we
may evaluate this invitation properly. If they had
time for nothing else they always had plenty of it for
anything “newer,” just out and thus newer than what
they had heard thus far. They were enamored of “the
latest" as we should call it, both they and the resident
foreigners who had come there and were living there
for a while. They loved both to state and to hear something new. Both Thucidides and Demosthenes rebuke
the Athenians for this passion for the new. It tended
to make them exceedingly superﬁcial. They might
welcome the gospel, the greatest news in the world,
but only for an hour; when something newer came
along, they would cast the gospel aside as being old.
The world still has many religious Athenians. Religion
must be progressive, have new doctrines, “advanced
ideas,” not everlastingly repeat the old "categories or
patterns of thought." They are like the vain woman
who would never dream of appearing in last year's
dress or hat.
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Paul had learned to take sinners as they are.

The gospel had power to transform any of them. The
old and ever new gospel was intended for all of them.
Two Sanhedrists had been converted (Nicodemus and
Joseph of Arimathaea), so here one at least of the
Areopagites (v. 34) was converted. And Paul, having taken his stand in the midst of the Areopagus,
said, etc. The very words show what a dramatic
moment this was for Paul. He might have longed
to have his helpers with him but he was all alone.
All eyes were upon him. In all Greece there was no
audience such as this. Without effort on his part it
had assembled just for his sake. He was here by
invitation, and every car was keyed to hear anything
he might say. He felt the full responsibility resting
on him; he knew the Holy Spirit was with him. No
wonder Luke records his address.
The outward scene is usually pictured in order to
bring out the dramatic side of it: the Acropolis with
its wonderful Parthenon towering on the right which
contained the golden statue of Minerva, the tutelary
divinity of Athens; Mars Hill overlooking the city, the
famous Agora beneath the Hill with all the great names
of Athenian history attached to its Porches and its
halls; the magniﬁcent panorama of land and sea
around, scenes of history and of fame that keep our
students busy even after 2,000 years. But we shall
have to change all this and draw the picture by starting

with the men of Paul’s audience, Athenians and residents, an assembly that was unique in many ways. It
is just as dramatic, but internally and not merely externally. Parthenon, Hill, Agora, city and land; history, poetry, art, philosophy, and all else were there
and lent their eﬁ'ect, but Paul faces these Athenian
men. Note incidentally that nobody would write, “in
the midst of Mars Hill" or any hill; “in the mids ” of
an assembly — yes. “In the midst of the Areopagus"
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means in the midst of the body of notables who were
called “the Areopagus.”
Paul’s address is a masterpiece in every way: in
its introduction, in its line of thought, in its aptness for
the audience, in its climax. It is bold but it does not
oﬂ’end in a bungling manner; it refutes but it does this
so as to convince and to win; it states the truth squarely and fully but so as to lift it far above the follies of
error; it is reasonable but it is directed at the heart;
it seeks to win men but only by glorifying God and the
Lord Jesus Christ. It was not quite concluded but it
did not fail of divinely given fruit. Just ask yourself,
“If you had stood in Paul’s place that day, what would

you have said?"
The theme is “the Unknown God” (v. 23). This
God who is now revealed is the ﬁrst part (v. 24-29) ;
this God will judge through Jesus Christ, is the second
(30, 31) ; it was probably to be followed by the third:
this God. delivers from judgment through Jesus Christ.
The address is not philosophic. It was something
brand new to these Athenians but surely refreshing
and eﬁective already for that very reason. It elevates
both God and his creature, man, in a way which these
Athenians had never heard before. Here was the truth
— and oh, how insufficient it made their two great
philosophies appear! It drove straight at the conscience by its demand for repentance and its announcement of the divine judgment — yes, conscience, the
one vulnerable spot in every human being. 0n the judgment day no man who heard Paul before the Areopagus
can excuse himself with the plea that Paul did not tell

him what he needed to be told.
Men of Athens, in all things I behold you as
unusually devoted to divinities. In fact, in passing
through and noting your objects of worship I found
even an altar on which had been inscribed, To the

Unknown God. Now what without knowing you are
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worshipping, this I on my part am proclaiming to
you.

Paul’s introduction is a gem because it leads so
simply and so directly to his theme, which he also states
in the clearest and most natural way. He intends to
speak only a few minutes and thus keeps the proper
pr0portion for his introduction and approach. 'Avsprc
'Aaqvaiot is the form of address used by Demosthenes
and by all the orators and is thus exactly suitable for
Paul. He is speaking to Athenian citizen. There were
three classes of men in Athens: the citizens with the
precious right of suffrage in the Assembly and of holding ofﬁce (the latter being held by almost all in course
of time), the residents who had neither right, and the
slaves.

Luke refers to the residents in v. 21 when he

says that they were as avid to hear the latest as the
Athenians themselves. Paul does not make the mistake
of placing these foreign residents on a par with the
citizens. They were not at all on a par with them although some of them were present to hear Paul. To
have named them on a par with the citizens would
have been resented by the latter. In a synagogue
Israelites and proselytes of the gate could be addressed
together, but in Athens the Athenians and the mere
residents could not be thus joined. While ‘Aanvaiov. is an
adjective, it is here used as a noun in apposition with
depes, an idiom we cannot reproduce as little as we can
reproduce a'v3pts asuwaof.
All uncertainty in regard to Paul’s opening statement is unnecessary, including that of Robertson who
leaves it to exegesis and to one’s personal choice as to

how Paul is to be understood. Pausanias and others
had told the Athenians just what Paul is telling them,
namely that to an unusual degree, above other Grecian

cities, they are devoted to the cultus of divinities. That
fact was more than obvious. The noun Santana, which
is akin to the adjective, is to be understood in the
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Athenian sense of “divinities.” all kinds of gods, deiﬁed
heroes, virtues, etc., and has nothing to do with “demons" in the sense of devils. And su’sm, the verb in the
adjective, refers to “fear" in the sense of worship, devotion to the cultus pertaining to these divinities. Their
statues, temples, shrines, and altars ﬁlled the public
places and the city generally; from Zeus and Athene
down they all had their devotees, and there were divinities and shrines in every house. Let us remember that
the heathen festivals were celebrated in grand style;
all these temples had their priests (though not in the
sense of a speciﬁc class but only as men elected by the
Assembly of citizens) ; public and private functions
were accompanied by sacriﬁces and by rites. This was
true of other pagan cities, but Athens stood in the ﬁrst
rank because of the number of its divinities and the
multiplicity of its statues and its shrines. This is what
Paul refers to when he says: “I behold you as unusually
devoted to divinities."
The «In belongs to the object: “as devoted," etc. (see
examples in R. 481) ; it is not a conjunction with 6m
to be supplied: “how or that you are," as B.-D. 416, 1
supposes. The comparative contains no Vorwurf (censure) as the A. V.’s “too superstitious” implies. “Superstitions” conveys the wrong idea, and “somewha "
in the R. V. is a mistranslation of the comparative,
“very" would be more correct. “Religious" (R. V.
margin) also misleads. The Athenians were not ”more
religious” than pagans generally but had far more divinities to occupy their attention; in v. 18 Paul is
regarded as introducing still more divinities, and the
Athenians imagined that they had about all of them.
What Paul says is that the Athenians were unusually
devoted to divinities.
Paul was not addressing only a group of “university professors," a misleading term for philosophers.
This idea givesa wrong direction to the address and to
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the philosophers themselves. Paul had a large audience, and such philosophers as were present, despite
their speculations, were agreed with the other citizens
in all that pertained to the cultus of the divinities. Some
might be called “atheists,” but this term was to be
taken only in a philosophical sense and did not by any
means apply as far as the public and even the private
cultus of the divinities was concerned. Let a man assail Athene, the goddess gloriﬁed in the Parthenon,
and the Assembly would have made short work of him;
he would immediately have been brought before one
of the panels of Five Hundred (jury and judge in one).
Let us remember Athens as it was and get away from

every university idea of today.
23) Paul continues by saying that in passing
through and inspecting their atﬁtia‘para or “objects of
worship,” temples, altars, statues of divinities, he
found one [3qu that especially attracted his attention
since it had engraved upon it the words AI‘NQETQ 0E9,
which is intended to be deﬁnite although it is without
the article in the Greek: “To the Unknown God." The
idea expressed is not “to some Unknown God” but to a
certain one whom the Athenians did not know as to
his actual name, power, work, etc., as they knew their

many other divinities. It was wholly immaterial to
the apostle as to how and why this altar had been
erected in Athens, or what polytheistic conceptions

the Athenians might entertain concerning this “God."
He intended to regard this altar and its inscription
only as a confession on the part of the Athenians that,

despite their multitude of divinities, one God existed of
whom they themselves said that, while they knew of
him, they did not in any way know him.
It is going too far to claim that by this inscription
the Athenians intended to set aside all their other gods,
or that thereby they virtually set them aside. Paul
makes no such deduction for them; he does not try to
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catch them with a trick of logic, which would have been
about the worst thing he could have attempted. He
had just said that the Athenians were most notable
worshippers of divinities. This altar to the Unknown
God was only one among hundreds and not prominent
at all and certainly drew no worshippers away from
other altars and other gods.
Commentators make much of what is here said
by Paul and preserved by Luke. They point us to “the
nameless god” mentioned in a vedic hymn; to old Egyptian records that mention “the great god whose .name
is unknown,” “God whose name is hidden,” etc.; and
to the nine-story teocolli or mound built by the Aztecs
and dedicated to the “unknown god, the cause of all
causes.” Then, as far as Athens is concerned, we hear
about Philostratus (A. D. 200-240), about Diogenes
Laertius of about the same time, about Pausanias (160180), who knew of altars to unknown gods; in addition
to these pagans we ﬁnd some of the ancient church
fathers who bear similar testimony. In his Apostatgeschz‘chte Zahn has an elaborate excursus. Stories as
to how such an altar or ‘a number of them came to be
erected contribute nothing to Paul’s address. We pass,
all this late material by as being of little interpretative
value.

The correct text reads a . . . roﬁro, “what . . .
that,” neuter; not masculine: “whom . . . this one.”
But the unacceptable nature of the latter reading does
not lie in the fact that it would introduce the personality of God too soon, for the inscription itself had already introduced that, and Paul continues it in the next
statement. Either reading would be proper for Paul’s
address. The former is better because it says more
than the latter. By erecting this strange altar and by
the worship connected with it the Athenians were
worshipping something about which they knew nothing whatever. They were taking this God for granted
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but were conceiving him to be one who was similar to
their other gods. Paul is here to proclaim the very
thing that is far from their knowledge, namely the
facts about this God, the facts that will make them
realize that all their other gods and divinities are ﬁctions, base delusions, to be forever cast aside. But the
thought that the apostle might thus be proclaiming a
religio illicita. contrary to Roman law was wholly foreign to his mind; he was using no turn of language in
order shrewdly to evade a legal charge. To think of
such an act on his part is to assail his character.
24) God who made the world and all the things
therein, this One, being heaven’s and earth’s Lord,
does not dwell in handmade sanctuaries, nor by
men’s hands is he served as needing something, he
himself giving to all life and breath and all things.
And he made out of one man’s blood every nation of
mankind to settle on the face of the earth, having
destined their appointed seasons and the boundaries
of their settlement — for them to be seeking God if,
indeed, they might touch him and ﬁnd him, he even
being not, far from every one of us; for in him we
live and move and are, as also some of the poets
among you have said, For of him even offspring are
we. Being offspring of God, we ought not suppose
the divine nature to be like to gold or silver or stone,
a thing graven of man's technique and conception.
Paul is preaching natural theology as he had done

in Lystra (14:15, etc.). The Scriptures also contain
all of this theology; but in dealing with pagans an appeal to the Scriptures as Scriptures would be useless,
hence Paul appeals to the mighty facts themselves as
even pagans may see them and realize their direct import. He presents God, the omnipotent Creator, Ruler,
and Benefactor, who is absolute and sufﬁcient in himself. He lays special stress on man's relation to God,
who as his creature is altogether dependent on him and
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his gifts, the very oﬁ‘spring of God, who is intended to

worship God.

All this Paul does in a simple, direct,

and grand way by stating the realities as they are and
by relying on them as realities that are able of themselves to enlighten and to ﬁll his hearers’ hearts with
full conviction. Truth needs no argument, it never does,
for it is its very nature to convince.
By 6 (9:6: Paul does not have in mind one God among
many others such as Zeus, the chief god of Greek paganism, but “God” who alone is God and by his revelation
of himself in nature and among men establishes this fact
regarding himself. Over against the vain gropings of
paganism, including their mythologies and their philosophies, the apostle sets the ﬁrst chapter of the Bible:

“God who made the world (ray xéapov, the ordered universe) and all things therein,” great and small, visible
and invisible. Nothing came into being of itself or
arranged itself, nothing was before God, nothing has
its origin apart from him. The philosophies of science
to this day disprove themselves whenever they set aside
and operate without this elementary reality.
“This One,” the emphatic 0570s, resumes this tremendous reality and then restates it: ”being heaven's
and earth’s Lord,” for as the Creator of all he is their
one master and ruler who is inﬁnitely greater than any
and all things called into being by him. When he is
conceived thus as he is in his supreme eminence, the

very foundation of idolatry is forever abolished in its
emptiness. But Paul does not state this abstractly, he
puts it in a concrete way so that the philosopher and
the common man alike may get its full force: this Creator-Lord “does not dwell in handmade sanctuaries."

How could the Creator and Lord of all be conﬁned in
one of the little spots he himself has made? So Solomon once asked regarding the Temple he had built, I
Kings 8:27. All these sanctuaries are “handmade,"
fashioned by human hands. That adjective reveals
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what they are in comparison with the universe which
is made by God who is greater than even this universe.
25) Connected with this ﬁrst deduction is the sec‘ond which is involved in it: “nor by men’s hands is he
served as needing something.” The emphasis is on the
ﬁrst phrase, “by men's hands," and then on the ﬁnal
participial phrase, “as needing something." The verb

aspen-5m. is exactly proper to express the thought intended, rendering someone a service that he needs as
the sick man must have the service of a physician.
The service of worship: adoration, praise, prayer, petition, is a totally different thing. By it we proﬁt and
not God, nor does it supply a need in God.
The very reverse is true: “he himself giving to all
life and breath and all things”; (uni, life in its essence
and existence, “breath,” its continuance in our bodies,
“and all things," adding all else to the two supreme
gifts of our natural being. Three words, and yet they
go to the very heart of our dependence upon God. “He
himself giving” is the proper verb even as to the tense.
Not only this or that is a gift, but our very existence
is such a gift and a gift that ﬂows on and on like a
glorious stream. But the moment this mighty reality
concerning God is grasped the whole conception of
pagan offering and sacriﬁces as needed by the gods so
that they must insist on being supplied, is abolished. So
also the multiplicity of gods, one doing this, another
that for his votaries; some in one country and nation.
some in another. Life and breath have one source;
above us is one Creator, Ruler, Preserver, Benefactor.
Paul’s presentation must have struck especially the
philosophers who had learned in diﬂ'erent ways to scorn
the gods of Grecian mythology. That really was no
great achievement for thinking men. But what had
their speculation put in place of the gods? Here at
last was the true reason for scorning all pagan gods,
not a veiled atheism, a vapid pantheism, or a super-
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cilious skepticism which left the great questions regarding the cosmos, man, the course of men and of nations, etc., unanswered in helpless ignorance but a
clear, full, efficient grasp of the truth — the one true
and only God before whom all debasements of his being
simply fade away.
26) In the same way, by trusting the power of
truth to win its way against error, the apostle speaks
about anthropology, especially about the intentions of

God regarding man.

First, the unity of the human

race: “And he made out of one man’s blood every nation of mankind to settle on the face of the earth." The
entire human race in all its different nations sprang
from one man. The R. V. follows the texts which drop

the jword “blood.”

Zahn marshals the reasons for

retaining the Word as is done in the other texts, such
as the A. V. If (‘6 Me is placed next to new ism, the
numeral would be neuter: “out of one nation” he made
every nation, etc. Standing by itself, as M: could not
be determined as masculine. But if we read is as;

utmroe with way «We: dl’opo'lwv following, the sense would
be, “out of one man's blood every nation of men" and
not merely, “out of one blood,” etc.

The Athenians were fond of being called aéféxaovcs,
indigemze, “indigenous” (see Liddell and Scott on the
Word). Paul, however, deals with something that is
more important than Athenian pride. The different
pagan mythologies had their different accounts of
man’s origin. Over against all of these he places the
one true God who created Adam, the one progenitor of

the human race. This fact, recorded on the very ﬁrst
page of the Bible, our science has proved over and over
again to its own satisfaction, ﬁnding also human blood
vitally different from all other blood since it permits
crosscfertilization in all human races.
Some of the German commentators translate «8v
10m dvapo'nmv “cues Menschenoolk," "all humanity."
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They think of 29m as it is used with reference to bees,
ants, migrating birds, and the like, as a collective noun;
but this does not agree with the very next clause where
national diversity is evidently referred to. So we abide
by “every nation of men." These God made to settle
over all the earth, one here, another there.

But not in

a haphazard way but as: “having destined their appointed seasons and the boundaries of their settlement,” aﬁ‘ru'n' modifying both “seasons” and “settlement." God allotted to each nation both its period and
its geographical location according to the wisdom and

beneﬁcence of his providence. Zahn ﬁnds much fault
with the reading and, as so often, resorts to the Codex
Bezae which has: “according to their settlement boundary”; but this reading overlooks the resultant sense,
namely that God destined or ﬁxed the seasons according to the boundary of the territory settled — a strange
way of doing! Here again this codex, while trying to
improve, did the opposite.
God’s hand has ever been and still is in history, Nations begin, rise to full development, ﬁnally decline.
Historians trace out their courses, and thousands of
natural causes are found to be at work. But these are
but the surface. Underneath, over, within is the unseen Hand that guides and directs according to the
supreme Will. We see the pattern from below, as it
appears on the wrong side of the cloth; someday we
shall see it as God weavesit, the right side, which is
beautiful and perfect.
27) Paul is not solving the mysteries of providence. All that he presents in v. 26 with regard to
God’s doings with the men he made and with the nations he arranged is to bring out the supreme purpose

of God regarding men: “for them to be seeking God,”
etc. antiv is the inﬁnitive of purpose, its subject is
implied, namely men: “for them to be seeking.” The
implication is that men had lost God. This was a
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thought that was already implied in the reference to
idol worship (v. 25), in fact, already in the mention of
the altar “to the Unknown God." It is not God’s will
to remain unknown, he wants men to seek and to ﬁnd
him and to enter into communion with him. All God's
dealings with men show that this is his great purpose;

God’s creation of man and his providence place this
beyond doubt. All false ideas about God, in particular
agnosticism, atheism, pantheism, skepticism, to say

nothing of polytheism and paganism, destroy the right
relation of man to God and the attainment of the
divine purpose.
The optatives are due to indirect discourse; e: is
used for My with original subjunctives. That means
that we here have a condition of expectancy. The dpu.
agrees with this and ye emphasizes, expressing, as
always, a natural correspondence, namely, in this instance, that what God has done will, indeed, cause
men to touch and to ﬁnd him. So the expectancy is
strengthened: “if, indeed, they might touch him and
ﬁnd him.” The “haply” of our versions is misleading; it weakens the expectation. We are sorry to note
that R., W. P., supports that idea by speaking of a
“vague hope” in regard to the condition's being met.
Paul expresses a distinct and clear expectation. That
is what all t'a'v conditions do; and he even emphasizes
it as being proper by ape. ye. And xalye agrees with
this, 7: strengthening ml ; “he even being not far from
every one of us.” So near is he that one is fully entitled to expect that men will ﬁnd him. And this is
surely the case. The heavens declare the glory of God,
everything points to him, the expectation must be that

men will ﬁnd God.
This is, of course, only natural revelation, and it
cannot do what lies in the province of Scripture and
of supernatural revelation.

It cannot save man; but

it can and does reveal the existence of God, of his maj-
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esty, glory, omnipotence, omniscience, beneﬁcence,
righteousness, and justice. So the expectation voiced
by Paul is that, to say the least, men may, indeed,
touch and ﬁnd him. Paul is speaking about what God
has a right to expect, in fact, the fullest right. The
fact that men grossly disappoint him in this expectation is another matter, one that leaves them in the
most fearful guilt. On that phase of the subject Paul
speaks with equal clearness in Rom. 1:19-23. Here at
Athens, however, Paul is trying to open the eyes of
pagans to what God has given them: the cosmos to
testify of him, their existence in the midst of endless
beneﬁcence, their nation in its development in a grand
‘ location on the earth with all that thus made Greece
and especially Athens great. God had every right to
expect that men such as those of Athens would long
ago have arrived at a true and an adequate natural
conception of their Creator, Ruler, and Benefactor.
A silent, shaming question runs through the apostle's
words: “Why had the Athenians not done so, they
who even regarded themselves as standing so high
among the nations?”
28) In order to bring out the idea as to how near
God is to man in his natural state, the apostle does not
appeal to the abstract omnipresence of God but to this
omnipresence in itsibeneﬁcent effect: “for in him we
live and move and are.” To live is more than to move,
which even the inanimate creatures may do; to move
is more than merely to be, to exist. Here, then, is an

anticlimax. Man should be cognizant of God, for
without him he could not live for a moment, could not
move hand or foot, could not in any way even exist.
This is a cardinal passage on the divine providence of
God including the praeservatz'o and the so-called concurs-us. “In him" is more than "through him"; it
expresses a wonderful immanence, yet, as the clear
enunciation of creation and providence and the abso-
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lute self-sufﬁciency of God show, without even an approach to pantheism.

' Gibson has translated the Syriac commentary on
Acts written by the Nestorian bishop Ischodad, of
Chadeth on the Euphrates, about 850. This bishop
quotes a certain Greek poet who wrote in praise of
Zeus, and one of the lines reads: “For through thee
we live and move and are.” From Chrysostom’s comment on Titus 1:12, Zahn concludes that this Greek
poet was Epimenides, and the title of his composition

was, “0n Minos and Radamanthys."

The Greek orig-

inal has been lost, and Paul’s statement is not metrical

in form, nor does he indicate that he is quoting. All
that one may say is that Paul may have read Epimenides and have used his statement in a formulation
of his own.
He continues, “As also some of the poets among
you have said.” He refers to several Greek poets, and
from one of them he quotes the last half of the hexameter: “Ever and in all ways we all enjoy Jupiter.
for we are also his oﬂ’spring." This is taken from
Aratus, a countryman of Paul himself, who was born
in the Cilician coast town of Soli about 310 B. C., and
died about 240. He was a versatile man, a mathematician, astronomer, medic, court poet of the Macedonian king Antigonus Gonatus, editor of Homeric epics
for the Syrian king Antiochus I Soter. He lived in
Athens for years and was a pupil of Zeno, the founder
of Stoicism. In Athens he composed his Phaenomena,

which promptly became celebrated and was admired
in the Greek-speaking world for centuries and was

translated into Latin by Cicero and by Caesar Germanicus. Paul had certainly read this composition.
By using the plural “some of the poets among you”
he indicates his conversance with others who say
about the same thing as Aratus. One of them is the
Athenian Stoic Cleanthes who for thirty-two years

Acts 17:28

733

was leader of the Stoic school. In his famous hymn to
Zeus he identiﬁes himself with the whole human race
and even with all mortal beings that live and crawl
on earth and declares: 5:: can 721p yc'vos {out}, x‘n\., “for

from him we are offspring." A third poet is probably
Timagenes who is named by Chrysostom in this connection, a writer of comedies of whom little is known.
On two other occasions Paul quotes from Greek
poets. He quotes Menander in I Cor. 15 :33, and a full
hexameter from Epimenides of Crete in Titus 1:12.
The question is naturally asked as to how far Paul
was conversant with Greek literature, in particular
with poetry. When Paul quotes verbatim as he did
in these three cases he thereby shows a rather thorough acquaintance with Greek literature, he particularly demonstrates that he had studied and retained
in memory certain striking passages. Paul was fully
equipped to appear before the Athenians. His quiet
reference to several of their poets and the exact quotation from one who was famous gently inform his
hearers that he is not a stranger to their learning.
The words are quoted as AratUs wrote them; Paul

omits neither yap nor xat’. We scan : — — | — u u |
-— U 2 Tax": ydp I Kai 'ye'vos I iopc’v. Here 1'06 is to be taken
in its original sense as a demonstrative pronoun. The
quotation from an Athenian poet is in the nature of an
argumentum ad hominem. Zeus, of course, is not the
true God but only the head of the mythological gods;
but if the Greek poets themselves declared man to be
his yc'voc (from 76mm as having “become" from him),
that was an inkling of the real truth that the true God
called us into being, preserves, and keeps us as such,
in other words, treats us as his “offspring” which we
are. The quotation is intended to refer to all that

precedes in v. 26-28 and is certainly telling for this
particular audience.
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29) Paul then draws the simple, self-evident conclusion that God’s own offspring certainly ought to
know u) adou better than to imagine (nopigcw) that “the
divine nature," that which God really is, could possibly be represented and pictured by anything made
of gold or silver or stone, however skilfully it may be
graven by man's “technique" in these materials and of

his “conception” bodied forth in such material. God
certainly must be conceived as being inﬁnitely greater
than man whom he has made; hence he cannot be like
(spam) anything that is far beneath man, namely
metal and stone although it be worked up ever so
artistically by man’s art and thought.
Paul acknowledges all the art and the genius manifested in the statues of Athens but points out that,
even when these are applied to the highest degree
in the ﬁnest materials, they do so little justice to

God that they do not even do justice to man and
the conception he ought to have of his Maker, Ruler,
and Benefactor. The idea of the apostle is thus
not like that expressed in Isa. 44:9, etc., that the
image made by man is itself considered to be a god
by its maker. Paul advances beyond that. Such an
image. man himself ought to realize, cannot even

represent or picture God. Paul intends to say that the
Athenians should certainly have touched and found
God sufﬁciently, so that they would know that as the
One in whom we live, move, and are, no images of
gold, silver, or stone, a thing fashioned by the crea-

ture could in the least be like God. And he properly
uses 76 Mar, “the divine nature,” that which is peculiar
to God; for this is what would have to be embodied in
an image. On its very face this is an impossibility.
Our versions mistranslate, for u) odor is 1', acuims,
das Goettliche, dos, was Gottes ist, and not 7‘, them, due

Gottsez‘n, Joe, was Gott ist, .“the Godhead," cf., C.-K.
on these words, 490, etc.

And what is peculiar to God
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and places 'him vastly above all material images is not
merely the fact of his being spirit, as has been thought,
but his inﬁnite majesty and glory which transcend all
human power of conception. These Athenians had
been entertaining too low a conception of the divine
nature; their city full of statues was a great reﬂection
on their intelligence. No wonder the philosophers
rejected the gods that Were thus represented. But
what had they to put in place of them, gods that had a
nature that could be pictured in metal and stone?
Nothing! Paul shows them what to put in place of all
these gods: the inﬁnite greatness, power, and glory of
the one true God who is revealed already in the cosmos
of his creation and in man, his oﬂ’spring. The words
of the apostle were few, but in all the philosOphies and
the poetry of Greece nothing had ever been uttered
that even approached the power of these statements
of Paul’s.
30) After these fundamentals in regard to God
and to man have been stated, the apostle advances to
the revelation which God made in Christ. He naturally
passes over the revelation made in the old covenant
(he is speaking to pagans) and shows his hearers what
God now offers them. The times of the ignorance,
accordingly, God having overlooked, as regards
things now he passes the order along to all men for

all everywhere to be repenting inasmuch as he set
a day in which he is about to judge the inhabited
earth in righteousness in the person of a man whom

he ordained, having furnished assurance to all by
having raised him up from the dead. One God, one
human race; and now one way of salvation, one judgment: these are the lines of the apostle's address.
Paul did not need to say that the purpose of God
that men should seek him had not been met on the part
of the Athenians; their polytheistic sanctuaries and
statues were evidence enough of their failure in this
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regard. What did God do? Besser replies: “Had he
looked at the Athenians with the ﬁre flames of his holy
eyes, there would have been no Athenian this many a
day.” But God “overlooked the times of the ignorance" by looking at Christ and the plan of salvation
for the coming ages. He bore the idolatries of the
Gentiles, he ceased not to reveal himself to them in
nature and in providence, and because of their guilty
ignorance he made them feel his Wrath by giving them
over to the eifects of this ignorance, their depravity.

But at last the great day for which God had so long
been preparing and waiting in patience and in love

had arrived: redemption was complete, the gospel
could go forth to all the world.
So Paul says ran-Iv, “as regarding things now" (adVerbial accusative), since a new era has begun for all
mankind through Christ. Now God “is passing the
order along to all men for all everywhere to be repenting." He has sent out his heralds to all nations with
the call to repent. At this very moment God was giving this order to the Athenians through Paul. Note
the universality: “to men" as men — “all everywhere"
with not a single exception. It is thus that Paul explains his presence in Athens and his preaching to the
Athenians. 0n yc'ravociv see 2 :38. The present tense is
used because of the succession implied in “all everywhere" —- ever more men are to repent. They are to
turn to the true God from their idols and their ignorance with an inward change of heart. Paul has not

yet mentioned Christ; he will do so in a moment. But
repentance is in place already on the basis of what
Paul has presented thus far.

31)

Kaaén is causal, “in consideration of this,"

“in accord with this reason.” And the reason that God
new orders all men to repent is the fact that “he did
set a day in which he is about to judge the inhabited
earth in righteousness.” As he appointed certain
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times and certain locatioris to every nation, so he has
set a day of ﬁnal judgment for all men. He is a righteous God, and his judgment will be “in righteousness,"
in harmony with this principle of his being. It will be
a judgment that all men will acknowledge as right;

for it will condemn all those who persist in turning
away from God and will exonerate all those who allow
themselves to ‘be brought to God by his revelation and
his grace. As God made all men and intends that

they shall seek and ﬁnd him, so all must appear before
his judgment; 7; oixoupc'vq (yﬁ), “the inhabited earth,"
is here a term for all mankind.
By referring to God’s righteous judgment Paul is
aiming directly at the consciences of his hearers. His
whole presentation has moved in this direction and is
now being driven home. For so long a time these
Athenians had been blind to God’s revelation of himself in nature and in their own being; they were no

longer blind since Paul had pointed out God to them
in a way that brushed aside all their false representations of the divine nature. Must they now not turn
and be drawn to God? How would they meet him at
the great day of judgment when righteousness would
ﬂood them with its revealing light?

At this point Paul brings in Christ.

The great

feature about this judgment will be that God will
execute it évdvspi «I» (BPLUCV, “in the person of (e‘v in this

sense, R. 587) a man whom he ordained” (the relative
is attracted to the case of its antecedent). Paul emphasizes the human nature of Christ as Christ himself
does in John 5:27 when he speaks of his executing
judgment as “the Son of man.” He who died for us
and rose again for our justiﬁcation in his human nature, he shall be the judge at the last day who will
pronounce the verdict as to whether a man has accepted or has rejected the redemption bought at such a

price.

Paul says that God will judge in the person of
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this man, God set the day, God ordained the man.

He

is preaching God to these pagans in mighty terms. As

far as Christ is concerned, they will accept him only
as one who was ordained by God.
The thought that all men were to be judged by a
man was not new to Paul’s hearers; but the mythological form of this idea current among them made this
man a nebulous ancient being such as Mines and Radamanthys

and

thus

turned

the

whole

into something dim and ineffective.

conception

As the apostle

had lifted God into a clear, vision for his hearers, so he
did the same with regard to Christ, the Judge. It was
God himself who ordained this man to be the judge.
“having furnished assurance to all by having raised
him up from the dead.” All are to know that God so
ordained him, their assurance is God's raising him up.
que'xu (here the second aorist participle) m'am means
“to furnish trustworthy assurance or evidence," that
assurance being Christ’s resurrection. Some refer
m'arw to saving faith and say that the participle extends
such faith to all; but this does not agree with the expression itself which means Buergschaft leisten, Unterpfand gewaehren (B.-P. 1061) . The argument that
nefavodv requires that «(one in the sense of saving faith
should follow, does not show that it follows in this expression. Paul had not ﬁnished his address, more was
to follow.
Paul held his hearers in suspense by not at once
naming this man. Who could he be? It was the very
question Paul intended to provoke in order the more
eﬂ’ectively to present the great truth that God appointed this man Judge because God ﬁrst of all made
him our Savior. The fact that God raised this man
from the dead and by that astounding act sealed him as
Judge was the ﬁrst part of Paul's answer to the question as to who this man was. But instead of opening
their ears wider to hear more about this man these
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Athenians gave way to a smiling, skeptical spirit.
They interrupted Paul, broke off his address, and
would hear no more. 0n :5: vmpu‘w see 3:16.
Paul’s address in Athens has been called philosophy.
Instead of preaching the gospel, Paul is said to have
tried something else for the beneﬁt of these educated
Athenians. To this is added the statement that Paul
failed. This claim is extended, and Paul is thought to
have left for Corinth, a thoroughly disappointed and
discouraged man. We are told that he never again
tried to preach as he had done in Athens. Evidence for
these ideas is found in the fact that Luke fails to mention any baptisms that were performed in Athens, any
congregation, any appointment of elders. Then I Cor.
2:1-5 is introduced as though Paul returned to Christ
cruciﬁed and abandoned philosophy when he worked in
Corinth. But if Paul’s address in Athens was a mistaken resort to philosophy or, softening this, a mistaken mode of trying to reach his hearers, why did
Luke report this address in full? Paul succeeded in
Athens (v. 34) . Luke lays so much stress on this masterly address that he makes it the main part of his
report in regard to Athens. The fact that the persons
mentioned in v. 34 were baptized goes without saying;

Luke does not always mention the baptisms. A congregation was certainly organized, its size is immaterial.
32) But on hearing the resurrection of the dead
some began to mock, others said, We will hear thee

concerning this yet again. Thus Paul went out from
their midst. Some men, however, closely drawn to
him, believed, among whom was also Dionysius, the
Areopagite, and a woman by name Damaris, and
others with them.

Already in v. 18 Luke has told us that the resurrection attracted attention. Now the moment Paul mentions it again “some began to moc " with derisive ex-
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clamations.

We can scarcely imitate dva'cracnv vcxpé'w

with its absence of articles, Totenauferstehung, such a
thing as dead men being raised. The very idea was
preposterous to these scoffers. It is impossible to determine whether these scofi‘ers were Epicureans or
Stoics. We have stated what these philosophers believed regarding the state of the soul after death; the

Greeks otherwise believed that the soul lived on. But
even the ordinary Greeks had absolutely no conception
that the body could or did arise. So they just laughed
at Paul. “If the judge before whom thou citest us is
one risen from the dead, we little fear him !” Besser.
Others were indeed willing, they said, to hear Paul
again about this matter. This is usually taken to be
only politeness on the part of those who had invited
Paul before this audience. Yet it may well have been
real interest so that they did hear Paul again.
33)

Thus Paul went out from their midst.

The

famous address had been held.
34) But now comes the glorious result. Some
men were closely drawn to Paul (literally, “glued to
him”) and could not tear themselves away from him.
These constituted the third class among those who had

heard Paul. And Luke at once adds that they believed,
believed already on the strength of what Paul had said.
The aorist is historical. One of these was no less a
person than Dionysius, the Areopagite, one of the
twelve judges of the Athenian Court.

That was, in-

deed, a signal victory. About 100 to 120 years later,
as Eusebiu's reports (4, 23, 3, also 3, 4, 11), the bishop
of Corinth by the same name in a letter to the church
at Athens speaks of this Dionysius who was converted
by Paul as having been the ﬁrst bishop of Athens. His
very standing as an Areopagite would certainly have
made him the man to become chief elder in the infant
congregation.

Acts 17:34
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Luke speaks of dl’Spcs‘ “men," and yet adds a woman
and even records her name, Damaris. This causes a
good deal of discussion. How did it come about that
she was present? She was not the wife of Dionysius,
which Luke does not state. Some regard her as a ém’pa
(Liddell and Scott) at the expense of her character,
for instance as an educated courtesan. Even her name

is altered as though Damaris had been written instead
of Damalis (heifer). Abbott-Smith makes the name a

derivative from the poetic word for wife Salpr, which is
better.

One thing is certain, her presence helps to

answer the view that Paul spoke to only a dozen or a

score of philosophers. The very mention of her plus
her name proves that she was a woman of consequence
who could be present at this meeting to hear Paul and
was of great importance in the congregation. There
were also others, but all of them were men. But these
were the ﬁrst to believe. Paul remained and continued

to work. We need not think that he at once left Athens.
This beginning would detain him until he could leave
the young ﬂock in security. Because Luke says no more

is no reason to think that more converts were not
added and that a congregation was properly organized
and put on its feet.
NOTE: Manuals on Logic deﬁne the argmncnfmn ad hominc-m
as an attack on an opponent's character instead of an
answer to the subject of discussion. When I speak of Paul’s
wrgumentum ad honu'nem on page 733 I do not accept this deﬁnition. John 8:48 is not an (U'gumcntum ad homincm but vicious viliﬁcation. He who runs out of argument attacks the person. This is the abandonment of all argument, the open admission of defeat in all argument. The deﬁnition of the argumentum ad homincm is given by the Standard Dictionary under
“argumentum”: “An argument proving a conclusion from the
principles or practices of an opponent himself: often by showingthem to be contrary to his argument.” International Cyclopedia: “An appeal to the known prepossessions or admissions of
the person addressed.” This argmnentum is legitimate and
sound, and in the sense here deﬁned I use the term throughout.

CHAPTER XVIII
THE SECOND MISSIONARY JOURNEY:

CORINTH
1)

After these things, having withdrawn from

Athens, he went to Corinth.

The passive of xwpu’guv is used in the middle sense:
Paul withdrew from Athens of his own accord; compare 1 :4. No persecution drove Paul out of this place.
The plural “after these things" refers to all that transpired in Athens. Compare 17:34, where Luke implies
that a congregation was organized. The view that
Paul took a new and a risky step in Athens by preaching in phil050phic form, saw his mistake because of the
small result attained, and then left for Corinth cannot
be maintained. The proposed premise does not warrant the conclusion. A man who starts in a wrong way
does not ﬂee to a new place in order there to start in
a right way but remains and starts over again and
retrieves his mistake.
It is unwarranted to assume
anything else in regard to Paul.

It is also unwarranted to think that Paul did not
even baptize his converts in Athens but abandoned them.
Likewise, that no congregation was organized, and

that Paul's effort was abortive. I Cor. 2:1-5 implies
the very opposite. Paul continued to preach Christ in
all simplicity.

He had done so in Athens and contin-

ued to do so in the more difﬁcult city of Corinth. As
far as the two cities are concerned, the work in Athens
was the easier of the two. “After these things” means
after the success achieved in Athens, after he had
planted a congregation in this city. He withdrew of
his own accord because the planting was completed;
if more had been needed, Paul would have remained un(742)
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til this, too, had been done, for the matter of leaving
lay in his own hands. In other cities he had to leave
when he would have remained a while; not so here.
Corinth, once the capital of the Achaean league,
was destroyed by Mummius in B. C. 146 and was left
in ruins for a century until Julius Caesar rebuilt it in
B. C. 46 and made it a caionia. In Paul’s time it was
the capital of the Roman province of Achaia, the chief
commercial city of Greece, prosperous and luxuriant,
only ﬁfty miles from Athens. Back of it towered
Acrocorinthus, 1,800 feet high. Situated on the isthmus, it had two harbors, Cenchraea near to it on the
Aegean side, and Lechaeum on the opposite side of
the isthmus, across which goods were transferred and
small ships hauled. A canal now cuts through the
isthmus.
It was this situation that made Corinth great, so

that it commanded the great trade route between Asia
and Rome. This accounts for the mixed population,
for ships from all ports docked in its harbors. In
Athens, Paul met the Greek mythological gods, to

Corinth ﬂocked many men of varied religions, nationalities, languages. It was not accidental that many in
the Corinthian congregation spoke with tongues. Cor-

inth had several temples that were devoted to Egyptian
deities, which fact is explained by its extensive trade
with Alexandria. It was natural for the Alexandrian
Apollos to work in Corinth (19:1). Paul wrote his letter to the Romans from Corinth, and the list of Latin
names at the end of this letter marks Corinth as being

a prominent colony. Although it was a wealthy city,
we must not forget that wealth implied many slaves
and many poor people below the wealthy stratum. The
congregation founded by Paul was drawn chieﬂy from
these two classes of people.
Corinth did not boast of a single outstanding philosopher; its pride was trade and the arts. Corinthian
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brass was famous, and Corinthian capitals and pillars
are still used in architecture. Yet the Greek spirit was
strong because Corinth was situated in Greece. We
should go wrong in thinking of philosophers, yet speculative ideas were to be found everywhere, just as today
many claim yréatc (they call it “science") who are anything but scientiﬁc or philosophic. The pride of this
attitude was characteristic just as it is today.

Corinth was a wicked city even as larger cities of
the empire went at this period.

The very term “Corin-

thian” came to mean a proﬂigate. Kopwalézopm, “to Corinthianize,” meant to practice whoredom; Koptvatacrnis
= a whoremonger; Kopwoiu K6,»; (girl) = a courtesan.

In the old city the worship of Venus boasted of 1,000
female slaves who were free to strangers. Venus worship marked also the restored city although we have no
account of the number of the prostitutes connected

with the new temple. Money was freely spent in Corinth. Paul’s description of pagan vice, Rom. 1:18-32,
was written in Corinth. One of the great attractions
were the Isthmian games, the custody of which was
restored to the new city. Greeks and Romans ﬂocked
to the contest, and the mob came in crowds, but the
effect was degrading.

2)

And having found a Jew by name Aquila, a

Pontic by race, having lately come from Italy, and
Priscilla, his wife, because Claudius had ordered all
the Jews to withdraw from Rome, he went in to them
and, because he was of the same trade, he continued
to remain with them and to work, for they were tentmakers by trade.

Luke records all this because Paul remained in Corinth about eighteen months and his reader should know
how he supported himself. and because of the importance of the couple with whom Paul became associated

here in Corinth. We shall meet Aquila and his wife in
Ephesus and in Rome. “A Pontic by race" means that
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he was born in the Roman province of Pontus on the
borders of the Black Sea. Incidentally, it is worth noting how this man and his wife moved freely from place

to place: Pontus, Rome, Corinth, Ephesus, Rome
again, etc.

The emperor Claudius reigned 41-54. He was very
friendly to the Jews and accorded them various privileges. In 49 Agrippa was still in the company of the
emperor, which places the date of the order after that
year. Paul came to Corinth in the fall of 51 and left
in the spring of 53 (Zahn, Apostelgeschichte, 656, in
an extended discussion of the dates). About 20,000
Jews lived in Rome. They were ﬁrst warned against
tumultuous actions, ﬁnally the decree of expulsion from
Rome was issued. The historian Suetonius writes:
Judaeos impulsore Chresto assidue tumultantes Roma
expulz't. Although they were not driven out of Italy
but only out of Rome, Aquila and Priscilla went as far
as Corinth. It is usually thought that “Chrestus” =
“Christus,” and this view is based on Tacitus who,
indeed, writes “Christus” but has Chrestz'cmos as a
name for Christians.

Suetonius, however, speaks of an

agitator in Rome, and “Chrestus” is a common name
which has nothing to do with “Christ." The assumption
must be given up that the clashes referred to by Suetonius occurred between hostile Jews and Christians in
Rome concerning Jesus. In 28:17-29 all the leading
Jews of Rome readily come to Paul, and after a long
day’s conference with him many of them were being

persuaded by the apostle. This is inconceivable if some
years prior to this the lines had been draWn between
the Jews and the Christians in Rome so that tumults

and the expulsion of the Jews from the city had resulted. See the discussion of 28:17, etc.
After the death of Claudius the Jews returned to
Rome. Paul converted more than one half of them as
Luke informs us in 28:17-31.

To this great body of
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converted Jews-in Rome the Epistle to the Hebrews is
addressed after the death of Paul, and everything
points to Apollos as the writer of this epistle. See

my introduction to Hebrews.
Aquila and Priscilla had established themselves in

Corinth in company with many others who were affected by the decree of expulsion. Among the ﬁrst
converts at the time of Pentecost had been Jews from
Pontus (2:9), but these had settled in Jerusalem.
Aquila and Priscilla had very likely heard about Jesus
while they were in Rome. Although Luke does not
record their conversion through Paul, it is unwarranted
to assume that they had become converts already in
Rome. Paul naturally made his abode with a Jew because he always began work in the synagogue. Al.
though they at ﬁrst associated with one another for
business reasons, Paul’s employers soon became the
most devoted Christians and the closest friends of the
apostle.
3) Paul lived and lodged with them during his
entire stay in Corinth. Aquila took him into his employ. Both were tentmakers, oxnvmrotoi; they made
portable tents out of leather or cloth woven out of
goat’s hair. There is no reason to think that they man~
ufactured the cloth or prepared the hides. The ancients
thought that this Greek word meant shoemakers, or
saddlemakers, or leatherworkers in general. Paul
earned his own living while he preached the gospel.
He did it by his own choice. He discusses the matter
at length in I Cor. 9:1-15, and brings out the truth
that he, too, had the fullest right to marry a wife and
to expect the support of the church. The two imperfect

tenses indicate an indeﬁnite stay and occupation.
4) And he began to discuss in the synagogue
every Sabbath and tried to persuade both Jews and
Greeks.
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Luke does not need to add that these Greeks were
proselytes of the gate; he has done that often enough
in previous cases. It is sufﬁcient to know that these
Jews and these Greeks were together in the synagogue.
We thus have a picture of the ﬁrst weeks spent in
Corinth: Paul working during the week and engaging
in discussions in the synagogue on the Sabbath. Every
Jewish boy was taught a trade in order to make him
independent. Rabbi Juda said, “He that teacheth not
his son a trade teacheth him to be a thief.” And the
Talmud: ”What is commanded of a father toward his
son ? To circumcise him, to teach him the law, to teach
him a trade." Nothing is said about success as a result
of these discussions. The ﬁrst imperfect is inchoative:
“he began to discuss"; the second is conative: “he tried
to persuade” (R. 885).

Paul was laying the founda-

tion; he delayed pressing the issue to a ﬁnal decision.
5) But when both Silas and Timothy came down
from Macedonia, Paul began to hold himself to the
Word, continuing to testify earnestly to the Jews

that Jesus is the Christ.
In 17:15 we have discussed the missions on which
Timothy and Silas were sent from Athens to Thessalonica and to Philippi. They now returned to Paul in
Corinth, probably at the same time, or Timothy came
ﬁrst from Thessalonica with his good news (I Thess.

3 :6), and Silas came from Philippi soon after this. In
regard to the gifts that Philippi sent to Paul we have
remarked already in 17:14. They had already reached
him and should not be introduced here in Corinth in
order to explain how Paul was able to stop working at
his trade for a while. The arrival of his two helpers
made Paul press for a decision.

“He began to hold

himself to the Word” ("spirit” in the A. V. is incorrect), inchoative imperfect of the direct middle (R.
808, also W. P., not passive as our versions translate).
He began to devote all his time to the Word, applying
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himself especially to testifying earnestly to the Jews
that Jesus is the Messiah. His earnings during the
past few weeks enabled him to do this. The Jews were
Paul’s special concern; and the issue was whether they
would accept Jesus as “the Christ," the Messiah.
6) But they arraying themselves in opposition
and blaspheming, having shaken out his garments,
he said to them: Your blood upon your own head!
Clean I on my part!

From now on I go to the Gen-

tiles! And on departing thence he went to the house
of one by name Titus Justus, a worshipper of God,
whose house was adjoining the synagogue.

This was the result attained with regard to the
Jews. They ranged themselves in battle array (so literally) and ﬂung railing and blasphemy at Paul and at
the idea that Jesus should be the Christ. Paul could
follow no other course than to withdraw. The manner
in which he does this shows his deep emotion.

The act

of shaking the garments is symbolic in the same way
as shaking off the dust of the feet, with this difference
that the one takes place indoors while the other is performed on the street.

Both are often misunderstood.

Ramsay, for instance, writes, “undoubtedly a very
exasperating gesture,” others, “a sign of contempt,”
etc. The act denotes that the dust is left behind and
not taken along and thus remains as a witness that the
gospel messengers had come and duly delivered their
message but had not been received in faith. That dust
would testify to the Judge, and none of the guilty
would be able to deny its testimony. See 13 :51.
This act accompanies Paul’s words. These are not
a curse or an imprecation but a disclaimer of guilt on

Paul’s part. Since they reject Jesus as the Christ, damnation must follow. Whose is the fault? It is that of
these Jews alone. To speak of blood coming upon one’s
head is to say that the guilt for shedding someone’s
blood rests upon the murderer and cries to God for
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punishment. Here the blood of these Jews who are
destroying themselves rests upon their own heads, they
are like men committing spiritual suicide. Compare
Matt. 23:35, and especially Matt. 27 :24, 25. “Clean I
on my part l” emphatic e'yé, means clean of the blood
of these Jews; Paul has left nothing undone to save
them. And since because of their violent state he can
do no more he repeats what he and Barnabas did in
Pisidian Antioch (13:46), he goes to the Gentiles. So
the great turning point was reached in Corinth.
7) Forthwith Paul and, of course, Silas and Timothy with him retired from the synagogue and went

next door to it to the house of Titus Justus, whom Luke
designates as a proselyte of the gate (see 13 :43). His
house must have been spacious enough to provide ample
opportunity for carrying on Paul’s work among the
Gentiles. The fact that it happened to adjoin the synagogue could not be helped even if this circumstance
angred the Jews; a-ﬁv — 5pm, joint, 5pm, boundary =
having joint boundary, adjoining. Titus must have
been a Roman citizen, one of the coloni, a man of premio
nence. The Titii were a famous family of potters in
Corinth, and the name of this family dates back to 133
B. C., and many of its members were prominent in
military and in civil positions. This Titus may have
taken the added name Justus on becoming a proselyte
of the gate. He should not be confused with the Titus
who became one of Paul’s assistants. Moreover, his
name is frequently spelled Titius.
8) Crispus, however, the synagogue ruler, believed the Lord with his whole house; and many of
the Corinthians, hearing, kept believing and being
baptized.

Titus Justus was a most prominent proselyte of the
synagogue, and Crispus was even one of its rulers.
When the division came, the synagogue lost both, which
was a great victory for Paul. The idea that this syna-
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gogue had only one archisynagogos, whether he was
sole ruler or the head of its group of rulers, must be
given up in view of the plural used in 13:15. Crispus
was one of several rulers. His entire family went with
him. What this implies has been discussed in connection with Lydia in 16:15 and the jailor in 16:33, 34
also in regard to the baptism of children. Paul baptized Crispus with his own hand, I Cor. 1 :14. Yet we
should be hasty in concluding from the few persons
that Paul himself baptized in Corinth that he considered this a minor matter; Matt. 28:19 corrects that
opinion.

The “many of the Corinthians” were pagan Greeks
who had not been connected with the synagogue. Paul’s
letters to the Corinthians show that the congregation

had comparatively few Jews in its membership. I Cor.
1:12 names a party that called itself after Cephas, and
this was probably made up of former Jews. The two
imperfects plus the present participle describe a continuous inﬂux of new members, all of whom were converts from heathenism. Most of these, too, must have
been whole families, a fact which must not be overlooked when the baptism of children in the apostolic
congregations is discussed. The Codex Bezae again
rewrites in the way of a commentary, but its comments
are not an improvement on Luke’s text.
9) All this implied that Paul might consider that
the time had come to move on to some new ﬁeld, for
the congregation in Corinth was fully established.
Another consideration would inﬂuence Paul: the rumblings among the hostile Jews, whose viciousness Paul

knew so well from past experience in other ﬁelds. He
was the focus of this implacable hatred. Since the
congregation was well established, Paul might think
it wise to move on before the Jews started a move
against his person. But the Lord himself detained him
in Corinth.
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Now the Lord said to Paul at night through a
vision: Stop being afraid but go on speaking and be
not silent, because I myself am with thee, and no one
shall set on thee to ill-treat thee, because I have
much people in this city. And he sat a year and six
months, teaching among them the Word of God.
The Lord himself spoke to Paul in a vision by night.
We must compare 22:18; 16:9; 27:23,. and also the
other instances when the Lord or his Spirit directed
Paul where not to go. They show the immediate divine
guidance in the spread of the gospel. It is never our
work but always the Lord’s even though we are now
left to depend only on his providential guidance which
opens doors here and closes them elsewhere.
The present imperative in negative commands
often means to stop an action already begun (R. 851,
etc.) . It does so here. Paul had begun to fear lest. by
staying too long, he might precipitate an attack upon
himself that would do damage to the young and growing congregation. Even after he had left Thessalonica,
the congregation in that city had to suffer because of
the onset that had been made by the Jews (17:5, etc.) .
Paul had worried about the Thessalonians and had sent
Timothy to ﬁnd out how matters stood (I Thess. 3 :1-6) .
He learned what they had suffered but also that they
had remained ﬁrm. Paul was fearing similar trouble
in Corinth, which he might obviate by leaving in time.
The Lord told him to dismiss all such fears. Nor was
he to try to avoid trouble by quietly working on. No.
he is to go on speaking (durative, present imperative)
and is not to become silent (the aorist subjunctive in a
negative command, punctiliar, ingressive, “fall silent”). The idea, of course, is that of relative silence.
He is to work quietly so that the vicious Jews would
hear little of his work and not be stirred to violence.
This was not an order to cast prudence to the winds.
This virtue is always in place. It was the preamble to
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the Lord’s assurance that he himself (emphatic eyes)
was with Paul to protect him in his work so that no ill
would come to the congregation through anything that
his free and open work might bring about.
10) “I myself am with thee” vividly recalls Matt.
28 :20. Do not ask: “Did Paul not know this promise ?"
He did, but it meant much to him in his present situation to have it repeated. So we to this day must seek
out the Lord’s promises in order to assure ourselves of
them anew in diﬂ‘icult situations where we need their
strengthening power more than at other times.
Paul had been set upon repeatedly. In Philippi
Silas had been caught with him, but Paul was the real
object of hatred. So the Lord here assures him that
in Corinth, despite his boldness of utterance, no one
shall set upon him and succeed in ill-treating him
(aorist inﬁnitive, effective). We certainly know that
this promise was not made on Paul’s account as though
it was to dispel fears concerning his own person. The
Lord states a different reason: the many people he had
in this city, “because much people is to me,” the common Greek idiom. The Lord speaks by virtue of his
omniscience exactly as he does in John 10:16: “Other
sheep I have.” R., W. P., thinks that the Lord refers
to the elect, namely as having been made such by an
absolute eternal decree. But God foreordained those
whom he foreknew (Rom. 8:29) and excluded no man
from his election and eternal salvation by an absolute
decree concerning him (I Tim. 2:4; compare v. 6:
13:46)
11) ‘Exdom harmonizes with stsdmtwﬂ Paul sat,
engaged in teaching. The year and six months comprise his entire stay in the city of Corinth. For immediately after his arrival Paul sat in Corinth and taught.
The preceding clause speaks of all the people the Lord
had “in this city" and not only in regard to those who
were converted after this vision. Hence we cannot
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count this year and six months by beginning with the
vision, so that his entire stay would approach two years
as some reckon; nor can we count the eighteen months

from the arrival of Silas and Timothy. The reason for
inserting the time of Paul’s entire stay at this point is
the Lord's order to Paul not to leave immediately
after the congregation was fully established. We have
no means of estimating how long Paul had been in Cor-

inth when the vision came that told him to remain still

longer. Some time after this vision the affair before
Gallio occurred; even then Paul remained on (V. 18).
In II Cor. 1:1, Paul speaks of all the saints in
Achaia. and in Rom. 16 :1 we read of a church in Cenchraea, the seaport of Corinth. How it came about
that the gospel was spread so far we see in II Cor. 1 :19.

While Paul “sat" at work in Corinth itself, Silas (Silvanus) and Timothy were active beyond the conﬁnes of
the city. It has also been assumed that Paul left the
home of Aquila and Priscilla (v. 2) and took tip his
residence with Titus Justus when the break with the
synagogue came (v. 7). But [1.67th doas not imply a
change of residence but only ,a transfer of teaching

from the synagogue to this convert‘s house. Jesus had
explicitly said, “Go not from house to house," Luke
10:5—7; Matt. 10:11, “there abide until ye go thence.”
Paul stopped his work, cf., v. 5, but certainly not for
the rest of his long stay in Corinth (I Cor. 9 :15). As
he earned his own living in Thessalonica (II Thess.
3:8-11), so he did in Corinth in Aquila’s shop. When
he left Corinth, Aquila and Priscilla went along with
him (v. 18), so close was their mutual attachment. It
is untenable to assume that Paul left their home a few
weeks after coming to Corinth and then lived the following months with a wealthy Gentile Christian. Would
Paul treat his dearest friends in this manner (Ram.
16 :3, 4) ?
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12) Now when Gallic was proconsul of Achaia,
with one accord the Jews rose up against Paul and
brought him to the tribunal, saying, This fellow overpersuades men to worship God contrary to the law.
Lucius Junius Gallio bore this name after his adoption by the Roman rheto‘r Lucius Junius Gallic, a friend
of his father’s. His original name was Lucius Annaeus Novatus; he was born about 3 B. C., in Corduba,
Spain, the son of a lawyer, Lucius Annaeus Seneca.
His younger brother, who had the same name as the
father, was the Stoic philosopher, poet, educator of
Nero, and statesman, generally known as Seneca, who
characterized his older brother: Nemo enim mortalium
uni tam d'ndcis quam hie omnibus (No one of mortals
is so pleasant to one person as he is to all). A third
brother was M. Annaeus Mela (or Melas). All three
were of a weak physical constitution, and all three
were compelled to commit suicide by Nero.
Luke is the only writer who calls Gallio a proconsul
although Seneca mentions the fact that he was taken
with fever in Achaia. The province of Achaia underwent various shifts in government, being now imperial,

then senatorial; but Luke has been amply vindicated
when he speaks of it as being senatorial at this time,
as being governed by a proconsul. In 1909 a whitish
grey limestone inscription from the Hagias Elias quarries near. Delphi was found which immortalized a letter
from the emperor Claudius to the citizens of Delphi,
which contains not only the name of Gallio, “Lucius
Junius Gallic, my friend and proconsul of Achaia," but
also most valuable dates: the 12th tribunician year of
Claudius, for the 26th time acclaimed Imperator. This
places us between January 25 and August 1 of the year
52. Zahn corrects Deissmann in regard to the beginning of Gallio's proconsulship. This ofﬁce was held for
only a year and seldom for two. Imperial orders made
the time for leaving Rome April 1, and then April 15.
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Gallio must have arrived in Corinth before May 1 of
the year 52. Deissmann mistakenly assumes his arrival in midsummer and hence dates it about July of
the year 51, which would shift all dependent estimates
of dates by a year.

Many have followed Deissmann.

also R. in his books; but the time of year when proconsuls had to leave Rome should clear up this matter.
The absolute date thus secured. May 1, 52 to May
1, 53 for Gallio's proconsulship, aﬁ'ects all dates stated
in Acts back to 13:4, and thus shortens by a year the
previously accepted calculations for the period covered
in 13 :1-3. Paul came to Corinth in the fall of 51; the
episode before Gallio, who came to Corinth about six
months later, must be dated after May, 52. Paul’s entire stay covered eighteen months; he thus left Corinth
in the spring of 53. This calculation obviates placing
any of the journeys into the winter, a point not to be
overlooked. The seven lines of the inscription are damaged in some places, but experts are agreed on all
omitted letters; the disagreement is due to other points.
The Jews tried the same tactics they had used in
Philippi (16:19). The tactics employed by those in
Thessalonica were worse (17:5). “They rose up with
one accord,” formed a crowd (this compound verb occurs
only here), seized Paul, and brought him to the 1313!"! of
the proconsul. This word means step, orator’s platform,
and then a platform or raised dais for the seat of the
judge. Gallic was new in ofﬁce ; the Jews had attempted
nothing during the time of ofﬁce of the previous proconsul but they seem to think that because of their numbers
and their vociferation they can move the new governor
to punish and to banish Paul. So Paul faces a Roman
proconsul for the second time but under totally different circumstances from the ﬁrst time (13:7).

13) The accusation lodged against Paul is not
identical with that made in Philippi (16 :20, etc.) or
with that made in Thessalonica (17:6, 7). No political
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crime is charged against him. The Jewish religion was
regarded as a religio licita, it could be freely practiced
and had the privilege of making converts, although not
among Roman citizens. The charge against Paul was
not that he practiced a religio illicita. but that he con-

travened Roman law by the way in which he practiced
the Jewish religion, namely by persuading them to
worship God in a way which they as orthodox Jews had
to repudiate. They, of course, do not explain that this
was done by preaching that Jesus was the Jewish Messiah, a claim which they utterly rejected. Their point
is that by deviating from the regular Jewish way of
worshipping God, which Was sanctioned by Roman law,
Paul transgressed that law and its sanction, was acting
napd. 75v vdpov.
The charge against Paul is often misunderstood,

and it is stated that Gallio's reply did not ﬁt the charge.
Then it is assumed that by further questioning Gallio
discovered that it was a contention only about Jewish
religious questions. But this idea reﬂects on Luke by
assuming that he did not adequately report the charge.
Luke reports entirely to the point. Gallio’s reply ﬁts
the charge as recorded by Luke.

14) But when Paul was about to open his mouth,
Gallio said to the Jews: If it were some injury or
criminal wickedness, 0 Jews, according to reason I
would have put up with you; but if they are questions concerning doctrine and names and law pe-

culiar to you, you will see to them yourselves. A
judge of these matters I on my part am determined
not to be!

Roman law brought accuser and accused face to
face before the judge. After the charge had been
made, the accused had the right to offer his defense. It
was thus that Paul looked for the signal from Gallio
which would permit him to reply to the indictment.
Paul was prepared to open his mouth. But Gallio
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promptly rejected the entire charge. The Jews had no
case in court. They were ordered out of court. Their
whole effort was a great nuisance to the Roman proconsul who had other things that properly belonged
to his jurisdiction to take up his time and his attention.
Note how ,u’v and 8c' (v. 15) balance the two conditional statements. In v. 14 we have a mixed condition:
d with the imperfect (protasis, present unreality) : “if
this were a proper legal case —- but it is not"; and the
aorist with av (apodosis. past unreality) : “I would have
entertained it in my court, i. e., when you brought it —
but I have not done so.” Gallio also indicates what are
proper legal cases: a charge involving JSLIK'qya u, some

injury inﬂicted on the complainant, or ﬁgStotipyqpn. n»;péu (n. understood), some wicked rascality, some slick
villany that has been perpetrated in a criminal way.
Gallio teaches these Jews a lesson on the functions of a
Roman judge. Then “according to reason," i. e., in
whatever way reason would apply to the case—and,
of course, only in that way — would he have tolerated

them. Gallio means that even then it would have been
an inﬂiction on him, a case which he would not have
enjoyed handling. This Roman proconsul wants these
Jews to understand that he knows what sort of people
the JeWS are. Claudius had to drive them out of Rome
(v. 2) ; Gallio had just come from Rome; and here in
Corinth this whole crowd of Jews (“with one accord,"

v. 12) was invading his court immediately after he had
assumed his office and trying to start trouble when
everything else was to occupy his attention.

15) The condition of unreality intimates Gallio’s
conviction that the Jews were bringing no legitimate
legal case before him. He follows this with a condition
of reality: (z with the indicative (protasis), any tense
in the apodosis. “If, hOWever, they are — and I am
convinced that they are — nothing but disputes concerning doctrine (Ad-you) and names and law peculiar to

758

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

you (701': “'0' I'inc, which is stronger than a mere genitive), see to them yourselves.” The future is volitive
and almost equal to an imperative (R. 874) : “you will
see to them” —they are your business and not mine.
Since he had come from Rome, Gallio knew all about
these agitations of the Jews (see v. 12) and indicates
this by the three terms he uses, M70: as a designation
for Jewish doctrine, drawn; for the contention about
Jewish authorities, and vépoc m? “0' {mac for the Jewish
Torah and its contents. These were at the bottom of
the tumults that arose in Rome, on account of which
the emperor had to expel the Jews. Gallio is determined to have no repetition of this in Corinth. That
is why he makes short work of these Jews at the very
beginning.
Note that «pain iyu’; are abutted, which increases the
emphasis and is a construction that we cannot duplicate
in English: “a judge — I — of these things" — no!
With this statement the proconsul throws the case out
of court with all the dignity and disdain of a high Roman oﬂicial. He wants these Jews to understand right
here and now that he will have no more of this sort of
thing.
Some have misunderstood Gallio’s action and his
temper on this occasion. They overlook v. 2; they are
puzzled as to how Gallio could act with such understanding as v. 15 evidences, and think that Luke
omitted some questions which Gallio put to the Jews;
then they picture Gallio as the noble Roman who knows
where to draw the line between church and state, the
Roman who wisely follows Rome’s policy of leaving the

religions of its subject peoples alone. Gallio is credited with ﬁne statesmanship, noble tolerance, exceptional justice, and great strength of character. But we
have a different conception of this scene. Gallio knew
what these Jews were after; he used good sense in
squelching them forthwith and rather thoroughly; he
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intended to have no bother and disturbance from that
source during his term of ofﬁce—that is the whole
story. A little more must be added.
16) And he drove them from his tribunal. But
having laid hold on Sosthenes, the synagogue ruler,

they all began to beat him before the tribunal. And
Gallic was concerned about none of these things.
When Gallio threw the case of these Jews out of
court, they should have left the tribunal promptly. Let
us remember that the proconsul of a great Roman
province was equal to the governor of one of our states,
in fact, was like a governor plus the supreme court of
his state. Why did Gallio drive those Jews from his
tribunal (Bing, as in v. 12) ? Because they remained
after their case had been thrown out. Gallio had to
throw them out. He ordered his lictors to take their
rods and to clear the place. A judge of far lower
standing would have done the same.
17) Sosthenes was, no doubt, their spokesman.
The idea that this synagogue had but one dpxunmiywyos
is answered by the plural used in 13:15. Nor do we
think that Sosthenes was elected in place of Crispus
(v. 8). The synagogue always had several rulers, espe-

cially one that was as large as this synagogue in Corinth. Sosthenes was the spokesman because of his ability to serve in this capacity, he would have been the
spokesman even if Crispus had remained a member of
the synagogue.
Now what does it mean that “having laid hold on
him, all began to beat him”? Simply this, that be persisted, and that all the lictors began to strike him with

their rods, the imperfect implying that they did not
need to do this very long.
This obvious sense is questioned because of «dines,
and the question is raised, “Who were they?" Some
answer, “The Jews” cf., 1%., W. P. Sosthenes is said
to have bungled his job as a spokesman so that the
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Jews themselves avenged themselves on him by giving
him a beating before the very tribunal. The Codex
Bezae is referred to which states that these “all" were
a group of Greeks who became incensed at Sosthenes.
But these Greeks would have manhandled more than
merely one Jew. And what about the statement that
“none of these things was a care to Gallio”? Let us at
once say that he certainly would have minded it if the
Jews had beaten their own spokesman, or if any Greek
bystanders had done so.
. Some commentators praise Gallio for strength of
character in driving the Jews from his tribunal (see
v. 16) and then fault him as being a weak character for
allowing Sosthenes to be beaten before his tribunal, be
it by the Jews or by the Greeks. These views cancel
each other, and neither is correct. No proconsul would
have tolerated such a. thing, nor was such a beating a
matter for the police court and not for a proconsul’s
court. No supreme judge would disregard a lesser
crime that is committed in his own court. All is clear
when mivm is referred to the proconsul’s own lictors.
An obstreperous synagogue ruler would soon have them
all around him, striking him, and he would retire with
speed. Gallio certainly would not interfere. But “none
of these things” refers to far more, namely to the whole
affair, of which the hurried departure of Sosthenes was
but a small part. The proconsul held himself superior
to this whole affair, and so concerned himself no more
about the entire matter.
Other suppositions are added. Sosthenes bungled
his task because he was already half a Christian, and
therefore the Jews beat him, and this helped to make

him completely a Christian (R., W. P.). This View is
based on I Cor. 121, where a Sosthenes is mentioned.
The fact is overlooked that Paul calls this Sosthenes

“a brother" and not “your brother” and in no way
connects him with the Corinthians to whom he is writ-

Acts 18:18

761

ing. The name Sosthenes was one that was frequently
found. And I Cor. 1:1 itself answers the assumption
that the two were identical.

END or THE SECOND AND BEGINNING on THE

THIRD MISSIONARY JOURNEY
18) The second missionary journey did not extend
beyond Corinth. Paul left a well-established church
in this city. The experience the Jews had with Gallio
seems to have satisﬁed the Jews, for in Paul’s letters to
Corinth he mentions no persecutions of any kind.
Now Paul, after having remained for many days

with the brethren, having taken his leave, started to
sail out for Syria, and with him Priscilla and Aquila,
having ahorn his head at Cenchraea; for he had a
VOW.

After the action of the proconsul Gallio, Paul had
no reason to leave Corinth in a hurry. So he remained
for a considerable number of days. We have indicated
already in connection with v. 11 that the entire stay in
Corinth comprised eighteen months, yet some add also
these “days” to the eighteen months. Until the very
end of his stay Paul was acuive in gathering new con-

verts.

The dative rois dseAdwis is to be canstrued with

npoopeivac and not as our versions translate it.

Paul ﬁnally bade farewell and set out for Syria.
The inchoative imperfect ééc’wAu, “started out to sail,”
is in place because the ﬁnal destination, Syria, was not
reached by means of one voyage. We can ﬁx the date

rather exactly, due to the inscription discussed in v. 12.
It was after March 10, 53. That was the time of the
year when shipping was resumed (not already on
March 5, as some suppose). We thus see why Paul
had to wait until this time. Aquila and Priscilla went
with him but only as far as Ephesus. One likes to read
between the lines at this point. Did this couple move
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to Ephesus in order that, after the apostle returned to
Ephesus from Syria, he might again live with them and
work in their shop? And was it Paul’s aim already
when he left Corinth to continue his missionary work
in Ephesus? These may have been his plans. They
would then answer the supposition that, while he was
in Corinth, Paul at any time left the home of Aquila
and Priscilla in order to live with Titus Justus (see
v. 7).

At this point a question is raised. Who had made
this vow and what about it? One answer given is,
Paul. Why? Because the story concerns Paul and
not Aquila; because the other participles refer to Paul,
hence Ketpdluvos (aorist middle, causative: “having
caused to be shorn”) must also refer to him; because

the clause with ya'p must modify the main verb and this
refers to Paul. Explanations: 1) Paul voluntarily
assumed the vow; 2) he had been placed under it since
his birth (Gal. 1:15) as a chosen vessel (Acts 9:15).
The shearing of the head began the vow; the shearing
marked its completion. Paul had to go to Jerusalem to
complete it and did go there, this being the reason he
could not stay at Ephesus; Paul did not go to Jerusalem
on this journey.
The other answer given is, Aquila. 0n the basis of
the grammar this must be the answer. If the participle were to refer to Paul, why is it placed so that the
nominative “Aquila” comes immediately before the
participle, and, most signiﬁcant of all, why is Aquila
named after his wife? The latter point cannot be answered by pointing to v. 26; Rom. 16:3; II Tim. 4:19,
because every time the wife is mentioned before her

husband a reason for doing so exists. In v. 26 it is
because Priscilla was more capable of instructing
Apollos than her husband. Ever after that Paul ranks
her as the ﬁrst of the two. In character, ability, and
devotion she so evidently excelled her husband that her
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name had to precede his. Here in v. 18 we also have a
reason for reversing the names.

It cannot be an im-

plied distinction for Priscilla; for what would this be?
Only one reason appears, the necessity of getting the
nominative “Aquila” next to the nominative participle.
That is why Luke did not write «air with two datives:
“with Aquila and Priscilla.”

But we confess that no explanation can be given
regarding the vow itself and what part shaving the

head played in the vow. Num. 16:1, 2 offers no help
whatever even when it is thought that Paul was bound
by the vow. The supposition that Aquila made the vow
when he and his wife left Rome and that cutting his
hair marked its completion is only a supposition. So
also is the view that VOWS were assumed before making a dangerous journey, and that Aquila (or Paul)

had his hair cut in the seaport Cenchraea immediately
before embarking. The objection to this view is the
imperfect (ixe—he had already made the vow. It is
also stated that the entire matter is irrelevant when it
is referred to Aquila, and that it must refer to Paul
because only then would it be of sufﬁcient importance
for a record, since it showed that he often voluntarily
lived “Jewish” even to the extent of assuming a Jewish
vow. But despite all his brevity Luke often adds incidental statements also regarding minor characters.
They are not at all intended to bring out some important truth; they do, however, convey to the reader the
fact that Luke was informed even in regard to minor
details and thus deserves his reader’s fullest conﬁdence.
19) And they arrived at Ephesus, and them he
left here. He, however, having gone into the synagogue, reasoned with the Jews. Yet when they requested him to remain a longer time, he did not
assent but, after taking leave and saying, I will

return again to you, God willing, he put to sea from
Ephesus.
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On this occasion Luke departs from his usual custom and does not mention the seaport, namely Panormus. Ephesus, situated on the Cayster River, the capital of the Roman province of Asia, was the mOSt important city in all Asia Minor. The temple of Artemis
Diana which had been erected in this city was one of
the seven wonders of the ancient world. It was built
of the purest marble, was 425 feet long and 220 wide,
had 127 columns, each 60 feet high and supporting the
roof. It was destroyed by the Goths in 262.
Paul founded the local congregation. Although he
had been prevented from going to Ephesus in 16 :6, the
city was now open to him. Paul spent almost three
years of his missionary activity here; Timothy became
superintendent of the churches in the entire territory
as Paul’s representative with headquarters in Ephesus;
John spent his last years in this city and wrote his Gospel and his Epistles here. The third Ecumenical Council met here in 431 and defined the doctrine of the
church against Nestorius.
The fact that Paul left Aquila and Priscilla here is
noted because of what follows in v. 24, etc. Al'mis is
contrasted with xdxezvom but not as saying that Paul
went to the synagogue, and that Aquila and Priscilla
did not do so. The contrast lies in the fact that these
two were left to stay in Ephesus while Paul remained
only long enough to pay one visit to the synagogue. Of
course, all three went to the synagogue together.

Was

it a Sabbath? Quite likely though not certainly. The

wrist passive slcxéxaq (from the deponent suaéyopaz) is
without passive force, and the aorist states only the
fact that Paul discoursed with the Jews and told them
about the gospel of Jesus, the Messiah.
20) The impression Paul made was altogether
favorable, for he was at once requested to stay in Ephe-

sus for a longer time. But he did not nod his head (so
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literally; this word is found only here in the New
Testament), did not assent.
21) Luke reports only the facts that Paul bade
everybody farewell, promised to return, and then put
to sea (see the verb in 13:13) and left Ephesus. The
Codex Bezae again inserts a commentary that Paul

explained that he had to attend the festival in Jerusalem (the A. V. accepts this reading). We, too, accept it, but not as a part of Luke’s text but as comment that offers an apparently correct explanation as
to why Paul hurried on from Ephesus. This comment,
however, does not answer the question as to why Paul
wanted to go to Jerusalem. Those who think that
he and not Aquila had made the vow assign as the
reason that he intended to complete the vow in Jerusalem according to Num. 16:1-12 by bringing the sacriﬁces prescribed by the law.
The reasOn, we think, was far more important and
vital. Paul wanted to keep the Gentile churches in contact with the mother congregation at Jerusalem. More
than this, he wanted to see the conditions obtaining in
Jerusalem; and soon we see him arranging a great
collection in all his Gentile congregations for the relief
of the brethren at Jerusalem. Since he sailed from
Cenchraea about March 10, the festival Paul hoped to
attend in Jerusalem was the Passover.

Whether he

managed to get there in time no one knows. “God
willing" (I Cor. 4:19; 16:7; James 4:15) is certainly
not a mere phrase in the mouth of the apostle, nor
should it ever be in ours whose goings and comings
are equally subject to God's will.
22)

And having come down to Caesar-ea, after

having gone up and having greeted the church, he
went down to Antioch. And having spent some time,

he went out, in succession going through the Galatian
and Phrygian region, making ﬁrm all the disciples.
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When one starts a voyage one goes up (“is brought

up,” nautical), and when one ends a voyage one comes

down; these are the Greek nautical terms. So our versions very properly translate, “when he had landed.”
And now we have a controversy as to whether Paul,
after landing in Caesarea, went up and greeted the
church of Caesarea only or that of Jerusalem also and
then went down to Antioch. We submit the following.
Kama.» dc.- Kawépaav means complete arrival in Caesarea and not merely arrival in the harbor; just as the
corresponding expression dvﬁxan 51:5 ﬁr: ’E¢e’aou means

departure from Ephesus and not merely from the water
of its harbor. 'Avaﬁa's does not mean walking up from
the water’s edge to the higher ground of Caesarea
(and so greeting the church there) but again corresponds with Kari/31;, going down.

Participle and main

verb are plain when they are understood as referring
to going up to Jerusalem and coming down from there
to Antioch. When Zahn scores this view as being
wrong, he lays stress only on dvaﬂds and contends that
the mere participle never means going up to Jerusalem,
and that the unmodiﬁed f, ixxArpc'a. is never used with
reference to the church at Jerusalem; he does not say
a word about «ad/3:7, and how one could say he “went
down" from the coast town of Caesarea to Antioch
which is up some distance from the sea; nor does he
say one word about the correspondence of "having gone
up" with “he came down” although he insists that Paul
went to Antioch by land.
Furthermore, why did Paul go to Caesarea at all if
he did not intend to go to Jerusalem? There was nothing in the church at Caesarea that attracted him, the
attraction was entirely in Jerusalem. He should have
taken passage from, Ephesus to Seleucia, the harbor of
Antioch, and saved the long, hard journey overland from
Caesarea to Antioch. Sailing facilities to Seleucia were
just as frequent as those to Caesarea. Again, after once
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getting to Caesarea, it was only a short journey to Jeru-

salem, and to turn his back on the great church there.
with which Paul intended to maintain close connection
in the interest of unity, would be an inexplicable act.
But why did Luke not add “to Jerusalem"? Because
he did not think that his reader would misunderstand
the going up and the coming down. Jerusalem was
always up. in leaving it one always came down; and this
“up" and this "down" were in large part ethical and
not merely physical. For all Jews and all Christians
Jerusalem, by virtue of this fact, always had been and
still was high up and great. Nothing of sufﬁcient importance for a record transpired on this brief visit; it
is unlikely that Paul found even one apostle in Jerusalem. Some make an issue of the fact that in his
letter to the Galatians Paul does not mention this visit
(his fourth) nor that indicated in 11:30 and 12:25
(his second). There is no issue of any kind, for in
Galatians, Paul is writing of those visits to Jerusalem
which he made when he conferred with one or another
of the apostles.

23) Paul ﬁnally returned to Antioch, the congregation from which he had set out on both of his great
missionary tours.

He had been gone about two years,

from the early spring of 51 until April of 53 (for the
dating see v. 12, which is exact for this reckoning).
He could not immediately tear himself away, so he
remained for some time; we think it was several weeks.
How much he had to relate, and how much there was to
be related to him! The old bonds were strongly reknit.
Paul always strengthened the sacred ties. From him
many might learn this process and the spirit of unity
(not unionism) which completely ﬁlled him. The deplorable practice that this or that church does as it
pleases without due consideration of the other churches
in the fellowship had not yet arisen.
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And now the third missionary journey begins. It
begins as did the second: Paul revisits the congregations founded on his ﬁrst missionary journey in “the
Galatian and Phrygian region." In 16:6 we have discussed this territory. In that passage we must regard
the one article in the expression rip ‘Ppuyiav «a; Paxamﬁv

xépav as denoting one region which was designated as
both Phrygian and Galatian, namely Phrygian Galatia,
that part of the Roman province Galatia which was at
one time included in the ethnographic territory Called

Phryglan. The effort to ﬁnd two regions in this expression, one Phrygian (or taking this as a noun:

Phrygia) and the other Galatian, has brought on the
confusion we mention in our comments on chapter 16.

This is also the case here where Luke reverses the adjectives. Since it was Phrygian and Galatian at the
same time, it may with equal propriety be called Gala.
tian and Phrygian. The noun xu'ipav may be placed after
both adjectives as is done in 16 :6, or between them as
is done here; it could also be placed immediately after
the article. Greek usage allows any one of these three
constructions without a change in sense. Instead of
noticing this rather obvious fact, some interpreters
divide this expression so that two territories are found
in it, and tbpuytav is made a noun, or xu'lpav is supplied
and thus read twice. The grammar is ignored, namely that one article (and in both passages we have
only one) combines into a unit whatever follows that
article.
On this journey Paul traveled alone, and on this

third visit he again conﬁrmed the disciples. And the
expression “the disciples" refers to the churches or
congregations, for every church was composed of
disciples. He viewed the progress that had been made,
and his one aim was to make them as ﬁrm and solid
as possible in the faith they had received. His third
visit must have been even more delightful to his heart
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than the ﬁrst. In view of the letter he was soon to
write to these very churches (Galatians) let us note
that no defection from the gospel was evident to Paul
on this visit.
24) Now a Jew, Apollos by name, an Alexandrian by race, an eloquent man, arrived in Ephesus,

being mighty in the Scriptures.
Aquila and Priscilla had remained in Ephesus.

Paul had gone on and had not as yet returned. During
this interval Apollos arrived. He probably came from
Alexandria. By saying that he was “a Jew" Luke designates his extraction which was Jewish and not Gentile. He was not Jewish as opposed to Christian. “An

Alexandrian by race,” up 76m, adds the detail that he
was a native-born Alexandrian, had been reared in the
great Egyptian city that had been founded by Alexander the Great and named after him. Two of this city’s
ﬁve sections were inhabited by Jews. It had a great
university and a library and was the main seat of
Jewish-Hellenistic learning. The Jewish-Alexandrine
philosophy was developed here; its chief exponent,
Philo, was still living. Here the LXX had been translated, a work that was of more inﬂuence than any other
translation of the Old Testament. The inspired New
Testament writers quoted from it. Although they re-

garded Jerusalem as the great center of their religion,
the Alexandrine Jews had their own temple at Leon-

topolis.
The A. V. version correctly translates (\0’7toc, “eloquent” as distinguished from the R. V.’s “learned.”
Apollos was gifted and well-trained dialectically. He
had, no doubt, been educated in the famous university
of‘his city. Last and most important of all and added
without a connective and by means of a participle, he
is described as “being mighty in the Scriptures.” The
rest of his education had been made subservient to the
Scriptures and to the power to use them effectively.
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What follows shows that Luke does not have in mind
rabbinical ability in the Old Testament, for Apollos
used the Bible to preach Jesus Christ as he had learned
to know him.
Apollos was not a man who merely echoed the learning of his day, who merely swallowed all that he was
taught and let it puff him up with intellectual pride,
who disdained everything that did not bear the stamp
of the schools. A ﬂood of light falls into the very heart
of Apollos when Luke writes, “being mighty in the
Scriptures.” That is exactly where thousands of
highly titled university graduates are pitifully weak.
They are perhaps mighty against the Scriptures with
their learning but not mighty in the Scriptures, ﬁlled
with the spiritual power that has its source in the sav-

ing truth of Holy Writ.
It was providential that this valuable man came to
Ephesus just at this time. The teachers he needed to

complete his education had also been providentially
brought to Ephesus just at this time. Paul was not
there and would not get there for some time. Not
even a congregation was found there. Only a humble
tentmaker and his equally unpretentious wife were
there to take Apollos in hand. But would this eloquent,
able university graduate condescend to go to school to
a tentmaker, a common artisan, and to his wife who

had never attended a university? We shall see. The
best university training Apollos ever received was
given him in this tentmaker's shop, and the best pro-

fessor Apollos ever had was this tentmaker’s wife,
Priscilla. And among the greatest services these two
ever rendered the Lord was what they did for Apollos.
In the whole story of Acts there is no picture that is
more ideal than this of Apollos and Aquila and his wife.

25)

This one had been informed as to the Way

of the Lord; and being fervent in the spirit, he spoke
and taught accurately the things concerning Jesus al-
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though knowing only the baptism of John. This one
also began to speak with boldness in the synagogue,

and having heard him, Priscilla and Aquila took him
to them and more accurately set forth to him the
Way of God.
In the effective Greek fashion aim»: brings to a focus
all that has been said about Apollos and then adds
more. By means of the periphrastic past perfect passive “had been informed" we are told that in addition
to all his other education Apollos also knew about “the
Way of the Lord." Passives of verbs that have two

objects still take the one as here (R. 816).

Kamxc’m

(source of our “catechize.” “catechism." “catechetics”)
is used here as it is in Luke 1:4 and in a few other
places in the New Testament without conveying an idea

of formal instruction: this idea of formally instructing
in the elements of the faith by using also the question
method was added later (C.-K. 481).
Not in the Alexandrian schools but from some disciple of the Baptist Apollos had learned something
about “the Way of the Lord." i. e., the Christian doctrine. The Hebrew dcrek. “way.” one that is laid out
and traveled. is used extensively in the Old Testament
in a religious and an ethical sense; in P3. 1:6 it is used
in both the good and the evil sense. The Jews later
called the entire Christian doctrine and practice de-rek
hanotsarz'm, “the Way of the Christians.” So “Way"
means doctrine. faith. confession. life, all combined.
“Lord" must here mean Jesus. for Apollos taught “the
things concerning Jesus.” What Apollos thus knew
was correct enough as far as it went; the trouble was
that it did not go far enough.
Apollos had eagerly accepted this teaching concern-

ing Jesus from the disciples of the Baptist. We shall
meet another case of this kind in 19:1, etc., but much
less information will be furnished us in regard to that
case. It seems that after his death some of the dis-
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ciples of the Baptist had scattered and had spread some
of his teaching here and there without fully knowing
about the death and the resurrection of Jesus and what
these implied.
And now we learn something about the spirit of
Apollos, namely, that he was “fervent in spirit” (dative
of relation), {in meaning “to boil," “to seethe.” What
he had discovered did not appeal to him only intellectually, it captivated his very spirit; he glowed with
holy enthusiasm and zeal. He spoke and taught all
along (imperfect tenses) what he had learned, 11‘. mp2
m3 'Inooﬁ, a neat idiom, “the things concerning Jesus”
as far as he knew them. He could not keep still about
them, he had to impart them also to others: he spoke
them to men privately as occasion offered, and he
taught them in public, in meetings in the synagogues

wherever he happened to be.
This Apollos did exprﬂae, “accurately,” the same adverb Luke used in Luke 1:3 in regard to himself. He
did not let his zeal carry him away. He became no
“enthusiast” in the sense of a fanatic; he avoided the
speculations into which the Alexandrian Jews such as

Philo might have carried him by mixing error with
truth in a philosophic fashion. He kept to exactness.
Why some authorities think that Apollos had obtained
much from Philo is difﬁcult to understand when Luke
excludes this idea with the adverb “accurately.” So
also “the things concerning Jesus" means the actual
facts about Jesus. They included what the Gospels
record for us of the Baptist’s testimony, which was by
no means inconsiderable; they may have included some
things from the early work of Jesus himself, which
those of the Baptist’s disciples who did not attach them-

selves to Jesus heard toward the end of the Baptist's
career and afterward.
Luke marks this limitation in the equipment of
Apollos by adding, “knowing only the baptism of
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John." By “the baptism of John" the whole teaching
and work of the Baptist are referred to. The idea is not
that he knew nothing about Christian baptism but that
his knowledge did not extend to the completion of the
work of Jesus. This, of course, included also the command to baptize all nations and the events that transpired at the time of Pentecost and later. A misleading
contrast is introduced by regarding John’s baptism as a
mere water baptism over against the baptism of Jesus,
either this itself (Matt. 28:19) or the so-called Spirit
baptism at the time of Pentecost and what some today
call “the baptism of the Spirit," an imaginary sudden
seizure by the Spirit without means which produces
total sanctiﬁcation. On this subject compare 1:6. To
know only John's baptism was not to know about the
cruciﬁxion, the resurrection, the ascension, Pentecost,
etc., not to know of the Lord’s Supper, the ﬁrst church
at Jerusalem, the mission of the apostles, etc.
Nothing is said about the baptiSm of Apollos. But
We are safe in the conclusion that, if he had been baptized with John's baptism. and if this baptism had not

been deemed suﬁicient, Luke would have touched upon
that point, especially in view of what he writes in 19:1,
etc. So the facts must be that Apollos had received the

baptism of John, and that this was all he needed, exactly as all of the Twelve had received no other baptism
than that of John.

The case of the persons mentioned

in 19 :1, etc., is entirely different.

26) This then, a secOnd onh'oe which includes all
that had thus far been said of him, was the man who began to speak in the Ephesian synagogue with full freedom, holding nothing back. Aquila and Priscilla must
have been surprised when they heard him. But they
at once noted his serious limitations. When Luke
writes that they “took him to them" (indirect middle
voice), we must note all that is involved. Moreover,

Luke now places Priscilla’s name before her husband' .
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In v. 18 the reason for this placement is only grammatical; here it means much more just as it does twice
in Paul’s letters (Rom. 16:3; 11 Tim. 4:19, where Paul
even uses Prisca instead of the diminutive Priscilla).
We conclude that Priscilla was the moving spirit, that
she was by nature more gifted and able than her husband, also spiritually fully developed due to her having
had Paul in her home for eighteen months while residing in Corinth. Aquila seems to have been a gentle,
quiet soul, who was genuine in this unobtrusive way.
It seems that the couple was childless.
The beauty of Priscilla’s character lies in the .fact
that she never thrust herself forward, never asserted
herself, or made her superiority felt. She was loyally
true to Paul’s teaching that the husband is the head
of the wife. Aquila had found a pearl among women.
Priscilla is the direct opposite of Sapphira. The one
stimulated her husband to all that was good, the other
helped her husband on to his destruction. Priscilla is
the example our women need so much today when so
many thrust themselves beyond their proper sphere and
often do not know where to stop.
It was a delicate undertaking to take Apollos to
themselves and to set forth to him more accurately the
Way of God. Who were these humble people to teach
a university graduate, this orator schooled in the Scriptures? But they managed it perfectly with all tact.
The two aorists imply that. Equal credit belongs to
Apollos. He accepted the invitation of Priscilla and
Aquila. He must have been a man of deep spirituality
not to let his superior education, ability, and standing assert themselves and prevent him from going to
school to such lowly teachers. He is an example for
all the high and mighty men of education today and
for the green beginners for whom a little learning is
already a dangerous thing. They scorn the old faith,

look down even upon godly parents who cling to it and
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on the church that keeps the sacred ﬁre burning.
Apollos shall judge them at that day!
Luke surely wants his reader to understand that
Priscilla was the main teacher.

The ancients. too,

knew about a number of most superior and talented
women.

Priscilla was not like these.

She had no more

education than her husband. Her great treasure was
the gospel. and her ability was that she could impart
it with all lucidity and force. She helped to teach
Apollos in all propriety. Since this was private teaching, it in no way conﬂicted with the apostolic principle
that women are to remain silent in the church. Humble
people though she and her husband were, they were not

abashed before Apollos.
On tries to picture the three sitting together and
going into the great gospel story. Apollos must have

asked many questions, Paul’s name must have been
mentioned often. Little had Priscilla and Aquila
thought, when they had learned from Paul in Corinth
to what use they would have to put their instruction.
Apollos eagerly absorbed all they could teach him.
Suppose you, wife and husband, had been in their
place. how would you have acquitted yourselves? We
here see how in the apostolic age so many churches
started in places to which no apostle came. The Christians themselves were the missionaries. So well did
the apostle ground them in the faith that they themselves were ready always to give an answer to every

man that asked them a reason of the hope that was in
them, with meekness and fear (I Pet. 3:15) .
27) Now he desiring to go through to Achaia,
the brethren having urged him forward, wrote to the
disciples duly to receive him: who, having come, contributed much on his part to those who had believed

through grace. For strenuously he kept confuting
the Jews to a ﬁnish in public, showing by the Scriptures Jesus to be the Christ.
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How did Apollos come to think of extending his
traVels to Achaia, and who were these brethren who
urged him forward? Here the Codex Bezae adds to
Luke’s account. It states that some Corinthians were
temporarily in Ephesus and, on hearing Apollos, began
to beseech him to go with them to their home city.
After he had consented, we are told, "the Ephesians”
wrote “to the disciples in Corinth" to receive the man.

To be sure, Paul does speak of Apollos’ being in
Corinth (I Cor. 1 :12). So this Codex refers the whole

story to Corinth.

But had Aquila and Priscilla not

recently come from Greece, and had they not told
Apollos the whole story about Paul’s work there while
he lived in their home. and that he had left Silas and
Timothy behind? Nor does Apollos deserve special
credit for farsightedness in thinking of Achaia and
thus farther than Corinth; for we have already seen
that Paul extended his work beyond Corinth through
Silas and Timothy, and did not Aquila and Priscilla tell

Apollos all about that also?
The statement that the transient Corinthians invited Apollos to return with them makes an unpleasant
impression. Paul had left Silas and Timothy to continue the work in Corinth, but these Corinthians
promptly fell in love with Apollos and induced him
to go along with them because they regarded him as
a better man than these two assistants of Paul. Yet
when Aquila and Priscilla heard Apollos they at once
recognized his deﬁciency. The observation that after
having been taught more accurately, Apollos preferred
not to continue to speak in the Ephesian synagogue but
to go elsewhere, seems far nearer probability than the
story which the Codex Bezae inserts. And Luke writes
that he went to "Achai‘a" and not to “Corinth.” Apollos was not the type of man who would desire to supplant Paul's assistants in Corinth; he hoped to ﬁnd

work at their side in the spacious province of Achaia.
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The fact that he worked also in Corinth, as we gather
from Paul’s letter, was a later development.
We incidentally read about “the brethren" in Ephesus. So there were a few others besides Aquila and
his wife who joined in recommending Apollos to the
disciples in Achaia. Just who these brethren were
makes little difference. The word of Aquila and Priscilla, who had given Paul a home for so long a time,
would go far. This is the ﬁrst instance of a Christian
letter of recommendation. A close study of the
apostolic period reveals the frequent use of such let-

ters; Paul, too, Wrote some of them. All of them have
been lost. In ano'o‘e'saaﬁai the preposition d-n'd adds the
idea of “duly” receiving, i. e., as beﬁts the recommendation given.
The Greek relative often has demonstrative force:
"he was the one who." Apollos more than lived up
to his recommendation. When he reached Achaia, it
was his occupation (durative, imperfect) to contribute
on his part (note this force of the middle) a great deal
to those who had believed (and were thus still believing, perfect participle.) Our versions construe: “had
believed through grace.” But Luke is scarcely characterizing these believers; he is describing the work
of Apollos. His success was not due to his eloquence
and his learning but to divine grace. the grace with
which he had made contact in the home of Aquila and

Priscilla. This is something every preacher ought to
put into the notebook of his heart, whether he be a
man of learning and eloquence who needs to trust not
in himself, or a man of humble gifts who needs to know
that grace alone gives true success.

28) Apollos was not equipped to advance the faith
of those who believed; his contribution was of a negative kind as Luke also feels constrained to explain
(ydp) lest his reader obtain a wrong impression. He
strenuously kept confuting the Jews to a ﬁnish (ma-é
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in the compound verb) in public (the dative of the
feminine form of the adjective Squtimos used as an
adverb). And this took place in the Jewish synagogues and not in the Christian cOngregations. Jewish opponents would not appear in the congregations, nor
attempt a controversy there. Nor did this occur in
Corinth, for the hostile Jewish synagogue in this place
had long before this time been closed to every Christian speaker. It took place, as Luke has said, in
Achaia, in new territory, in new synagogues, and the
believers who were thus helped were those found in
these synagogues.
How Apollos accomplished this complete confuting
is stated: “showing by the Scriptures Jesus to be
the Christ.” This harks back to v. 24, to the learning
Apollos had obtained in Alexandria when he studied
the Old Testament. He now used all of it in proving
most conclusively that Jesus was the Messiah, and in
overwhelming all his Jewish opponents. With this
brief account Luke concludes his story about Apollos
except to say in i9 :1 that he was in Corinth where he,
no doubt, made his headquarters.

CHAPTER XIX
THE THIRD MISSIONARY JOURNEY:
EPHESUS

1) Luke takes up the thread broken off at 18:23
and continues with the 'story of Paul. The accusative
'AvroMu': is the Attic second declension (R. 260; B.-D.
55, 1g). The account of the twelve men who had not
been properly baptized has been criticized as being unlike Luke and far below the high literary level of Acts.
This criticism overlooks the fact that the account about
Apollos and that about these twelve men must be considered together as dealing with the aftereifects produced by certain disciples of the Baptist. Both accounts are also concerned with Paul. He put his stamp
of approval on Apollos. He was with Paul when the
latter wrote to the Corinthians from Ephesus (I Cor.
16 :12). But Paul corrected the baptism of the twelve
men whose case was different from that of Apollos. Not
all baptisms were genuine. It is so to this day.
Now it came to pass while Apollos was in Corinth
that Paul, having come through the upper parts,
came to Ephesus and found some disciples.
Luke uses two of his favorite idioms: iyc’mo with
an accusative with the inﬁnitive as the subject; and
a» n; with the inﬁnitive in the sense of “while." Apollos
had left Ephesus before Paul arrived there and had
only heard about him from Aquila and Priscilla. “The
upper parts" which Paul crossed in order to go directly to Ephesus were “the Galatian and Phrygian region"
of 18:23; see the discussion of that passage.

Luke’s

brevity need not imply that the “disciples" were found
in Ephesus immediately upon Paul's arrival. When
(779)
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Paul found them is not stated because it is quite immaterial. Luke is concerned only about what Paul did
in their case.
2) And he said to them, Did you receive the
Holy Spirit on coming to believe? They to him, No,
we did not even hear whether there is a Holy Spirit.
And he said, In what, then, were you baptized? They
said, In John’s baptism. But Paul said, John baptized with the baptism of repentance, saying to the
people to believe in the One coming after him, that
is in Jesus. And having heard, they were baptized
in the name of the Lord Jesus.
We do not agree with those who feel that Paul became “suspicious of their looks and conduct.” There
is no evidence that these disciples were different from
others in appearance or'in conduct. 0n meeting these
as well as other disciples, Paul and others likewise
would naturally try to get acquainted with them and
would thus ask about their past life and their connection with the faith. We do the same today. Thus in
the most natural way the question was asked: “Did

you receive the Holy Ghost on coming to faith?” The
participle expresses action that is simultaneous with
that of the main verb and is punctiliar to indicate the
time when they ﬁrst came to believe. We have discussed the use of (i at the beginning of a direct question in 1:6, and venture the explanation that it is not
elliptical but has become a mere interrogatory particle
which thus does not call for translation.
Paul’s question contained no reference to baptism.
The sacrament was only indirectly involved since people who came to faith would naturally also be baptized. What Paul asked these men was whether any
charismatic manifestations of the Holy Spirit occurred
when they came to faith. In the case of Cornelius and
those with him these manifestations came before they
were baptized, they usually came afterward, yet not
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always immediately but sometimes much later as was
the casein 8 :15. and in most of the later cases they did
not occur at all. As proof of this we may point to all the
congregations founded by Paul. The question asked by
Paul was thus not at all a searching one, as though he
were putting these men to a test. Some of the early
converts received the temporary grace of charismatic
gifts, not, however, the 3,000 who were converted at
Pentecost, nor the many thousands that were converted
later. Paul thus merely inquired as to what had happened in their case.

3) His innocent question brought out the astonishing fact that these men had never even heard whether
or not there was a Holy Ghost. 'AAAa'. is here equal
to “no" (R. 1186, where it is shown that this conjunction does not always mean “but”). We leave this
answer just at it reads. They confess that they had
not yet heard of the existence of the Holy Spirit (d
mm). This does not mean that, as in John 7 :39, they
had, indeed, heard of his existence but not yet of his
being given, i. e., of his great coming at the time of
Pentecost. Those who hold this view must reckon with
Apollos who also had not heard of Pentecost and. yet was

admittedly not rebaptized.
This is the salient point in this entire account: people who know nothing about the Holy Spirit cannot
have received genuine and valid baptism; what: they
have received in that respect is not a true baptism.

That is why Paul at once asks: “In what, then, were
you baptized ?" This is the static use of etc. and is
equal to 2v with the idea of sphere (R. 592) so that the
sense is:

“In connection with what were you bap-

tized?” And “what" (neuter) shows that Paul has
in mind "in connection with what name ?” When
these men were baptized. was the name of the Holy
Ghost not used, and had the sacrament not been explained to them suﬂiciently to make plain the Spirit's
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cannection with it (John 3:3, 5) ?- It develops that
the Spirit’s name had not even been mentioned. In
regard to (is in this paragraph, the R. V. with its “into”
is inferior to the A V. with its “unto” and its “in”
(v. 5). The R. V. aims to be more literal and exact;
unfortunately its translation was made before the new
knowledge of the Koine became known. Anyone who
still doubts this static use of (is should consult the
many new grammars and dictionaries and the ostraca
and the papyri where copious proof is furnished.
These men give a rather helpless answer. Paul wants
to know “in what" they had been baptized, and all they
can say is that it it was “in John’s baptism.” That
is the only name they can mention in connection with
their baptism. It is quite possible that somebody had
baptized them by using only the words: “I baptize
you with John’s baptism.” Disciples and followers of
John, who were scattered about even outside of

Palestine after John’s early death, tried to perpetuate
his baptism and his teaching. In every case where people received the baptism of these followers of John it
became a casual question as to what such a baptism
really amounted to.
4) After receiving only the vague answer, “In
John’s baptism," Paul explains brieﬂy what John himself did so that these men could compare John himself, his baptism, and his teaching with whatever
alleged follower of John they had come into contact
with and anything he had done and said. Paul emphasizestwo main points in regard to John: 1) he baptized
with the baptism of repentance (cognate accusative),
the divinely appointed sacrament, genuine, legitimate,
proper in every way. The genitive “of repentance”

is qualitative. 'We see what he had in mind in Mark
1:4, 5; Matt. 3:6, especially when we note those to
whom John refused baptism, Matt. 3:7—9; Luke 3:7-9.
True repentance accompanied John’s baptism; the
\
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sacrament itself- implied that. It was no opus operatum, for it conveyed the forgiveness of sins just as
baptism does today. On “repentance” see 2:38. And
2) John’s baptism turned every man to faith in the
One coming after John, that is, to Jesus. Paul calls
him, what John himself had called him, “the One coming,” which was the great Messianic name. Repentance had to be linked with faith in him. The fact that
this involved the Holy Spirit who alone works repentance and faith need not be stated.

Note that the object is placed before (ya in order to
give it the greatest emphasis; note also the construction M'ywv 2m in which this conjunction introduces what
John demanded (R. 993; B.-D. 392, 1 d). John baptized only repentant and believing confessors just as
we do to this day, with this difference, that John demanded faith in the One coming, we faith in the One
come. Paul may have spoken at great length, Luke
gives his reader the gist of what he said.
5)

This was entirely new to these men.

They saw

from what Paul revealed to them about John’s baptism
that the baptism they had received was not John’s real
baptism. Paul discovered it for them when they told
him they knew nothing about the Holy Ghost. So they
were now baptized. What they had received before
was not baptism. But now they were not baptized in
the name of the One yet to come. The Lord Jesus had
come long ago. and so they were baptized “in the
name of the Lord Jesus." This phrase'has been explained in 2 :38, and always means, “in connection with

the revelation of the Lord Jesus”; auopa means “revelation" in all these and similar phrases and never “the
authority of."
We still meet analogous cases when people are baptized in non-Trinitarian churches. Theirs is not baptism and for the following valid reason. Baptism was
given to the church, and non-Trinitarians are not in
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any sense the church or a part of it. Denial of the
Trinity is denial of the true God, substituting a
ﬁgment for him, destroying the very substance of baptism, which is to bring a sinner into saving connection, not with an imaginary “God" but with the one

true God. We never rebaptize such people, for these
people were never baptized. A counterfeit is not real
money, never will be. We, therefore, see the great
value of this incident reported by Luke.
6)
And when Paul placed his hands on them.
the Holy Spirit came upon them, and they began to

speak with tongues and to prophesy. Moreover, the
men in all were about twelve.

See 6:6 for the laying on of hands. Here this act
must have been accompanied by a prayer for the special
manifestation of the Holy Ghost. This is a duplicate
to 8:15-17; compare also 9 :17. We are able to say why
charismatic gifts were bestowed at the time of Pentecost, on the Samaritans, and then on the Gentiles who
were with Cornelius. Just why these same gifts were
bestowed here is not apparent.

But the fact is plain.

The twa imperfects are inchoative.
It is unwarranted to state that because Luke does
not write “with other tongues” as he did in 2:4, this
was not the same speaking in foreign languages that
occurred at the time of Pentecost; that there were two
entirely different kinds of speaking with tongues, etc.
See 2 :4 where the subject is treated at length. Prophesying is added in order to state what was uttered with
tongues just as in 2:11, “the great things of God” are
mentioned. This word must here be understood in the
wider sense as expressing any adequate utterance of
divine truth. The Spirit himself spoke through the
mouths of these men who were so ignorant but now so
richly blessed by him. They now know the Holy Spirit
because of their own wonderful experience.
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If Luke offers a hint in regard to immersion, B...
W. P., ought to point it out instead of claiming that
this was “a baptism in water," meaning by immersion.
He also advances the old erroneous claim that this baptism did not convey the Holy Spirit nor forgiveness of
sins; but Jesus differs with him as to the Spirit in John
3:5, and Peter differs with him as to the remission of
sins in Acts 2:38, likewise Ananias in Paul's case in
22 :16, and Paul himself in Tit. 3 :5. But one should not
think that baptism and the charismatic gifts go together. Pentecost excludes such a view, for none of
the 3,000 baptized on that day spoke with tongues. The
saving presence of the Spirit is evident in baptism; his
charismatic presence is an entirely different thing and

is bestowed as the Spirit wills (I Cor. 12:11) for his
own special purposes. To conclude that, because the
Spirit there came charismatically after the baptism
when Paul laid on his hands, therefore the Spirit was not
bestowed with saving grace in baptism, and then to

stress the idea that this was “a baptism in mter,” is
to antagonize John 3:5.
7) “About twelve,” like the addition virus, “in
all." means that not many men were involved and that
Luke cared to say no more. Note that mims is attributive, is placed after the article, and thus means im
ganzen, zusammen (B.-D. 275, 7), “the total number
of the men" (R. 773.) The incident connected with
these men seems to have occurred during the ﬁrst days
that Paul spent in Ephesus and not necessarily before
he began his work in the synagogue.
8) The account of what Paul did in Ephesus Luke
presents in v. 8-12. Now having gone into the synagogue, he continued to speak boldly for three

months, reasoning and persuading regarding the
things concerning the kingdom of God.
Paul had been most favorably received in the Ephesian synagogue on his ﬁrst visit and was at that time
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asked to remain but promised, God willing, to return. .
So he now again takes up his work. It is exceptional
that it was possible for him to continue for as long a
period as three months, reasoning, namely on the basis
of the Scriptures, and persuading his Jewish hearers
“regarding the things concerning the kingdom of God,”
God’s rule of grace in Christ Jesus and all that it included. On this kingdom and on the entire expression
see 1:3. We do not regard “persuading” as conative,
“trying to persuade" (R., W. P.), because both participles must be understood in the same way, and Paul
certainly did not merely try to reason. “Trying to
persuade” would imply that he failed, but this was by
no means the case.
9) Paul took his time. As long as no opposition
developed, he had hopes of winning the entire synagogue, and nothing would have delighted him more.
But when some began to harden themselves and
began to be disobedient, speaking basely of the Way
in the presence of the multitude, having stood away
from them, he separated the disciples, day by day
reasoning in the school of Tyrannus. Moreover, this
went on for two years so that all those inhabiting
Asia heard the Word of the Lord, Jews as well as
Greeks.
The division ﬁnally came, and not through the
agency of Paul but through that of the opposing Jews.
The two imperfect tenses are inchoative: “they began,”
etc.; and the ﬁrst is not passive, “were hardened" (our
versions) but the reﬂexive middle, “began to harden
themselves.” The point is rather important because
the sinner always ﬁrst hardens himself, and not until
that point has been reached does God harden him. In
other words, God’s hardening is always punitive.~ His
whole effort is directed toward softening the sinner in
contrition and faith, but when the sinner resists all
these efforts of grace so that the Holy Spirit can no
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longer work in him by his grace, God abandons him,
gives him over to his hardness, and thus hardens him.
The outstanding example is Pharaoh who hardened
himself ﬁve times and was then hardened by God as a
punishment. The idea contained in the verb is expressed in the adjective “Mp6; (compare it in the compound found in 7 :51), “dried out” like a dried branch
that no longer bends but is rigid and stiff.
The second imperfect helps to bring out the idea
more fully. Paul was busy “persuading," but these
Jews “were unpersuaded.” The longer Paul applied
grace in order to persuade, the worse they became.
The verb thus gets to mean both “to be disobedient”
and “to be disbelieving,” and usually, as here, both
ideas ﬂow together. These Jews would not obey the
saving call of grace, and that means that they would
not believe the saving truth in Jesus. The condition
thus described by the two verbs is possible only when
grace is applied to the heart; it can never result before
grace is applied. It is always abnormal and unreasonable because the sinner ought to yield to grace and to
saving truth, i. e., to the power of deliverance, to the
gratin. suﬁiciens. Because it is so abnormal and unreasonable his self-hardening is extremely guilty, has a
guilt that is due wholly to himself (Matt. 23:37). It is
a terrible matter for the sinner when saving grace is
compelled to withdraw and to abandon him to God’s
judgment.

The participle states how these Jews manifested
their inner hardening and disobedient refusal to be-

lieve: they began to speak basely of the Way in the
presence of the multitude; compare the expressions
found in 13:45; 18:6. “The Way" is here used ethically as it was in 13:10; 16 :17. It needs no modiﬁer, it
is the Way of salvation Ka'r' ésoxﬁv. When Luke writes
“some” he evidently refers to the leaders of the oppositiOn. They spoke against the Way “in the presence of
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the multitude,” in the synagogue meeting, and sought
to turn everybody against the Way that was proclaimed
by Paul. To what extent they succeeded is not stated.
The decisive moment had come. Paul “stood away
from them," he gave up speaking in the synagogue. It
was the only course left to him. It is also impossible
to force the gospel upon men who, after they have
heard it, reject and revile it. When he withdrew himself he naturally took with him and separated the “disciples” from the synagogue. So Paul had “disciples"
in the synagogue at the end of the three months; how
many is not stated. Separating them from the synagogue implied the formation of a new congregatiou.
We take it that these “disciples” were in part proselytes
of the gate.
The new meeting place was “the school of Tyrannus” where Paul reasoned day by day (distributive
xaro’.) . The word axe»; means “leisure” but is here used
in the sense of “school.” This is the only instance in
the New Testament where the word has this meaning.
Just what this school was we are unable to say. Some
have thought that Tyrannus was a Jew who conducted
a school for teaching the law or even maintained a private synagogue. Others think of a regular Greek
school for boys and bring descriptions of how each of
the boys was conducted to school by his “ism/W69, slave
mentor, and spent from earliest morning until about
eleven o'clock under the teacher. Still others think
of a lecture hall for teaching rhetoric and philosophy,
or possibly even medicine. This conjecture seems best.
It is a question whether “the school of Tyrannus”
was merely the name of the hall which was not in use
at the time, or whether Tyrannus was the teacher who
was using it at the time it bore this name. The Codex
Bezae again ampliﬁes with the comment that Paul used

this school from 11 in the morning until 4 in the afternoon, “after business hours” as Ramsay puts it. This
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intrigues some, and they picture Paul working at his
trade from dawn until 11 and then teaching from 11
to 4 -- a strenuous life indeed! But it is an impossible
supposition to anyone who has visited the Orient.
Every place of business closes from noon until 4
o’clock; everybody takes his siesta, does so of necessity, would be compelled to do so especially in a coast
town. This is necessary less because of the heat than
because of the dangerous actinic power of the vertical
rays of the sun during the long summer season. The
hours mentioned by the Codex Bezae are the very ones
when even such a man as Paul could not have had hearers for most of the year. This Codex must have originated in northern territory.
As in 18:7 Paul used the spacious house of Titus
Justus, so he now uses the school of Tyrannus. Both
places must have been suitable to his purpose. But no
one knows whether Tyrannus was a convert, whether
the school building was offered gratis, or whether Paul
and the disciples paid rent. One thing is certain, having left the synagogue and the Jewish circle, Paul now
extended his work into the great Gentile world.
10) Paul used this hall for two years. In 20:31

Paul himself states that he devoted a Tpu‘rza, a period of
three years, to his labors in Ephesus. This scarcely
implies that he counted after the Jewish fashion and
reckoned a part of a year as a year, and two years and
three months as three years. The church, too, probably outgrew the old hall and found some more commodious place of meeting. To think of the home of
Aquila and Priscilla is untenable.

Note the mention of

additional time in v. 22. The result of this prolonged
labor in Ephesus was that “all who inhabited Asia
heard (aorist) the Word of the Lord, both Jews and
Greeks." The coast cities and villages of the province
of Asia are referred to, the cities mentioned in Rev.
2:1, etc. Jews as well as Greeks had at least heard the
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gospel. Paul used Ephesus as a radiating center.
While he remained in this metropolis and political center
he reached out as far as possible by means of his assistants; how many he employed we cannot estimate. Congregation after congregation was formed. Paul is at
the height of his great missionary activity.
11) Also power works, not those usual, God
kept doing through the hands of Paul so that even
on the sick there were carried from his skin handkerchiefs and aprons, and the ailments were removed from them, also the wicked spirits went out.
Luke records only the unusual miracles, Swdmls,
“power works,” that occurred in Ephesus. The feminine participle is added attributively with the article:
rag wxodoae; and oi! is placed before the article and negatives the attribute (not merely the participle, R. 1038,
etc.) : “not those happening," i-. e., ordinarily. This is
a litotes for “those exceptional.” We take it that Paul
did other miracles in the usual way by touching the
sufferers with his hands, speaking the word of power
with his lips, etc.
12) The remarkable fact was that without his
presence or his voice all kinds of sufferers were healed
8:3. ray xupu’w, “through his hands,” he with his hands
giving messengers handkerchiefs and aprons “from his
xpu'ﬁ, body surface, skin.” The phrase “through the
hands of Paul" states that these handkerchiefs and
these aprons were sent by Paul himself ; they were not
taken surreptitiously, and hence were not used superstitiously. Paul would be the last person to encourage
superstition.

"ﬂan with the inﬁnitive expresses actual result. The
three inﬁnitives state what actually occurred. The
view that people secured the handkerchiefs and the
aprons from Priscilla and Aquila before they were
washed and without the knowledge of Paul because
they imagined that there was some somatic and occult
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power in them and so applied them to the sick, and that
Luke is careful not to say what actually happened —
this modernistic View contradicts Luke’s plain statement. The three inﬁnitives are even present tenses
which denote the frequency with which this occurred.
Luke has just said that all dwellers in Asia heard the
Word of the Lord. Luke is not speaking of sufferers in
Ephesus. ‘These could be brought to Paul personally,
or he could go to them.. These were sufferers who resided in other cities and villages and were far away
from Paul. It was he who reached them in the way
here indicated.
Read the discussion of 5 :15, much of which applies
also here. The statement that the Lord "honored superstitious faith" is in an impermissible mixture—
superstition and faith are opposites, faith drives out
superstition. Many begged Jesus to touch and to heal
them. The skin of the hand is not diﬁerent from the
handkerchief or apron touched by that skin of the
hand. In every case the person through whom the
divine power to heal reaches the sufferer is recognized.
The difference is only superﬁcial just as Luke says,
“Not those happening (ordinarily) ” as is the case when
the apostle is present in person.
And these unusual miracles, which were wrought
at a distance from the apostle, extended also to the
demoniacs. Luke writes carefully, “So that also the
wicked spirits kept going out." He makes a separate
class of these cases and designates them accurately.
On demoniacal possession see 5:16, and the writer's
discussion in Matt. 4:24; 8:28; Mark 1:23; Luke 4:33.
The mention of demoniacs in the present connection
means that no case was so serious that this mode of
healing was not effective. Paul was only the Lord’s
instrument; it was the Lord’s own power that wrought
these “power wor ,” wrought them as freely through
Paul's handkerchiefs and aprons as through Paul's
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hand and spoken word. Paul used aprons in the shop
of Aquila in his work as a tentmaker.
No wonder that these “power works” mightily advertised “the Word of the Lord" in Asia. Luke wants
us to note this connection. In the following he also
indicates to some extent why the Lord wrought these
power works in spreading the gospel. Ephesus and
Asia Were full of superstition, magic, charms, and
everything else of that kind. It is reversing things to
claim that magical powers were superstitiously attributed also to Paul. The very opposite was the effect:
the people turned from all devilish arts, burned their
magical books and papers, and accepted the Lord’s
Word. How could the Lord possibly allow superstitious notions to be associated with his “chosen vessel,"
the great apostle? As everywhere, these mighty works
of the Lord gloriﬁed the Lord and sealed his saving
Word which is so full of the still higher power that
saves men’s souls eternally.
13) Now some of the strolling Jewish exorcists
undertook to name over those having the wicked
spirits the name of the Lord Jesus, saying, I adjure
you by the Jesus whom Paul is preaching!
We are not surprised to note that there were Jewish
exorcists among the charlatans in Ephesus, and that
these tried to steal what they thought was the superior
method and formula of Paul. They are described as
“vagabond” (A. V.), “strolling” (R. V.), “going
around” (Greek) like gypsies. They had evidently
seen Paul work miracles, not as indicated in v. 11, 12,
but in the usual way, by personally applying the name
of Jesus. We see that Luke expects his reader to understand that Paul also wrought miracles in this way.
These exorcists tried to use the name of Jesus in the
same way and upon demoniacs, and Luke adds the very
formula they used: “I adjure,” etc., apldco is construed
with two accusatives. They felt that they had to iden-
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tify Jesus as “the Jesus whom Paul is preaching.” They
evidently did not know much about this Jesus. Jewish
exorcists used the name of Solomon: Josephus, Ant.
8, 2, 5 furnishes a description of Solomon's power
and relates how an exorcist used Solomon’s system
before the emperor Vespasian by drawing the demon
out of its victim’s nose and making the demon upset a
cup of water to demonstrate that he had gone out of his
victim. These exorcists imagined that Paul somehow
had discovered a far more potent name for charming,
namely the name “Jesus." So they themselves undertook to use it.
14) And there were seven sons of a certain
Sceva, a Jewish high priest, doing this thing.
Ae' marks this statement as being parenthetical.
Luke speciﬁes that these seven are the exorcists he has in
mind. To charge Luke with relating matters in an
awkward way is to read him superﬁcially. He wants us
to know in a general way that these Jewish exorcists
tried to imitate Paul (v. 13). Then he speciﬁcally
mentions the seven sons of Sceva (v. 14). Then he
speciﬁes still further by telling of an actual incident
that happened in the case of these seven fellows (v. 15,
16). Where is the awkwardness of this narration?

The genitive Ema is Doric. No high priest by the name
of Sceva appears in any Jewish writing. Luke himself
uses the plural “high priests” so as to include the reigning high priest and any who had held the ofﬁce before
him and also those members of the family of the high
priest who was functioning in the Sanhedrin. Some
think that the heads of the twenty-«four courses of ordinary priests were also called “high priests,” This title
is used in a wider sense when it is here applied to
Sceva.
The fact that his seven sons had traveled far from
Palestine shows a marked decline of the family. They,
no doubt, made much of their parentage and, as all am-
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bitious practitioners of this type are apt to do, most
likely sought the patronage of the rich, Gentiles being
as welcome to them as Jews. Luke relates their story
also because of their prominence as sons of one who

could in some way claim to be of high priestly-standing.
They-would naturally be regarded as mighty exorcists.
The whole subject of Jewish exorcists which is touched
upon by Jesus himself in Matt. 12:27 especially as to
what they actually accomplished by their efforts, is still
rather obscure. All we can say is that they operated
on demoniacs and not on the sick and diseased, and
that they help to prove the prevalence of demoniacal
possession in their day and thus refute the claim that
this afﬂiction was not what the New Testament so
plainly indicates that it was.
15) Answering, the wicked spirit said to them,
This Jesus I recognize, and this Paul I am acquainted with. But you, who are you? And springing upon
them, the man in whom the wicked spirit was, having overmastered them all, he prevailed against them
so that naked and having been wounded they ﬂed
out of that house.

These exorcists must have been thoroughly cured
of ever again attempting to use the name of Jesus in
connection with a demoniac. Note that Luke distinguishes between the demon in the man and the
man himself. The very words uttered could not have
been spoken by this man.
The two articles used with “Jesus" and “Paul” are
clearly demonstrative: German, den Jesus, den Paulus,
“the Jesus," “the Paul" of whom you speak. Note
the synonyms: “I recognize” (realize whom you mean) ,
which is applicable to one who is no longer on earth;

and, “I am acquainted with," which is applicable to
Paul who is active in the city. Everything is proper
in regard to these two who had been brOUght to the
attention of the demon. “But you, who are you i" with
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its emphatic twig, asks not merely who they are (sons
of Sceva) but who they are as men who name Jesus
and Paul to the demon, What possible connection have
they with either Jesus or Paul so that any demon should
obey them? Do they intend to pose as disciples of this
Jesus and companions of this Paul? The demon will
show them.
16) In sudden fury the possessed man leaps upon
these exorcists, and completely overpowers them with
the result that they ﬂee out of that house in consternation. Their clothes have been torn from their bodies,
and they themselves have been wounded. And this refers to the entire seven; for dwon’pmv is used in the
papyri with reference to more than two (in 23:8 with
reference to three). The papyri reveal this broader use
of this word at a later time than the composition of the
Acts, yet one need not say that in Luke’s time it was

as yet only colloquial.
The demon ﬁlled his victim with supernatural
strength. The seven exorcists, no doubt, made the mistake of resisting, which brought on their nakedness and
their wounds. Remember how Orientals dressed in
those days, and how easy it was to strip them so that
they were actually naked. The perfect participle “having been wounded” has its usual present connotation,
“being in that condition.”

17) Moreover, this became known to all Jews
as well as Greeks inhabiting Ephesus; and fear fell
on them all, and the name of the Lord Jesus began to
be magniﬁed. Many also of those having believed
kept coming, making confession and reporting their
practices. Moreover, considerable of those practicing the uncanny arts, having brought together the
books, went on burning them up in the presence of
all. And they reckoned together the prices of them
and found ﬁfty thousand pieces of silver. Thus with
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strength the Word of the Lord continued to grow and
prevail.

If the matter had had no results beyond those experienced by the seven exorcists themselves, Luke would
probably have passed it by; but great results followed.
The entire city heard what had happened. The exorcists were Jews, and so, of course, all the Jews learned
the story, but the Greeks also heard about it.
This was not, in our newspaper parlance, a mere
“news story" that was soon to be forgotten for another.
It gripped the Ephesians very seriously, for they were

all given to superstition and magical practices. They
all felt directly involved. A glare of light fell on the
whole subject, and not because of the dramatic failure
of these exorcists, but because the name “Jesus” was
involved as having brought on that failure. Here was
a new power that operated with stunning effect even
against all powers of superstition. In this connection
we must not forget the miracles wrought by Paul himself, nor the eifort of these exorcists to duplicate them.
It was thus that something akin to holy fear fell on all.

And Luke at once adds that “the name of the Lord
Jesus began to be magniﬁed.” The wonder of that
name passed from lip to lip. Paul used that name, and
the demons were expelled; the exorcists used it, and
were themselves crushed. What was back of that
name?
18) Luke says no more about this effect on the
general population. He turns to the most wholesome
eifect on the believers themselves and by using the perfect participle describes them as those who have believed and thus continue to do so. Driven by their consciences, they kept coming to the Christian assembly in
order to confess and report their practices, namely that
they still kept practicing magical arts of all kinds. They

saw their delusion in the light of the Savior’s name and
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that they were still sinning against him and his divine,
saving power.

We have the exact counterpart today: Christians
who still resort to witchcraft for healing, for warding
oﬁ' evil, for directing their lives in difﬁculties, and the
like. See, for instance, the comprehensive and most

excellent work by Wuttke, Der Deutsche Volksaberglaube. Every experienced physician and every pastor
can tell many a tale. In spite of all enlightenment and
education the ilk of those who practice the uncanny
arts is still legion. If only the churches themselves
could clean house as this was done in Ephesus!
To no small extent the preachers themselves have
been guilty in keeping alive superstitious faith in the
claims of witchcraft by admitting that its charms are
effective. After an extensive study the writer here
declares: they never work; they are remnants of paganism; the holy names, symbols, and Scripture words
used in them are substitutions for pagan originals, a
desecration of the most damnable kind, the devil’s delight; they deceive, and this is the real devil's power in
them; they are dangerous even when they are tried in
fun; they do “wor ” in countless cases and often pro.
duce the saddest physical, mental, and invariably also
spiritual damage. Fail not to include spiritualism.
19) With ixavoi Luke singles out those believers
who had BlﬁAoL, little papyrus rolls that were inscribed

with magical formulas and symbols. They used them
for their own beneﬁt but also for the beneﬁt of others,
and often, as at present, had extensive patronage. Now
they wanted to get rid of these treasured documents
and, therefore, collected them and proceeded to burn
them. Note the imperfect found here and in the preceding verse. This confessing and this destroying of
magical documents was not done in a day. Another
point to be noted is this: all this was done publicly.
Note that Luke uses two participles in v. 18 to empha-
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size the idea “confessing and reporting”; and in v. 19
the phrase “in the presence of all.” This implies that
Paul himself directed this entire movement and directed all these believers to proceed in this way. He
succeeded in getting some to take the lead, and then all
who felt themselves guilty followed. It is of interest to
know that Magic Papyri have been discovered in Egypt
(Deissmann, Bible Studies, 323) ; pagan writers refer to
charms, slips of parchment that contained cabalistic
words and sentences which were deposited in little silk
bags and worn like amulets. A great trade was carried
on in Ephesia grammata.
How did they calculate that the price amounted to
ﬁve myriads of silver, i. e., so many drachmae (at say
17 cents), in all about $8,500? Somebody of a statistical bent of mind must have conceived the idea and
then added up the amounts that had been paid for
these bibloz’. That was a lot of money to be consigned
to the ﬂames. It was one of the best investments these
believers ever made. And no one had the brilliant idea
of selling these bibloi to the pagans and the Jews and of
setting the price aside for sacred use. Incidentally,
this sum of. 50,000 drachmae gives some indication as
to the size to which the Ephesian congregation had
grown.
20) Two more imperfects show us the continuance
of the growth of the Word in the city and in the province, and the second adds the idea of prevailing (the
same verb occurs in v. 16) over adverse forces.

05m,

“thus,” extends back over the entire previous account
concerning the work in Ephesus. It is the Word that
grew and prevailed in the double sense of extending to
more and more converts and of more and more ﬁlling
their hearts and their lives.
21)
Now at last Paul thinks of moving on. Now
when these things were accomplished, Paul purposed

in the spirit, on having gone through Macedonia and

Acts 19:21
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Achaia, to proceed to Jerusalem, saying, After I get
there, it is necessary for me to see also Rome.
This plan was duly carried out as Luke records, but
the part in regard to seeing Rome was realized in a
way that Paul did not expect: he was brought to Rome
as a prisoner. Luke presents Paul's ﬁnal plan of going
to Achaia by way of Macedonia (the route overland) ;
Paul had originally planned to go directly to Corinth
(sea route), then through Macedonia and back again
to Corinth (II Cor. 1:16), and then on to Judea (Jerusalem). During his visitto Macedonia and Achaia
Paul wished to inspect the various congregations and
also to look after the great collection then in progress
for the famine sufferers in Palestine. That is why he
here mentions Jerusalem before stating his desire to
see Rome. The matter of the great collection is so important that Paul wants it off his hands before turning
toward Rome. Regarding the collection and its magnitude compare I Cor. 16:1, etc.; II Cor. 8; Rom. 15:25,
etc.
“When these things were accomplished” (literally
fulﬁlled) places us at the end of the two years mentioned in v. 10. Paul’s ﬁrst letter to the Corinthians
was written about this time, near Easter 57. Other
communications had passed between Paul and the Corinthians during Paul’s stay in Ephesus. In I Cor. 5:9
he refers to an earlier letter of which all other trace
has been lost. A short time before Paul wrote First
Corinthians he sent Timothy to Corinth by the longer
and much slower route overland so that the letter arrived before this messenger. Timothy had various
things to do in the congregations en route.
Paul's eventual goal is Rome. In Rom. 1:10, 13 he
writes to the Romans about his desire to come to them.
But Luke carefully states that Paul said only that he

must “see" Rome. The commentary on this is Rom.
1:11, 12. The congregation at Rome was not founded
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by an apostle, and Paul never thought of establishing

himself there. It was not for him to build on another
man's foundation. His desire to go to Rome was, as
far as the Roman Christians were concerned, to impart
some spiritual gift to them and to enjoy their mutual
faith. Paul was fully aware of the importance of Rome
for the church and what might be done in reaching out
farther from this center. The consideration that all
his plans were made “God willing” Luke does not need
again to add (18 :21)
22) Moreover, having commissioned into Macedonia two of those ministering tb him, Timothy and
Erastus, he himself held out far a time ih Asia.
We know that Timothy proceeded to Corinth
through Macedonia. In I Cor. 4:17 Paul informs the
COrinthians of his coming, the letter being sent early
enough to anticipate his arrival; he again mentions his
coming in I Cor. 16:10, 11, and wants him to return to
Ephesus immediately after completing the mission indicated in I Cor. 4 :17.
Paul says nothing about Erastus in First Corinthians. The Erastus mentioned in Acts is the same
person that is mentioned in II Tim. 4 :20, but one is uncertain whether he is also the person referred to in
Rom. 16 :28, who is there called the ozxoyépm of the city
of Corinth, Rentmeister, steward or treasurer. Romans was written in Corinth when Paul was there for
the second time (20:2, 3). Because he held an important city ofﬁce, Erastus could scarcely absent himself
from the city for a long period of time. One supposi-

tion is that he is the Erastus mentioned here, that he
was sent to Paul by the Corinthians and because of his
ﬁnancial ability was employed by Paul in the matter of

the collection in Macedonia. The trouble with this view
is that Luke calls him one of "those ministering’ ' to Paul,

one of his steady assistants, that nothing is said about

Acts 19:22, 2.9
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him in First Corinthians, and that he is, nevertheless,
mentioned in Romans.

Paul intended to follow the route taken by Timothy
and Erastus although we know that he did not expect

to start until Timothy had returned from Corinth. Before Paul started for Macedonia he sent Titus directly
to Corinth by the sea route so that he might help to
settle matters there. Titus was to meet Paul at Troas
but was delayed, so that Paul grew anxious and met
him in Macedonia and received the best of news from

/ Corinth. Hera in Macedonia, Paul wrote Second Corinthians not long before he himself arrived in Corinth.

Luke reports only the fact that, after dispatching
Timothy and Erastus to Macedonia, “he himself held
out for a time in Asia."

First Corinthians, Written

near Easter, states the reason: a great and effectual
door was opened in Ephesus although there were many

adversaries (I Cor. 16:10). So Paul planned to stay
in Ephesus until Pentecost. We do not know whether
he realized his plan. Pentecost came late in May, and
May was the month when the great festival of Artemis
(Diana) was observed in Ephesus. The tumult staged
by Demetrius must haVe taken place before this festival,
and immediately after the tumult Paul departed (20:
1). When Luke writes “in Asia” etc, is, of course,
static; he intends to state that the interests that detained Paul extended beyond Ephesus itself, so that

I Cor. 16:10 must not be understood as referring to
Ephesus alone.

Summing up all that is involved in these two verses:
messengers hurrying to distant parts and to many congregations, Ephesus with its open door, and the province of Asia besides, enemies to add their peculiar zest,

one understands II Cor. 11:27:

“The care of all the

churches." It was enough to break down any man.
23) Now along that period there occurred no
small disturbance about the Way. It occurred while
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Paul was still spending his time in Asia (v. 22) “No
small" is a litotes for “great," and “the Way” is the
designation frequently found in Acts '(see 9 :2) for the
entire Christian faith and life. This disturbance, which
was precipitated by Demetrius, cannot possibly be

what Paul refers to in I Cor. 15:32, when he speaks of
ﬁghting with wild beasts in Ephesus; for First Corinthians was already in Corinth when Demetrius stirred
up the city; Paul also left Ephesus immediately after
this episode. The expression used in I Cor. 15:32 is
plainly ﬁgurative and elaborates the equally ﬁgurative ‘
term: “I die daily." See the details in the author’s
commentary on First Corinthians.
24) For one by name Demetrius, a silversmith,
making silver shrines of Artemis, was furnishing for
the- artisans no small income; whom having collected
together, also the workers pertaining} to such things,
he said: Men, you know that from this income we
have our prosperity. Also you behold and hear that
this Paul, by persuading, turned away a great multitude not only of Ephesus but of almost all Asia, saying that those formed by hands are not gods. Now
not only is there danger for ourselves that this part
come into disrepute but also that the temple of the
great goddess Artemis be accounted as nothing, and
that presently also she be deposed from her majesty
—she whom whole Asia and the inhabited earth
worships!

Luke introduces the account of the great disturbance with ydp. Demetrius has too common a name to
make it possible to identify him beyond what Luke
here records of him. This applies to III John 12, and
to any inscriptions. This Demetrius was no more than
a “silversmith, a maker of silver sanctuaries of Artemis." If these artisans had formed a guild, as is generally assumed, he may have been its head. He is
described by Luke as furnishing the artisans no small

Acts 19:25

an:

“income," enact”. This word has that meaning in
16:16, 19, and scarcely means “business.” This reads
as though he was a proprietor who himself employed
workmen in his profession and also gave out work to
others who were not directly in his employ.
25) Note the two terms employed by Luke: “technicians” to designate those who made silver shrines, and
“workmen" to characterize those who produced 11‘: retain,
“the things of a similar kind,” which were probably
images made of terra cotta. Demetrius arranged to
have them meet and then made his inﬂammatory address. Regarding the temple of Artemis as being the
glory of Ephesus see the remarks in 18 :19 and consult
the Bible Dictionaries for complete descriptions. The
fact that only terra cotta images have been found is
explained by the value of those made of silver. These
were sought for the silver and were melted down. The
use to which the little miniatures were put was to serve
as offerings in the temple itself and as sacred ornaments in houses; we do not think that they were used
as amulets.
Artemis is not Diana (our versions). The latter,
the sister of Apollo, is the Roman goddess who was a
graceful huntress, while Artemis, speciﬁcally “the Artemis of Ephesians,” is the goddess whose image was
believed to have fallen from heaven here at Ephesus, a
female ﬁgure with many breasts which symbolized the
generative and the nutritive powers of nature. Nor
was “Artemis" her original name. She was worship:
pad in Ephesus and in the entire province of Asia.
Elaborate festivities and games were celebrated in her
honor which drew crowds from the whole province and
beyond. It seems that at this very time, in May, these
celebrations were about to take place, and Paul’s work
threatened materially to reduce the income of Demetrius and of the manufacturers of the shrines of
Artemis.
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The address of Demetrius is a cunning mixture of
self-interest and zeal for the goddess. One suspects
that the mercenary motive was the real one, the religious one being added in order to gild the other. All
these artistic and other workers certainly knew “that
from this income (epyaala) we have our prosperity
(cl-maple) .”

26) But here is this Paul who is about to destroy
this prosperity. Demetrius furnishes an interesting account of what, Paul had accomplished. When he says
to all these workmen, “you behold and hear,” he speaks
of what all of them knew about Paul’s work. He exaggerates when he says that by his persuading this Paul
(derogatory: “this fellow Paul”) has turned away a
considerable (brawls) multitude not only of Ephesus but
of almost all Asia; yet even then, and allowing for the
strong language, we see how much Paul had actually
accomplished. He certainly had reached out into the
province generally.
Demetrius even states to what Paul was persuading
so many, namely that manufactured gods are not gods
at all; oeoc’, without the article, is the predicate. Note

the present tense in the phrase oi su‘z xapay ywdpevm,
“those coming into being through (human) hands.”
Demetrius, of course, does not refer to the handmade
images as such but to what these images intend to represent. He restates Paul’s thought quite correctly.
Gods that can be carved and modeled by human hands
are ea ipso not gods, and this fact is so plain that a
mere statement of it already convinces. We think that
the two genitives 'E¢¢’aou and mien: rﬁ: 'Ao‘t'as are dependent on 5x4\ov, “of Ephesus, of all Asia a multitude,”
B.-D. 186, 1, and do not agree with R. 494 who states
that they are genitives of place: “at Ephesus, at Asia."

These genitives are placed forward merely for the
sake of emphasis.

Acts 19:26, 27
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Here we have a plain case of knowing the truth and
of stating it exactly and yet rejecting it because of a
base motive. The sordidness of the motive is not the
point although income and prosperity constantly keep
men away from the divine truth and its salvation. The
devil buys many for a price. Always, however, a secret
motive blinds the soul to its own destruction despite the
clearness of the truth. We must not suppose that this
entire multitude of which Demetrius speaks became
Christian. Paul’s success was not so inordinate, great
as it was. Paul’s teaching did, however, cause thousands of pagans to lose faith in the pagan gods, notably
in Artemis. Recall 17:18, the skepticism of the philosophic schools, to which we must add a large number
who were like Pilate (“What is truth ‘2”) , men who saw
the emptiness of idolatry although they found no substitute for the gods. Paul’s teaching raised the question
about the reality of these gods and turned many worshippers away from the shrines and the altars. Men
like Demetrius raised an outcry against it. They felt
the loss of money.
27) He points out a threefold danger that threatens if this fellow Paul is not stopped in his teaching.
Once more we see that the apostle is the center of attention and not his assistants. The lightning always
ﬂashes over his head. He certainly must have towered
high above all his assistants. The ﬁrst danger is ﬁpiv,
“for us ourselves," namely, “that this part come into disrepute,” the part involving the manufacture of the
shrines. Their sales will decrease heavily. This will
be bad enough as Demetrius implies. This lucrative
business will most surely decline to an alarming degree.
But worse than that, there is danger “also that the

temple of the great goddess Artemis be accounted as
nothing" (predicative (is) , and that in consequence few
will care to buy miniatures of that temple. Finally,
there is danger “that presently also she be deposed from
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her majesty — she whom whole Asia and the inhabited
earth warships.” This will be the crowning calamity if
this fellow Paul is not stopped.‘
We translate' 1': Kai “and . . . also." All the inﬁnit_i_ves occurring after Katmai“ are future in sense; hence
we have ”(new with the last, “about to be deposed," followed by the genitive as is the case with verbs that
denote separation. One questions whether even in
these statements Demetrius is a sincere worshipper of
this great goddess. It is, of course, gross exaggeration

to claim that the whole oikoumené, “inhabited (earth) ."
worshipped the Ephesian Artemis, but some allowance
must be made for the provincial character of the
speaker who imagined that, when the province paid
homage to Artemis, the world generally surely did the
same.
28) The ﬁre thus kindled burst into a violent
conflagration. Having heard and become full of
wrath, they began to shout, saying, Great the Artemis of Ephesians! And the city was ﬁlled with confusion; also they began to rush into the theater, having seized Gains and Aristarchus, Macedonians,
travel companions of Paul.

Luke’s description is graphic. They heard, became
excited, began to shout. The Codex Bezae adds the
comment that they ran into the open street. Luke has
not mentioned a building, the meeting may have been
held in the Agora. The laudation of their Artemis
came naturally to their lips and gave vent to their

excitement. The acclamation “grea ” as well as her
designation “the Artemis of Ephesians” merely repeat
the cries the votaries shouted at the festivals of the
goddess. She is always “the Artemis of Ephesians,”
for at Ephesus her image had fallen from heaven, and
here was located her central sanctuary, so that elsewhere, too, she bore this name.

Acts 19:29, 80
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29) The excitement spread quickly and ﬁlled the
city with confusion, and everybody poured into the
amphitheater that had over 20,000 seats encircling an
arena and was the usual place for large public meetings. The move to the theater seems not to have been
planned but was begun spontaneously. Public aﬂz‘airs
were transacted in these amphitheaters also when
tumults ensued.
How the crowd found Gaius and Aristarchus, travel
companions of Paul, is not indicated, it was most probably by accident. No special hostility was shown them
save that they were forced to go along and thus involuntarily came to witness the entire affair in the theater.
These two were evidently recognized as Paul's companions. We see no reason for thinking that the mob
wanted these two as victims for “this gladiatorial
show,” or that they were to be treated to a dose of
“popular justice." The mob was leaderless, was one
grand confusion. Nobody knew why these two were
wanted or what to do with them. The danger, of
course, was that at any moment some man might assume the lead and demand some form of violence. No
one could foresee how things would end. The Whole
crowd was irresponsible.
Gaius was a Macedonian and hence was not identical with the Gaius of Derbe (20 :4), or with the Gaius
of Corinth (I Cor. 1 :15; Rom. 16:23). The praenomen

Gaius was quite common. The Gaius of III John 1 is
certainly another person. Aristarchus was from Thessalonica and is again mentioned in 20:4; 27:2; Col.

4 :10; Philemon 24.
30) And Paul, wanting to go in to the populace.
the disciples were not letting him. Moreover, some
also of the Asiarchs, being friends to him, by sending
to him were heseeehing him not to adventure himself
into the theater.
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All credit to Paul for both his courage and his readiness to come to the rescue of his assistants. While
that mob was carrying on, no man could tell what would
happen to Gains and to Aristarchus, and the worst was

no doubt feared. Aﬁpac is the term for the people as a
political body and is in place here since rushing to the
theater appeared to them as an assembling there to settle some matter. The disciples would naturally not
think of letting Paul do this. It would have made the
situation worse. Paul could not have saved the two,
he might even have precipitated a calamity by having
himself and these two killed. R. 885 calls this a negative imperfect which denotes resistance to pressure.
Instead of implying that the disciples failed, it implies
the opposite, that they succeeded, and that is the distinctive thing about this imperfect.
31)

In addition there came the message from

“some of the Asiarchs," friends of Paul, which earnestly
urged him not to risk his life in the theater. Here we
have another imperfect which is evidently to be taken
in the same sense as the one preceding; it is also action
against pressure, and it also implies success. “Not to
give himself" is well rendered, “not to adventure himself."
Zahn is evidently mistaken when he thinks that
only one Asiarch was appointed for each year. All the
evidence is in favor of the view that there were ten for
each year. The plural cannot be justiﬁed by counting
those who had had this honor during preceding years
after the analogy of the plural “high priests” although
only one was high priest at any time.

When Eusebius

mentions only one (4, 11) named Philip who refused
to release a lion against Polycarp in Smyrna, this has
nothing to do with the number of Asiarchs that ruled a
province. He was the one who had been elected for
Smyrna or resided in that city. Each city elected a
representative annually and these elected the ten Asi-

Acts 19:81, 82
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archs for the year; one was selected as the president
by the proconsul of the province. It was their duty to
defray the costs of and to undertake all the arrangements for the national games and the sacred theatrical spectacles. This entailed the expenditure of great
sums of money; only the wealthiest could serve, but the
honor was eagerly sought. Some authorities add other
functions and mix in priests, but this is without warrant.
A remarkable circumstance is the fact that some of
these men were friends of Paul and so concerned about
him as hastily to send a message on this occasion lest he
throw his life away. This is a little chapter on which
one might like to have light. Their presence in Ephesus may be explained by the fact that the festivities

were to be held at this time (May) ; otherwise they
lived in various cities. To be sure, they wanted to
avoid bloodshed in the theater. But they acted from
motives of friendship toward Paul. How did it come
about that they were Paul’s friends, men who were so
prominent in the province and friends so loyal? A
most remarkable man was this Paul. We are sorry we
can say no more about his contact with these Asiarchs.
Other provinces, too, had their men: Galatriarchs,
Bithyniarchs, Syriarchs.
32) Some, then, kept shouting one thing, others
another; for the assembly was confused, and the

majority knew not on what account they had come
together.
of» is resumptive and continues the story from v.
30; «i’Mos We 1; is the classical idiom for “some one
thing, some another” (R. 747). Luke still speaks of
the éxxkqoia, the word for a proper assembly, but he

describes it as being in a condition of confusion. This
is the force of the perfect participle mryxcxvpc'w]. We do
not combine this with iv to make a periphrastic past
perfect passive (R., W. P.). This verse has three im-
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perfect tenses, and the perfect participle with 5v is
merely predicative: “was confused" i. e., was in that
condition. In fact. the majority (R. 665) knew not
(ﬁSaaav, second past perfect which is always used as an
imperfect) why they had come together (the Greek
here accommodating the tense just as we do in English) Demetrius had started something that promptly
got beyond him. Perhaps he was himself frightened.

33)

Moreover, out of the multitude they brought

Alexander, the Jews putting him forward. And Alexander, beckoning with the hand, wanted to make defense to the populace. But having recognized that he
was a Jew, there came one shout from all for about
two hours crying, Great the Artemis of Ephesians!

This abortive effort on the part of the Jews is surely
most interesting. The View that this Alexander was a
converted Jew, and that the Jews forced him forward
in order that, as a Christian, he might become the victim of the mob’s fury is untenable. They might have
forced him forward, but he would never have attempted
to speak, and if he spoke he would have accused the
Jews who thrust him forward. He certainly was himself a Jew and was willing to speak in defense of the
Jews.
In his Introduction to the New Testament 2, 16,

etc.; 21, etc., Zahn advocated the view that this Alexander is not identical with the one mentioned in I Tim.
1 :20, and II Tim. 4:14 ; but he changed his mind in his
Apostelgeschichte. The fact that in the latter passage
Alexander is called a coppersmith lends color to the
view that they were identical. But then he must have
been converted to Christianity and must have forsaken
the faith according to I Tim. 1:20. As a coppersmith
he may well have helped in manufacturing shrines of
Artemis; they were made of copper and were then
plated with silver and thus were of a cheaper grade

than the solid silver shrines. Some Jews made a living

. Acts 19:88, 34
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by following many trades that were forbidden by their
law.
If Alexander was also a metal image worker we can
almost know what his address would have presented if
he had been allowed to make it. He would have said
that he himself helped to make shrines and that thus he
and the Jews were not guilty of opposing Artemis, that
this was wholly the crime of renegade Jews such as

“this fellow Paul" whom Gaius and Aristarchus abetted. But a higher hand controlled this wild hubbub.
The moment Alexander, by the help of the Jews, got
to the stage and moved his hand up and down in order
to give the usual signal for quiet so that he might speak,

pandemonium broke loose. Already the imperfect
77mg, indicates that he did not get beyond wanting to
speak, and éraAoyezoaa: is the regular verb for making a

formal oral defense.
34) The preferred reading is e‘myyo’vmy (with
aﬁnsv being understood), a perfectly regular genitive
absolute: “they having realized that he was a Jew"
(“is” in the Greek is unchanged from the direct discourse) ; the reading c'myvdwcs would be a pendent nominative absolute and an unusual construction. Somebody who knew Alexander may have shouted, “A Jew,

a Jew i” As though a signal had been given, the thousands that were in the amphitheater raised the original
cry, “Great the Artemis of Ephesians!” This absolutely prevented Alexander from speaking. So this
Jew also precipitated something that he neither expected nor could control. We need not inject the
thought that he was promptly removed from the stage.

The great multitude was not in a violent mood, the
outlet of its energy remained vocal. Luke writes beautifully, “a voice came as one out of all"; it was an
instantaneous, unanimous chorus in which everybody
shouted in order to drown out the Jew. That was the
ﬁrst involuntary impulse; but once it was under way.
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Alexander was forgotten, and the shouting continued
of its own momentum for well on to two hours.

Once

started, it just could not stop. It exhibited typical mob
psychology. There was no leader, no sense, no object
and purpose, no consideration even of the foolishness of
its own demonstration. This Ephesian clamor seems
to hold the world’s record for crowd marathon shouting.
35) And having quieted the multitude, the chancellor says: Ephesian men, Why, who is there of
men that does not know the city of the Ephesians as
being temple keeper of the great Artemis and of the
image fallen from Zeus? These things, then, being
undeniable, it is needful that you keep quiet and be
doing nothing precipitate. For you brought these
men, neither temple robbers, nor blaspheming our
goddess. If, therefore, Demetrius and the artisans
with him have a legal complaint against anyone,
court days are held, and there are proconsuls — let
them bring charges against each other. If, however,
you are seeking something concerning different mat-

ters, it shall be disposed of in a lawful assembly.
For also we are in danger of being accused of riot
concerning this day, there being no legal cause regarding which we shall be able duly to give a state-

ment concerning this mob.
The “town clerk” of our versions makes a wrong
impression. This ‘ypawus‘rui: was the chief ofﬁcial of the
city; Luther’s rendering “chancellor” is still the best.
This title is found on Ephesian inscriptions and in the
papyri just as Luke has it.

It was probably derived

from his function of drafting the decrees with the aid
of the strategoz'; but he also had charge of the city
funds, was in control of the assembly of the citizens

when this was called out to transact city affairs, and
communicated with the Roman proconsul who governed

the entire province. Free cities such as Ephesus
elected their own chancellor and other ofﬁcers. In dif-

Acts 19:85
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ferent cities the functions of the chancellor varied
somewhat. When this city chief appeared on the stage,
his very presence affected the howling mob which was
already well spent because of its two hours of crying,
and he soon had silence and full attention. We do not
think that he stood on the stage for some time. His
appearance brought prompt silence.
This oﬂ‘lcial’s address was decidedly to the point.
He was a capable man in his position and showed it.
We ﬁrst note his neat captatz‘o benevolentiae; next, the
natural deduction as to the impropriety of the mob’s
procedure; then, the pointing out the proper and legal
course that Demetrius or any others were to pursue if
they have a case of other business; ﬁnally, the implied
threat that he and all others present might be called
to account for this day’s unwarranted and indefensible
action. That sobered everybody. If we ask why he did
not interfere sooner, the address itself answers that
question. What he says about Demetrius and those
with him reveals that he did not rush into the meeting
uninformed in order to stop the clamor; he waited until
he had full and correct information on the entire affair,
down to the part Demetrius had played in it. When he
had what he needed he interfered. Meanwhile the
shouting was doing no special damage.
We cannot duplicate a'vspec 'Ezﬁe’mr (“men, Ephe.
sians”)

except by making the latter an adjective:

“Ephesian men”; and ydp resembles our “why” at the
head of a statement. We may reproduce as follows:
“Why, who in the world does not know," etc.? Then
follows the complementary participle OI'IU'aV in indirect
discourse (R. 1123) which we may imitate b‘y rendering, does not know “the city of the Ephesians as being
temple keeper,” etc. This term wmépoc (from weds =
min.- plus xopéw, sanctuary sweeper) is a sort of high title.

A coin of A. D. 65 bears this as a title for Ephesus,
inscriptions do the same. It was later used also with
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reference to the imperial cultus in temples that were
erected for the emperors. The chancellor’s questiou
challenges anybody to name a man in the whole world
who does not know that Ephesus is the illustrious warden of “the great Artemis.” That was saying a good
deal when it was taken literally. In general, of course,
Ephesus with its temple of Artemis, one of the seven
wonders of the world, was known as the adorer of this
goddess.
The addition Kai roﬁ Acomroés (Zeus, genitive, Auic, plus

rim) with dydhpa‘ros to be supplied, R. 653, “and of the
image fallen down from Zeus," refers to the statue that
was so highly revered in Ephesus, a many-breasted
female ﬁgure whose bottom section was a square pillar
carved with ancient symbols of bees, corn and ﬂowers.
It was discolored with age, and more like a Hindoo
idol than anything else. Perhaps it was dug up at an
early age and was a relic of previous idolatry, the
image of a goddess whose original name is now no
longer known, and was, perhaps, unknown to the Ephesians at the beginning. Having been found thus, it was
thought to have fallen from heaven where Zeus was
supposed to rule. Being made of ebony, it should have
been burned up when, on the night of the birth of Alexander the Great, Herostratus set ﬁre to the temple in
order to gain undying fame; the statue escaped destruction because it was at the time not in the temple but
was being used in some ceremony.
36) Since the fame of Artemis, her image, and
Ephesus as her sanctuary warden were assured in the
whole world, what sense was there in all this shouting?
“These things, then, being undeniable” answers the
speaker's question, answers it for all his hearers. But
then they ought to be quiet and not to perpetrate anything rash such as the present proceeding. There is no
rhyme or reason in what they are doing. Mop (neuter
participle of sezv) early is a periphrastic present that is

Acts 19:86-89
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both classical and vernacular, R. 881; and “~an
(We have the aorist active participle in v. 36) with
imipxav is the perfect passive periphrastic inﬁnitive
which is here used as the subject: the needful thing is
“for you on your part (taste, emphatic) to have been,
and thus still to be, quiet."

37)

This is said in view of the fact (ydp) that they

have brought into the theater “these men, neither temple robbers (deeds) nor blaspheming (participle —
words) our gods." They have committed no crime
against the temple or against the goddess. The chancellor knows about Gains and Aristarchus and their
innocence and fears no contradiction.
38) The two conditions of reality include all other
possibilities. The term Myoc may refer to any legal
complaint and Demetrius himself and the artisans are
named. If they feel that they have been wronged in an
illegal way, the chancellor informs them that court
days or sessions are regularly conducted, dyapaioc (ﬁn;pat), which were called this because they were held in.
the Agora under proper judges who conducted trials
according to the laws.
He also reminds Demetrius and the artisans that
there are such supreme judges as the dl'oll‘n‘a'rm; for Asia
was a senatorial province which was always under a
proconsul. The plural is a general designation for this
highest type of judge. The hint is given that, if justice
is not secured in the lower courts, the proconsul may
hear an appeal. But this mention of proconsuls hints
at the seriousness of starting a trial in the courts; the
thing may go farther than Demetrius and his men may
desire. “Let them bring charges against each other”
is neutral in regard to those who may consider themselves wronged.
39) However, it may not be a matter for the law
courts but “something concerning different things,”
referng to such as concern the Sﬁpos which was com-
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posed of the citizen voters in general that could thus
legally and properly decide to enact a new law or
change one that was already in force. There is slight
textual evidence for the reading mpauépo, comparative
of mac’npoe, “something further beyond.” Any matter
of this kind "shall be disposed of in the lawful assembly,” the e'KKAnoia, the meeting to which, according to
law, all the voting citizens are called out (messy) . Only
the Roman ofﬁcials could issue this call. One must not
lose the force of “lawful.” The present assembly was
entirely unlawful. Moreover, calling and conducting
an “assembly” was always a grave matter and vastly
beyond any little grievance a man might have.
40) With yap the chancellor states why he is reminding this theaterful of people of these legal ways

of proceeding, ways which they should certainly themselves know. He means that the proconsul may look
into this day’s riot and frankly calls it a crime, “riot.”
Diplomatically he says, “We are in danger of being
accused of riot concerning this day.” As the city chantellor he himself would, of course, also be involved.
He intimates that by taking a hand as he now does and
by speaking in a sensible way as he does he is keeping
his own skirts clean, but how about Demetrius, his
adherents, and all the rest? According to R., W. P.,
the Romans looked on nothing with so much jealousy
as on tumultuous meetings. The chancellor’s hearers
knew that.
This wild assembly certainly had “no legal cause”

whatever; Msm‘n airiou, neuter, in the genitive absolute
denotes cause in the legal sense, one that would be
accepted by a judge. Another cause there was, namely
the inﬂammatory harangue of Demetrius; but he would
be the last person to desire that the proconsul look into
that. “There being no legal cause regarding which we
shall be able (i. e., if actually called upon by the proconsul) duly to give a statement concerning this mob

Acts 19:40, 41
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(Wafpa¢1i) ." ’AwoSoﬁme = duly to give, and AJ-yov is here

an acceptable account and explanation. Not one of us,
the chancellor says, could offer the least excuse to the
proconsul for this day’s turmoil. He was certainly
right. He began with words that tickled the vanity of
this mob, he ended by throwing the fear of proconsular
justice into their bones. He certainly cured them of
any further demonstration.
41) And having said these things, he dismissed
the assembly. It was most willing to be dismissed,
and the most willing was Demetrius himself who had
started things. It began wildly, it ended tamely. That
was God’s providence. He as yet wanted no martyrs in
Ephesus. The chancellor closed this unwarranted “as—
sembly” in proper order and saved at least that much

of legality.
Luke’s record of this address contains so many speciﬁc terms that are used in the same sense in inscriptions, papyri, coins, and other writers, that one is really
surprised at Luke’s exactness and at the precision with
which he introduces term after term. Those who fault
him in other places do not praise him here. They are
simply silent. But the great fact stands out that Luke
is absolutely reliable aside from inspiration. Here is
evidence that can be tested from many still available
sources; where we have less or no outside sources and
can apply no such tests, the record is just as true.

CHAPTER XX
THE THIRD MISSIONARY JOURNEY:
FROM Ernasus 'ro GREECE AND BACK TO MILETUS

1) ' The tumult in the theater caused Paul to put
into ekecution the plans that had for. some time been
maturing in his mind (19:21), the preliminaries of

which had already been carried out (19:22), namely
the sending ahead of Timothy and of Erastus, the former all the way to Corinth. When Demetrius staged
his tumult, Paul was waiting for Timothy’s return. If
Timothy had not yet returned he must have hastened
after Paul and soon joined him.
Now after the’ uproar ceased, Paul, having sum-

moned the disciples and encouraged them, after taking leave went out in order to go into Macedonia.
The accusative with the inﬁnitive is regarded as a
substantive (76) after Ferd. We know how the tumult
came to cease, and therefore this phrase does not state

the motivefor Paul’s departure but only the time of it.
We must not think of fear, hurry, ﬂight, or anything of
that sort. Paul could have remained in Ephesus but
not much longer, for his plans called for his departure

in a few days. So he summoned the disciples by sending messengers with word about his leaving. The next
day they gathered at their usual meeting place at the

appointed time, and Paul addressed encouraging words
to them. Then followed the formal farewell (damddpcvos), and Paul left. It is understood that many
escorted him for a considerable distance of his jour-

ney, for that was a regular custom. It is worth noting,
however, that Luke does not write 25mm... Europnioq, which
(818)
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would imply that Paul now chose this destination in

order to have some place to go, but new. wopnisaaat, the
inﬁnitive of purpose. “in order to be going," i. e., carrying out a purpose and a plan that had been projected
long ago.
2) And having gone through those parts and
having encouraged them with many a word, he came
to Greece.

These few words cover the long journey overland
from Ephesus to Corinth.

It was interrupted by fre-

quent stops. When Luke writes etc 1-)": ‘Euuisa he refers
to Greece proper; heretofore he wrote “Achaia,” which
is the Roman province that included Greece and Thessaly. Before leaving Ephesus, Paul had sent Titus to
Corinth as a second messenger who was to go by ship
and after completing his mission to return by land and
meet Paul in Troas. Although Paul spent much time
in the churches that lay between Ephesus and Troas,

“encouraging them with many a word,” Titus had not
appeared when he reached Troas. This worried Paul,
fOr he feared that matters had gone illy in Corinth; so
he hurried on into Macedonia, met Titus, received a
most encouraging report from him, wrote Second Corinthians (II Cor. 2:13; 7:5; 8:1, etc.), sent it ahead,
most likely from Philippi, ﬁnished visiting the church
in Macedonia, “having encouraged them with many a
word” as he had done in the case of the rest, and so

reached Greece, and in particular Corinth.
3)

And having spent three months, a plot hav-

ing been laid against him by the Jews when he was
about to set sail for Syria, he became of the opinion
to return back through Macedonia.
We may take it that Paul left Ephesus in May, 57,
reached Corinth at the end of that year, and left there
so as to arrive in Philippi before Easter of 58. During
the three months which he spent chiefly in Corinth he
most likely wrote the letter to the Galatians and cor-
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tainly the letter to the Romans. Then he planned to
sail from Cenchraea, the harbor of Corinth, for Syria
just as he had done after his ﬁrst visit in Corinth which
continued for eighteen months. But the Jews formed a
plot against him and intended to murder him as he
was about to set sail. Learning of it in some way, he
changed his plans and went by land through Macedonia, thus coming to spend Easter in Philippi.
The Greek reads, “a plot having become for him,"
min: is the indirect object; to this pronoun there is

attached péMom, “for him as about to set sail for
Syria.” Codex Bezae inserts the remark that the Spirit
told Paul to take the route overland, but this is an
unnecessary comment, for Paul and his friends knew

enough to circumvent the dastardly plot by changing
their route as Luke reports they did. On the genitive

whim after iyémo see R. 497 and 514: “he became of
the opinion”; the inﬁnitive with 701': simply modiﬁes the
noun as a genitive (R. 1060, 1076) : “he became of the
opinion of going bac ,” etc.
4) Moreover, there were following with him
until Asia, Sopatel', son of Pyrrhus of Berea; and of
Thessalonians, Aristarchus and Seeundus; and
Gains, a Derbenn, and Timothy; and Asians, Tychicue and Trophinuu. These, however, having gone on
ahead, were awaiting us at Troas. And we on our
part set sail from Philippi after the days of the unleavend bread and came to them to Troaa after ﬁve

days. where we tarried seven days.
These seven men who accompanied Paul were bearers of the great collection Paul had arranged for in all
his Gentile congregations during the two years preceding. A year before this he had written regarding it in
I Cor. 16:1, etc.; then again in II Cor. 8 and 9. During the three months spent in Corinth he wrote regarding it in Rom. 15 :25, just before he set out to deliver
the funds in Jerusalem.

Acts 20 :4
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The seven here mentioned began the journey with
Paul. The details are uncertain except that we may
conclude from 1 Cor. 16 :3 that each of the larger congregations elected its bearers of the funds. As the
collecting had been done in a systematic way, so the

transmission was arranged with an eye to safety, full
satisfaction to the givers, and most beneﬁcial effects on
both donors and beneﬁciaries. In 19:21, 22 Paul’s
plans include the disposal of these funds. He never
thought of handling this money himself; he was too
wise for that. In fact, 1 Cor, 16 :4 reveals that he had
not at that time as yet fully decided whether he himself

would accompany the bearers of the money or not.
The phrase that the seven were following along
“until Asia” which is omitted in some texts because it
was probably puzzling, has received various interpretations. One opinion advanced is that Troas is referred
to, but then Luke would have written Troas and not
Asia, to which Troas did not belong. Moreover, the entire party, including Luke himself, certainly journeyed
all the way to Jerusalem. Hence another opinion
advanced is that Asia refers, not to the Roman province
by that name, but to Asia in general. But this would
be the only instance in Acts where the word has such a
general meaning.
The best solution seems to be that “until Asia”
marks the preliminary objective. The funds that had
been gathered in the province of Asia and in the Galatian congregations would certainly not ﬁrst be carried

to Corinth or even to Troas when it was known that
Paul would stop at Miletus in the province of Asia.

Seven men, plus Luke, which makes eight, started from
Europe; these either took charge of the remaining

funds that had been gathered in Asia when they
stopped at Miletus, or other bearers of those funds
joined them there. So these eight followed along until
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Asia whence all sailed together for Palestine with all
the funds.
One of the company came from Berea, and two
came from Thessalonica, Luke from Philippi (v. 6),
and thus there were four from the province of Macedonia. Next, one from Derbe, another from Lystra
(Timothy, 16:1) are mentioned; these two came from
the province of Galatia. Then two, the “Asians,”
from the province of Asia. This omits the province of
Achaia with its various congregations. Why there
were no representatives from Achaia, from Corinth in
particular, is a problem. We should rather expect at
least two from these localities. Some authorities state
that Paul was himself entrusted with the funds from
Achaia; but we cannot agree with this view, see I Cor.
16:3. We should much rather think of Timothy who
was well known to the Corinthians and to the rest in
Achaia. Moreover, we do not think that the funds
were carried in coin, even in gold coin. That would
haVe been inadvisable because of the distance traveled
and because of the route followed. The amount would
have been heavy, too bulky, t00 much exposed to robbery. It was carried in bills of exchange.
Sopater is the Sosipater, a former Jew, mentioned in

Rom. 16 :21, one of those whom Luke calls “more'noble”
(17:11). Aristarchus was mentioned in 19 :29, but Secundus appears only here ; both came from Thessalonica.
The Greek reads “Gains, a Derbean,” so that the
only mention we have of this Gaius is here (see 19 :29) ;
we cannot translate “as Derbean also Timothy." It
has already (16:1) been stated that Timothy came
from Lystra, hence nothing is added to his name at this
point. Trophimus appears again in Jerusalem (21:29),
he was an Ephesian and a former Gentile, he is mentioned also in II Tim. 4 :20. Tychicus is mentioned
often; Paul speaks highly of him in Eph. 6:21 and Col.
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4 :7, he was probably an Ephesian, II Tim. 4 :12;
Tit. 3 :12.
5, 6) As Luke introduced himself in the “we" section 16 :10-17, so he does here. He had apparently been
left in Philippi in 16:40 and now appears in this city
and joins Paul’s company. All we are able to deter-

mine is that he had spent the entire interval of about
ﬁve years in Philippi, working in the congregation and
at his profession as a physician.
These seven went directly to Troas and there waited
for Luke and Paul. We do not know the reason that
Luke and Paul remained behind and took ship “after
the days of the unleavened bread.” If they wanted to

observe these days, i. e., the Jewish Passover week,
they could have done so in Troas as well as in Philippi.
The view that Paul at times lived “Jewish” without, of
course, compelling others to do so, cannot be introduced
here, much less the view that he, whether together with
Luke or without him, wanted to keep the Jewish festival in the way that was customary to the Jews of the
diaspora. The story of Lydia reveals that there were
practically no Jews in Philippi. Why should Paul remain here and separate himself from the other seven if
participation in such a celebration was his object? Aristarchus was a former Jew, yet he goes on, and the
former Gentile Luke alone remains with Paul.
In 16:11 the voyage from Troas to Neapolis, the
harbor of Philippi, took only two days, the vessel going
in “a straight course" under favorable winds; the return voyage took ﬁve days, for apparently the wind
which was blowing in the same direction was most un-

favorable. Paul had hastened away from Troas on
coming from Ephesus (v. 1; II Cor. 2:12, 13). He now
makes up for this, and he and his entire party remain
there a full week. Luke has thus far said nothing
about a congregation in Troas. We shall now hear of
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one, and II Cor. 2:12 shows why Paul was willing to
delay here a week.
7) Now on the ﬁrst day of the week, we being
gathered together to break bread, Paul kept discoursing with them, being about to leave in the morning, and he was stretching the discourse out until
midnight. Moreover, there were lamps suﬂicient in
the upper room where we were gathered together.
We translate “on the ﬁrst day of the week," but
the phrase is literally “on the ﬁrst (day) with reference to the Sabbath,” i. e., on Sunday. The Jews had
no deﬁnite names for the days of the week and hence

designated them with reference to their Sabbath. The
genitive was used in the Greek, and the plural nay cappémy means “Sabbath" and not “week" (as R., W. P.,
explains: “Sabbath to Sabbath") . This neuter plural is
like the neuter plural that is used in the names of festivals and is thus idiomatic; so also is the cardinal ,u'a

instead of the ordinal wpu'n'q, which is properly explained
by R. 671, etc. Luke refers to Sunday exactly as his
dative does in Luke 24:1, and Sunday in our sense of
the word, so that “until midnight” follows the daylight
of Sunday. John 20 :14 is clear on this point: “It being
evening on that day, the ﬁrst day of the wee .”
The Jewish day began at sundown, and when Luke
writes “Sabbath” and “unleavened” (v. 6) he is using
Jewish expressions. But we must note that this company did not assemble after dark, as we do for evening
service, but already before dark, hence on Sunday as
Jews, too, would say. Moreover, “until midnight” simply follows “on the ﬁrst day of the week" without saying that it was the midnight of this or of that day.
Zahn ingeniously counts back the days Luke mentions
and thus ﬁnds that the Jewish Easter of this year 58
occurred on a Tuesday, this being the fourteenth of
Nisan, but when the astronomers treat the matter they
arrive at no unanimity in their calculations as far as
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dating this Easter according to our calendar is concerned.
It is true that this is the ﬁrst Christian service,
held on a Sunday, that is recorded in Acts; yet little can
be proved from it since it was a special service in every
way, and Paul and his company left early on Monday
morning. It was the last opportunity for him and for
them to meet the congregation. We feel that if this
had been some other day of the week, such a ﬁnal service would have been held. If this had been a Sunday
morning service, it would be of more help to us in establishing Sunday as the regular day of worship in the
apostolic congregation. We, indeed, think that a morning service was held at Troas on this Sunday although
no mention of it is made by Luke. We also think that
Paul purposely started his journey on Monday. Much
more important regarding Sunday as the day of worship is what Paul wrote to the Corinthians several
months before this in I Cor. 16 :2; for this deals with
regular Sunday worship. With this we combine John
20:19, and, as being of great importance, Rev. 1:10.
Jewish Christians may for a time have retained the
seventh day of the week; but in the Gentile churches,
as I Cor. 16:2 certainly shows, the ﬁrst day was the
day of public worship. This day was sacred from the
time mentioned in John 20:19, as the day of Christ’s
resurrection, and at once became more sacred as com-

memorating also the day of the outpouring of the Holy
Spirit. The break with the Jewish Sabbath became
decisive the moment the converted Jews withdrew from
the synagogue; they no longer wanted to be identiﬁed
with the hostile Jews, and the keeping of Sunday in
place of Saturday thus received a strong impetus from
the beginning.
But there is no command anywhere in the New
Testament obligating believers to observe Sunday.
In the old covenant Saturday was ﬁxed by divine law
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for the Jews. In the new covenant no day is ﬁxed in
any manner by any law. The supposition that Christ
or his apostles transferred the legal sanction from Sat.

urday to Sunday is without support. To call our Sunday the Christian “Sabbath” is to apply a wrong and
misleading name. Sunday as a day of rest and worship
for Christians is just about the opposite of the Jewish
Sabbath. The latter was wholly compulsory, the former is altogether voluntary. We keep Sunday because
we want and need it for the public worship without
which we cannot get along in our Christian life. The
Lord wants his Word preached and taught, and that
publicly; to do that to the best advantage we must have
a set day. The old covenant serves as an example.
Thus without any legal constraint whatever, in the most
natural and voluntary manner, and in the sensible and
wholesome exercise of our New Testament liberty, with
the greatest unanimity since the earliest apostolic days,
Sunday is our day of public worship. We refuse to attach
anything legal to it that may be in conﬂict with Col. 2 :16,
or Gal. 6:1. See The Augustana, article 28, §§ 57-60,
C. Tr. 91, etc.
The perfect participle wmpémv has its durative
force so that we translate “being gathered together.”
The purpose of the gathering was “to break bread.”
This was evidently not merely to dine together but to
dine in the Agape which was followed by the Lord’s
Supper in the usual manner of this time (2:42; I Cor.
10:16)
The absence of the article with “bread” is
quite immaterial. To imagine that the Agape was celebrated in the early evening, and the Lord's Supper after
midnight, because of the expression with the article
used in v. 11, is fanciful. After the tables had been
cleared away, Paul began to discourse and was stretching his discourse out until midnight, two imperfect
tenses, that are descriptive and intimate that something
is to follow.
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8) Before this follows, we have the parenthetical
remark (86) about the many lights in the upper room
where they were gathered. The remark that it was
dark because it was already so far past full moon is
inadequate, because lights were needed during any
night, moon or no moon. Nor does Luke mention the
lamps as a proof that he saw what happened; even if
he had not seen it with his own eyes, he could have
learned all the facts. Mention of the lamps does not
mean that Eutychus had no occasion to go to sleep;
or the opposite, that the smoke from the many lamps
made the young man drowsy and made him seek the
window seat. Luke, of course, proves himself an eyewitness, but he has already stated his presence. The
sense of Luke’s statement is that the room was brilliantly lighted and not just dimly with a few lamps;
hence those near the young man should certainly have
seen him nodding, noted his danger, and have aroused
him. Luke conveys the idea that in spite of the brilliant light nobody noticed the young man. Some speak
of a very large assembly, but “upper room,” even when
it is crowded, implies only a moderate number of people. The congregation was small, quite so if all present
found room for the breaking of bread in this room;
ﬂaw with the perfect participle is the periphrastic past
perfect.
9) Now a young man by name Eutycbus, sitting
at the window, gradually being borne down by sleep
while Paul was discoursing, still longer completely
borne down by his sleep, fell down from the third
story and was taken up dead.
Eutychus = fortunate, the Latin Fortunatus; according to R., W. P., this was common as a name for
slaves. His sitting on the window sill was not due to
the smoke or the heat from the lamps, for how about
the other people? The window sill afforded a seat,

somebody took it, and it was this youth. The diminu-
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tive aupie from sips, “little door," is used for our “window." II Cor. 11:33. The present participle Kafuﬁlpo’pwas describes how he was gradually being borne down
by sound sleep; then the aorist participle m-rmxadc
states the fact that he was completely borne down or
overcome. The signiﬁcance of the tenses is striking.
the more so since the three participles used are without
connectives. The genitive absolute, “Paul discoursing
still longer," as “still longer” shows, is to be construed
with the ﬁnal participle as showing how. the young man
became completely unconscious and thus fell out of the
window from the third story and was taken up dead.
Luke says “dead” and not “as dead.” We have every
reason to suppose that as a physician Luke hurried
down with the others and examined the youth himself
and found that life was extinct. The youth was not
hastily and mistakenly pronounced dead. The view
that “dead" does not mean that his soul had left the
body is untenable, for that is exactly what “dead"
means. Equally untenable is the idea that, when death
sets in, the soul still hovers near the body. This is the
old superstition that is back of so many superstitious
practices connected with dying and with funerals. One
practice was to move everything in the house and in
the barns in order to make the place look strange, so
that the soul would not linger to haunt the place. Even
the cattle were changed about in the stalls, the beehives
moved, etc. Some people still stop all the clocks in the
house, turn pictures and mirrors to the wall, or at least

throw a sheet over the latter. This explains the Irish
wake and its remnant today of sitting up with the dead
body. The soul, still present, must be amused, and the
greater the hilarity, the better. After the funeral
everybody returns to the house for a feast, the soul also

returning; in some places a vacant chair was placed
at the table, a towel was thrown over its back, and the
feast was prolonged. We have remnants of these super-
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stitious practices today although people no longer know
just why they do such peculiar things. This is the real
basis for the idea that at death the soul hovers near the
body for a time. Some commentators have introduced
that idea here. Ahaziah fell out of a window without
killing himself, II Kings 1 :2.
10) Before Paul could run down, the young man
had been taken up and, as we may suppose, carried into
the house. Were any of his bones broken? Luke is
reticent, keeping only to the main facts. And Paul,
having gone down, fell upon him and, after having
embraced him, said, Stop making noise! For his soul
is in him.

' The commentators are divided in their views. Some
think the young man was dead, others that he was not
dead. But Luke writes “dead”: “was taken up mpo'c."
and tells us brieﬂy how this “dead” man was restored
to life. Luke even says that Paul proceeded much as
Elijah (I Kings 17 :21) and Elisha (II Kings 4:34) did
in connection with two plain cases of actual death.
Note the clearness of Luke’s verb forms, all are
aorists.

Paul ran down and “fell on” the young man.

The verb is ﬁnite and not a participle. A participle
might express action that is simultaneous with elm, so
that Paul spoke as he fell on the young man, said that
his soul was in him as an explanation as to why he fell
on him. But this idea is excluded by the ﬁnite verb.
This makes fully clear the participle “having embraced"
him, for it repeats and ampliﬁes the ﬁnite verb “fell on

him.”

The point of Luke’s verb forms is that after

these actions Paul spoke as he did.

The young man,

taken up dead, has his soul in him, i. e., is alive after
Paul fell on him and embraced him. Luke says no
more — it is enough. Paul brought the dead man’s soul

back as Elijah and Elisha had done.
Negative commands in the present imperative often
mean to stop an action already begun. So here the
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people had already begun their loud lament for the
dead, and Paul tells them to stop it (R. 851, etc.). The
verb is the same as that used in Matt. 9 :23 with reference to the same noise of lament for the dead; Mark
5:38, 89 has both the noun and the verb. Paul’s action
is illy explained by saying that,‘in order not to have
the grief over this fatal accident mar his departure,
he made use of the charismatic gift bestowed on him
and brought the youth back to life. These gifts do not
operate at will and for personal reasons. Paul did
what Peter had done in the case of Dorcas. Both
prayed to know the Lord's will in the case, and not
until Paul had embraced the dead man did he know the
Lord’s will, in other words, not until he spoke as he did.
11) And having gone up and broken the bread
and tasted food and having convened a long while
until dawn, he thus went out. And they brought the
lad living and were in not a little comforted.
Once more we disagree with some commentators,
those who think that the Agape and the Lord’s Supper
were observed after the miracle, after midnight, and
base this view on the artiéle in the expression “having
broken the bread." We submit, ﬁrst of all, that in v. 7
Luke states, “we being assembled in order to break
bread." This was the purpose of the meeting. The
meeting was held early in the evening, at the usual time
for the Sci-wow. Everybody brought food, and it would
be strange, indeed, if by his discourse which continued
for some ﬁve hours Paul had delayed the very purpose
for which all had assembled. No, the bread was broken, let us say, about seven o'clock. This action was
not hurried. After the meal was over, Paul began his
discourse, the length of which Luke accounts for by
saying that the apostle was to leave in the morning.
We now add that after the miracle Luke speaks only
about Paul and not about the company (“we” in v. 7).

He breaks the bread — some of that originally brought
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— and Luke adds a second participle by way of explanation: he tastes food. Why this singular if all are
referred to? And why this second participle if the
Lord's Supper is referred to or is included as the chief
thing? The answer that Paul acted as the host is notan answer. Why should it be said of any host that he
"tasted food" ? Luke would be writing rather strangely
if he had in mind that all waited until so late a time
for the Sacrament and that all now took food for the
ﬁrst time.
But somebody might object that Paul could not have
eaten alone. True. The answer is that Luke has indicated the presence of Paul's assistants only in the lone
pronoun may, “we,” in v. 7, and has centered attention
on Paul in relating the events of this night. So he now
says that Paul ate and that Paul went out -— his eight
helpers are certainly included. They were all to embark with Paul, and so they ate with him. Immediately after midnight, so early? Why stress so? Paul
did not hurry. The excitement caused by the miracle
did not at ‘once die down. Please allow some of that
excitement for Paul himself. He ate in due time and
then spent the time until dawn, still quite a space of
time (at ixaw'v), in conversation —-— Luke purposely
changes from “to discourse” which he has used in both
v. 7 and 9. One may even guess what the conversation
was about — the miracle which all had witnessed was
in the minds of all.

12) “They brought the lad” is indeﬁnite as to the
subject and refers to those present. The view that he
had been slowly recovering overlooks the fact that miracles do not operate in that way. When the Lord works
a miracle he does so with completeness. The Codex
Bezae introduces a curious substitution: “while they
were taking farewell, he (Paul) brought the young
man in living." This has received an even more curious interpretation: the young man kept hold of Paul's
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hand when going downstairs, and he and Paul were
the ones most comforted, Paul especially needing this

comfort. The story, however, is much simpler. At the
end of v. 11 Paul left, and that means that he left the
young man and all. The Christians of Troas, of course,

also left and thus brought the lad “alive" or “living,”
the emphasis being on this participle. They had carried him in “dead.” now they brought him living and
that is what ﬁlled them with so much comfort and
cheer, literally, “not moderately," a litotes for “exceedugly.»

13) Now we on our part, having gone in advance to the boat, set sail for Asses, intending there
to pick up Paul; for so he had arranged,- intending
himself to go on feet. And when he met us at Assos,
having picked him up, we went to Mitylene. And

having sailed thence, we arrived on the following
day opposite Chins; and on the next day we touched
at Samoa; and on the coming day we came to
Miletus.
Ramsay’s explanation of this coastwise voyage with
its regular stops helps to eXplain also the start. Some-

time after midnight the wind sets in from the north
and blows regularly until late in the afternoon. So
Paul’s eight companions went to the boat in advance,
i. e., in advance of the start Paul himself made; they

had to be aboard by thetime the wind rose and the
boat weighed anchor. Paul had given directions to
them to pick him up (dump/36m» at Asses, beyond

which point the boat did not attempt to go on the ﬁrst
day but lay over for the night. The Assian stone near
the city was supposed to have ﬂesh-consuming properties; hence the stone cofﬁns were called sarcophagi,
“ﬂesh consumers.” Paul intended to go afoot, the distance being twenty miles on a good Roman road. Some
take “(day to mean “to go by land” in the sense of to
ride (Bless, quoted by M.-M.) ; Zahn cites one lone ex-
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ample, a man riding in a litter, going by the feet of
others. The classics use the word with reference to
going by land instead of by water, but then it is always
afoot and only so by land. We shall have to regard
Paul as using his pedes apostolorum. The vessel had to
pass around Cape Lectum and thus traveled a greater
distance. It was beautiful spring weather, Monday,
April 25 (Ramsay), which is nearly if not exactly correct (see v. 7 regarding the calendar). Paul, too, had
plenty of time.
A number of reasons are presented as to why he
chose to walk, and that after being awake the whole
night before; we just do not know why he chose to do
this.

14) He was duly picked up at Assos, and the boat
ﬁnished its day’s run at Mitylene, a beautiful city on

the island of Lesbos. In 1925 the writer passed through
these same waters, coming from Constantinople and
the Hellespont, past the site of ancient Troy, past Mitylene, landing at devastated Smyrna, passing Chios,
Samos, Cos, landing also at Rhodes, passing Paphos at
the tip of the island of Cyprus, landing at Lanarka,
then arriving at Beiruth. The voyage was ﬁlled with
memories of Paul. The imperfect awc’ﬁmev is an unexplained tense. Two texts have the aorist owéﬁaAcv,
the form one expects, but this in no way helps to explain the imperfect that is found in all the other texts.
R., W. P., suggests the inchoative sense: “began to

meet us,” but this is too odd to be satisfactory.
15) The vessel stopped for the night at Mitylene.
The next day’s run, Tuesday’s, took the party opposite
the island of Chios. Here they again lay for the night,
waiting for the early morning wind. The third day’s
run took them to the island of Samos. Here the Codex
Bezae adds the comment that they "remained” (the
night) in Trogyllium. The strait between this small

place and the island of Chios is only a mile wide, and
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the vessel may, indeed, haVe anchored at Trogyllium
although Luke himself does not say so. Miletus was
not far away, yet the vessel did not attempt to reach
this harbor where it expected to lie over for several
days. Ramsay’s explanation is best: the wind died
down during the late afternoon and did not rise again
until between midnight and dawn. Others attribute
the stops during the night to the dark of the moon.
Early on Thursday Miletus was reached. It has been
thought that Paul and his party chartered the boat, but
this is rather improbable.
16) It is based on the following. For Paul had
judged to sail past Ephesus in order that he might

not have to spend time in Asia; for he was hastening
if it might be possible for him to he at Jerusalem for
the day of Pentecost.
The past perfect mptm (here without an augment)

does not mean that Paul gave the captain of the boat
orders where to make a landing, and hence that Paul
and his party had chartered the boat. Paul had judged
it best when he planned his journey in Troas to sail
past Ephesus by embarking in a vessel that would not
stop at Ephesus but would dock for some days at Miletus, there discharging its cargo and reloading. Paul's
purpose was (61m pa; with the subjunctive) not to spend
time in Asia. And the reason (ydp) for this purpose
was his desire to get to Jerusalem for Pentecost. He
certainly got there even with some days to spare. But
he could not have done so if he had taken a boat that

stopped at Ephesus. He would have been detained not
only in Ephesus but, as Luke says, in Asia, referring to
the province with its many important congregations.
The clamor for him to stay for a while, to go here and
there, would have been too great.
We must not forget that the men who were with
him had the funds for the relief work in Jerusalem, and
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Paul wanted to be with them when this money was
delivered. He had spent a long time in having these
funds collected. He had higher purposes than merely
relief; his object was the unity of all the churches, a
welding together of the Gentile congregations he had
founded with the original Jewish congregations in the
motherland, especially with Jerusalem. So he felt that
he must accompany the committee sent by his Gentile
churches. He had left Philippi immediately after the
Jewish Easter, had spent a week at Troas, had left
there on April 25, and had now arrived at Miletus on
April 28. The rest of the journey would be as follows:
from Miletus May 1, Rhodes May 2, Patara May 3,
Myra May 4, Tyre probably May 7, seven days at Tyre,
Ptolemais May 13, Caesarea May 14, giving him time

until May 28 to reach Jerusalem. One may freely allow
a few more days. These dates are relatively correct
for the time between the Jewish Easter and Pentecost
even if these festivals did not in the year 58 occur on
the dates assigned by Ramsay, for the interval between
the two festivals was always ﬁfty days. But a delay
at Ephesus would have upset this itinerary as far as
spending Pentecost in Jerusalem was concerned. The
accusative “for the day of Pentecost” is correct; for
Paul did not want to arrive “at Pentecost” (dative)
but to be in Jerusalem for the entire day, i. e., arriving
a few days in advance.
So “he was hastening," the imperfect tense to indicate hastening all along. “If it might be possible,” the
condition of potentiality, (i. with the optative, refers
only to unforeseen contingencies on a voyage such as
this; Paul himself would have said, “God willing,” as
he did for instance in 18:21. The effort to put more
into this conditional clause, especially the conclusion

that Paul did not reach Jerusalem as planned, is without warrant.
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17) Now having sent from Miletus to Ephesus,
he summoned the elders of the church. And when
they came to him, he said, etc.
There is no need to inquire as to the messengers nor
as to the route they took. Paul had two “Asians" in
his party (v. 4); they would be the men to be sent.
And they started at once, on the morning the boat
docked in Miletus. The distance to Ephesus was about
thirty miles. With haste already implied (v. 16), the
elders could reach Paul by the end of the next day.
18) We see that they came promptly. After the
pathetic leavetaking the elders conducted Paul to the
boat (v. 38). The boat would leave before dawn. We
thus take it that the address to the elders was made
somewhere in Miletus and either in the evening or late

in the afternoon. The news that Paul, their beloved
apostle, was only thirty miles away and waiting for
them must have ﬁlled the Ephesian elders with joy and
eagerness to reach him. Traveling on such an errand,
a distance of thirty miles would offer no difﬁculty at
all even if it was made entirely afoot. In those days
men walked. They may have been weary when they
arrived, but the sight of their great friend and teacher
dispelled all fatigue. So small a group: a few elders,
Paul, his eight companions — yet an immortal meeting!
The great theater in Miletus where the crowds gathered, which is now in ruins, is forgotten like the nameless crowds that gathered there; but the words this one
man Paul spoke to a handful of men somewhere in this
harbor city still throb with life and power as when they

were uttered that day. Here are immortal truths; here
throbs a heart moved with those truths to a tenderness
and a love which they alone could beget. Paul’s address to the Ephesian elders is a shining page even in
the New Testament.
You yourselves know, from the ﬁrst day that I
stepped into Asia, how I was with you the entire
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time, serving the Lord with all humble-mindedness
and tears and trials that befell me in connection with
the plots of the Jews; how nothing of the things
proﬁtable did I shrink from proclaiming to you and
from teaching you in public and from house to house,
testifying both to Jews and Greeks the repentance
toward God and faith toward our Lord Jesus Christ.
Paul reviews brieﬂy his life and his work in Ephesus. It was what he had wanted it to be. He is not
passing judgment on himself and disregarding the saying that Eingenlob stinkt, but appealing to the judgment of the Ephesian elders, men tried and true, who
were chosen elders for this very reason: “You yourselves (tpds, emphatic) know," etc. Paul’s work was
entirely open and known, subject to the judgment of
friend and of foe alike. Paul knew what these elders

thought concerning his work. So begin and carry forward your work, whatever the Lord allots to you, that,
when it is ﬁnished, you, too, can submit it fearlessly
to men tried and true and be assured of what their

judgment will be.
To be sure, it is only the judgment of men and not
yet that of God. Paul himself points to the difference
in I Cor. 4:1-4. He knew that men often bestow both
praise and blame in biased fashion, blaming him who
does not agree with them, praising him who does,
whether they themselves are right or wrong. By what
they say of another they thus merely try to justify

themselves (Luke 10 :29 ;' 16 :15) . For this reason Paul
appeals to the facts regarding himself, facts which
stand on their own feet even if men should deny them
or pass adverse judgment upon them. And he includes
all of them, “from the ﬁrst day that I stepped into
Asia," dmi is repeated with the relative: “from the ﬁrst

day on from which,” etc. “How I was with you the
entire time,” extending to three years, indicates a time
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that was long enough to permit Paul to become thoroughly known.
19) Paul singles out the vital features by mentioning his serving the Lord in ways that were not open to
question, secondly (v 20, 21), his teaching the Word in
ways that again were not open to question.

By Sou/Wm

he declares that he had ever shown himself a Soﬁkoc or
“slave" of the Lord. one who submitted his own will
completely to his divine Lord and took all orders and
directions from him alone. Now follow three weighty
modiﬁers that are bound together by one preposition:
“with humble-mindedness and tears and trials," etc.
These three marked his “slaving for the Lord.” Note
well, "all, i. e., complete humble-mindedness," the true
inner feeling of one who is in truth a slave of the Lord.
It always marked Paul’s character and was manifested
in many different ways that were apparent to men. He
had no trace of pride in himself. he laid his very life at
his Master's feet The very greatness of this high
apostle lay in his lowly-mindedness. He was an example for all lesser men.
One is surprised to hear about “tears,” yea, to ﬁnd
“tears” repeated in v 31: compare also II Cor. 2:4;
Phil. 3:18. He then mentions trials that came to him
from the Jews. At least some of those tears must have
been caused by Paul‘s sad, sad experiences with these
men of his own race. We catch only a glimpse of the
activity of the Jews in Ephesus in Luke’s record
(19:33); but it is enough to show us that here, too,

they were enemies of Paul.

How deeply he felt for

his own people, and what price he was ready to pay for

their conversion, his own letter, written only a few
weeks before in Corinth, Rom. 9 :1-3, reveals. Did
others also press tears from the eyes of Paul?

Now he was not a feminine type of man in any
sense of the word; the more signiﬁcant are these tears,
yea, and noteworthy the fact that he does not shrink
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from speaking about them. We shall have to make a
new mental picture of this man Paul, one that we have
perhaps never visioned before. Not for injuries that
he received did he ever shed tears. These he bore with.
out a quiver of the lip. These tears accompany his
working as a slave for the Lord. They were pressed
out by a heart that was wrenched with pain when he
saw men obdurately rejecting the Lord. That is why
these tears probably seem so strange to us — our own
callous hearts have not drawn us so completely to the
Lord that, as he wept over the obduracy of Jerusalem
(Luke 19 :41), we, too, might shed tears when we
behold similar sights, tears such as those of Paul.
He speaks of trials that were due to plots of the
Jews. We know that such plots were made elsewhere;
they have run through Luke’s record of Paul’s life since
the apostle’s experience at Damascus. It is only natural to ﬁnd that Ephesus was no exception. Luke perhaps omitted them in his account of the work at 'Ephesus because they would be mentioned here in his record of Paul’s address which Luke himself heard.
20) ‘0: parallels the as: occurring in v. 18. First,
the Lord in Paul’s work; secondly, the Lord's Word,
Paul’s work of teaching. His one motive and sole purpose was not to conceal or to hold back a single thing of
all that was proﬁtable to his hearers. He never tried
to save himself or to seek the slightest advantage for
himself. It is so easy just to keep still on some points;
one may even hide his real motive from himself when
doing so and persuade himself that he is following the
promptings of wisdom. “I did not shrink,” Paul says,
and that is the correct word. For we naturally shrink
when we anticipate hurt or loss as the result of what
we ought to teach and preach.
The inﬁnitive with 701': is the ablative after a verb of

hindering, denying, etc., and the negative phi is retained
although it is not necessary, R. 1094. Note the two in-
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ﬁnitives: “from proclaiming and from teaching,” both
are effective aorists, the one referring to announcements, the other to instructions, both “in public and
from house to house,” Paul using every opportunity.
21) And now the modal present participle states
that all this announcing and this teaching were ever
done by Way of “testifying both to Jews and Greeks,"
etc. Paul's own soul and person were put into all his
announcing and his teaching. The participle has the
effective 61d. With his whole soul Paul believed and
lived what he propounded to others. It welled up out
of his own heart like a living stream. He did not ave
to put his heart into it; it came out of his heart.
his
is one secret of Paul’s power as missionary, preacher,
and teacher. We can tell about it, but that helps very
little. The ﬁre of divine truth must catch in the heart,

then the ﬂames will glow in testimony and will set other
hearts aﬁre. It is like Paul's tears — unknown language to all who do not know it from experience.
Jews and Greeks — Paul made no diﬂerence but
kept this order (1:8) here as always. The entire gospel is centered in “the repentance toward God and faith
toward our Lord Jesus Christ.” Let no man violate
what Paul here says by persuading himself that this
repentance and this faith signify two brief doctrines,
all else in the Bible being immaterial, non-fundamental,
or whatever word may be chosen. Repentance includes
all of the law, and faith all of the gospel, and these two
comprise the Scriptures. 0n repentance see 2 :38 where
the verb is used. And mom is the heart’s trust and conﬁdence in “our Lord Jesus Christ.” the very name being
an epitome of the gospel, see 1:6, 1:21; 2:22, 36. But
note that Luke uses only one article with the two
nouns: Tip! yerdvotar Kai niarw H9 thereby indicates that
repentance and faith constitute a unit idea in Paul’s
mind. Either noun involves the other; either might be
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841
The use of both

after one article is more effective, strong, and clear.

22) From the past which has thus been summarized Paul turns to the present and the future.
And now, lo, I on my part, as bound in the spirit, am
going to Jerusalem, not knowing the things in it that
shall meet me save that the Holy Spirit is testifying
to me from city to city, saying that fetters and afar
ﬁictions are awaiting me. But I deem the life of no
account as dear to me in order to ﬁnish my course
and the ministry which I received from the Lord
Jesus, to testify the gospel of the grace of God.
“And now” marks the turn to the present, and “10”
points to what is indeed remarkable — he who has been
so faithful to the Lord and to his Word has fetters and
afﬂictions awaiting him as his reward! As the elders
know, he is now on his way to Jerusalem, but he goes
as one who “has been and thus is now bound (this is
the force of the perfect participle) in the spirit” (locative dative to indicate where the binding holds Paul,
namely in his own spirit). An inward constraint urges
Paul to go on. The fact that this does not refer merely
to the decision of his own will, one that he could alter
at any time, should be evident; the passive participle
points to a higher agent that holds Paul bound to go
to Jerusalem, an agent to whom Paul was wholly submissive in the direction of his life. He confesses that
he does not know what things shall meet him in Jerusalem, db‘ée, the second perfect participle is always used

as a present. In rd. wuamfuom we have one of the few
future participles which is futuristic and not volitive.
23) mujv with a an clause following is best taken
as a preposition, the clause as the object (B.-D. 449, 1),
and not as an adverb (R. 646). One thing Paul does
know, namely that the Holy Spirit is testifying to him
in city after city (m-é is distributive) that fetters
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(imprisonment) and afﬂictions (pressure from all
sides) are awaiting him. We must note the implication
that, by thus forewarning Paul, the Holy Spirit is
really binding him to go to Jerusalem, telling him of the
divine will that he endure these things. In his previous record Luke has said nothing about these communications to Paul: he will mention one notable instance a little later. the prophecy of Agabus in Caesarea (21:10-14). For the present Luke lets Paul’s own
words on this subject sufﬁce. We are to know at least
this much, that Paul knew the nature of what he was
going to meet.
24) Instead of being deterred, he went bravely On
with one mighty purpose dominating him. We see this
brave spirit in the words: "But I deem the life of no
account as dear to me." The readings vary but not
enough to make us doubtful. The middle «Mimi is used
in the sense of “deem," “hold" (Liddell and Scott),
much as we, too, use “make” in expressions such as
this: “He makes (deems. considers) it an honor or a
calamity.” 0.58M..- Aéyou is the genitive of price; and
rqdav is the necessary limiting predicate adjective
(scarcely an apposition, R., W. P.) . Paul does consider
his life of account but not of account as far as it is dear
to him himself. He is willing.to die at any time for the
Lord’s name (21 :13; Phil. 1 :20, 21). The emphasis is
on 015805: Myou and on rqu'av e'pawq'»: “Of not one word’s
value do I consider my life as far as its being dear just
to myself is concerned.” He would not utter even one
word to save his life in order that he might have it.
The purpose for which we do a thing is often our
reason for doing it; philosophers call this “the ﬁnal
cause." Such is the purpose here, which is expressed
by as with the subjunctive. In regard to the reading
an, this is almost solidly assured (time is only a conjecture to match the inﬁnitive) ; but it is a question whether to read the aorist subjunctive (a possible future
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indicative) rauéao, or the aorist inﬁnitive «mam (see
R. 987). The former reading would be the last lone
example in the New Testament of dw.‘ as a ﬁnal particle:
“in order that I may ﬁnish my course and the ministry,” etc.; the latter would be the adverb: “as ﬁnishing," etc. Paul is governed by one purpose only, in
which his life is not even a pawn; it is the ﬁnishing of
his apostolic course, meaning the smovia or ministry
which he received from the Lord Jesus. The Lord gave
this work of serving to him, and Paul wants to ﬁnish it
in whatever way the Lord has planned for him. Here
is the place to recall that so many of Paul's movements
were directly guided by the Lord, for instance, not to go
to Asia or to Bithynia (16 :6, 7), to continue in Corinth
(18:9-11), etc.
With an appositional inﬁnitive Paul further describes his oﬁice: “to testify the gospel of the grace of
God.” He is always a master in describing his oﬁlce.
He repeats the testifying which he had mentioned in
v. 21 and thereby shows what importance he attached
to this signiﬁcant term. “The gospel” is the good news,
and its contents is “the grace of God,” the divine favor
extended through the atoning merits of Christ to the
guilty. damned sinner to free him forever from this
guilt and to receive him as God's child. Not a single
word used here should be discounted and reduced in
substance or in extent. Some call their preaching “gospel” when it does not comply with Paul’s description in
whole or in part; Paul settles his account with them in
Gal. 1:6, 7.

25) The seriousness of what lay before Paul is
made fully evident at this point. And now, lo, I for
my part know that not again shall you see my face,
you all among whom I Went throughheralding the
kingdom.
The ﬁrst words parallel v. 22. Once more we have
a surprise -— Paul does not expect that these Ephesian
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elders will ever see his face again! The idea is not that
he expects to die in Jerusalem itself — he dos not know
where it will be but is convinced that it will be. This
conviction runs through Paul’s entire address and gives
it such an affecting tone. A spiritual father is taking
a last leaVe from his spiritual children.
The emphatic £76, “I for my part know,” helps to
indicate that Paul is expressing only his own conviction. Without receiving a warning from the Spirit, he
had repeatedly been in mortal danger; now he had had
a warning concerning “fetters and afﬂictions" and
thus he thought his course was coming to its end. As a
matter of fact, he was imprisoned for four long years.

Then he was freed, revisited Corinth, Troas, Miletus
(II Tim. 4:13, 20), even Ephesus itself (I Tim. 1:3,
compared with 4:13). Nothing is gained by denying
that he paid a visit to the latter place, for Paul says,
“you all among whom I went through heralding the
kingdom," and refers to Ephesus and to many other
places he “went throug .” The Ephesian elders were
only representatives of all these places. So these people saw the apostle’s face again — he did not die as
soon as he had expected.
It is, of course, not necessary to assume that Paul
spoke this address by inspiration (rather revelation) ;
for, beyond question, the apostles were not always inspired (did not have a revelation on every point.) Yet
this word of Paul’s regarding himself is really no proof
that on this occasion he spoke without inspiration, it

only shows that he had no revelation regarding the time
of his death. He differentiates most clearly between
what the Holy Spirit actually testiﬁed to him (v. 23)
and what he himself felt he knew in addition to that
testimony. Why should the Spirit not permit him to
say that? “Heralding the kingdom" (see 1:3) was
Paul’s great amen-Ia, proclaiming the blessed rule “of the
grace of God."
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26) For this reason I let testify for myself to
you on this day that I am clean from the blood of all.
For 1 did not shrink from proclaiming to you all the
counsel of God.
Alan, “because,” and 8:6, “therefore,” are not always
closely differentiated; here the former is used much

like the latter. But the middle pap‘nipopat is most exact;
Paul is not testifying (which would be papfupc'u) but
is letting a great fact that no one can contradict and
question testify for him. It is the fact “that I am clean
from the blood of all” (compare 18:6) according to
Ezek. 3:18-21, which see; and is ablative in sense and
not a Hebraism (R. 576). “Blood” is a pregnant,
metonymical term for the guilt involved in bringing
about death, here eternal death. On the great judgment day none of the lost from this territory shall be
able to point to Paul and say that his is the guilt. Whoever may be guilty, Paul is pure from this terrible stain.
The apostle wants this fact to testify to these elders
iv r5 aﬁprpov ﬁpc’pg, literally, “on the today day," this day
of parting, which Paul expects to be ﬁnal and which
these elders will not soon forget.
27) It is one thing to disclaim such bloodguilt; it
is quite another to be able to back up that disclaimer as
Paul was able to do. “For" proves that the testimony
Paul cites is most certainly true. “I did not shrink
from proclaiming to you” repeats v. 20 (which see, also
as to p.15 with the inﬁnitive). Here we again have the
implication that, if Paul had considered men only or
selﬁsh personal advantages, he might, indeed, have kept
back this or that part of his teaching, for it often ran
counter to Jewish bigotry and heathen prejudice, and
it often offended Christian ignorance and narrowness.
But Paul ever bore in mind the accounting he would
have to render to his Lord at the last day. So he pro.
claimed “all the counsel of God," the entire will of God,
every doctrine and every truth of God, omitting, alter-
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ing, toning down nothing. He had no peculiar personal
views, he followed no peculiar policy. He especially
did not omit what was diﬂicult and hard to set forth,
unpalatable and obnoxious to human reason, out of
harmony with the spirit of the times. He was neither
reactionary nor progressive; for “the whole counsel
of God” is changeless. He put justiﬁcation by faith
into the center because God put it there, but he treated
a large number of other points as well. each in its place.
Now he is ready for his ﬁnal accounting. Heb. 18:17 :
“As they that must give account.”
Here there is presented the full responsibility of
everyone who undertakes to herald the kingdom. No
man on earth can lessen it, least of all you yourself.
Here let a man examine himself How many preachers
have blood on their conscience? Paul purposely used
this bloody word Be not ready to absolve yourself too
quickly
Make sure! Correlate these expressions:
“the things proﬁtable" (v 19) — “the repentance to—
ward God and faith toward our Lord Jesus Christ”
(v 21) — “the gospel of the grace of God” (v. 24) —
“the kingdom" (v 25) — “all the counsel of God" (v.
27) Each casts light on the others.
28) Not until after Paul has dealt fully with
himself does he deal with others. Only what he has
done does he ask others also to do Be taking heed
to your own selves and to all the ﬂock in which the
Holy Spirit set you as overseers, to shepherd the
church of God which he purchased for himself
through his own blood.

Hpoaéxm with and without w‘w rot-v, “to hold the mind
toward something.” is our “to take heed”, and the
present imperative is used to express constant heeding.
He who is to take heed of others must ﬁrst take heed
to himself Be clean yourself before you try to cleanse
others. Be taught yourself before you try to teach
others. Be light yourself before you try to give light
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to others. Be near to God yourself before you attempt
to bring others near. So Paul did, so he bade these
elders do, and that pertains to you.
Paul uses the beautiful ﬁgure of “the ﬂock” which
Jesus himself used in John 10:11, etc.; Luke 12:32. It
harks back to the Old Testament. But we must get the
full force of the ﬁgure as it is contained in the relation
of the shepherd to his own ﬂock. We see it in David
who fought a lion and a bear at the risk of his own life
in order to save only one sheep of the ﬂock. Jesus has
intensiﬁed and even gloriﬁed this ﬁgure. He is “the
good Shepher ,” John 10:11; “the Shepherd and
Bishop of your souls,” I Pet. 2 :25; “the great Shepherd
of the sheep,” Heb. 13:20. See how he reinstates Peter
in John 21 :15, etc.
The church is a body, a united flock, and not a large
number of individual sheep — a great fact for Christians as well as for pastors. Sheep are not dogs, and
we must think of dogs in the Oriental sense, ownerless,
scavengers, etc. Sheep as a ﬂock are precious, follow
the shepherd, depend on him; it is a crime to be a hireling, to abuse the conﬁdence of the ﬂock; it is the devil’s
work to scatter the flock. All this and more lies in the
word wot'pmov, diminutive from «aim, but only in form,
not in sense. “All” the ﬂock — Paul binds every sheep
upon the hearts of these elders. “All" —- not merely
the pastor’s friends, a faction he has allowed to form
that clings to him, the well-to-do, neglecting the poor
and the unassuming. The true shepherd knows no dividing line, no factions, loves every sheep, especially
the weak and the needy. The lambs as well as the
sheep — how often these are neglected! If your heart
is not big enough to embrace “all the tics ," it is not big
enough to shepherd any of the ﬂock.
Paul brings out the sacred obligation and trust
connected with the pastorate: “in which the Holy Spirit

did set you as overseers." We have nothing to add to
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what we said' in connection with 11:30 in regard to
“elders” and their other title “overseers,” both of which
are used for what we now call “pastors," the former
stressing the honor, the latter the type of work. The
title “bishops” as distinct from “pastors” is a later use
of the term “overseer”; they oversee a diocese of many
congregations and their pastors. It is the Holy Spirit
who sets or places overseers in the ﬂock. The entire
church is under his guidance; and in every true call,
ordination, and installation we see the work of the Holy
Spirit. It is a vast comfort to every true pastor that
the Holy Spirit placed him in the ﬂock he serves. But
how about hypocrites in the pastorate, humanly manipulated calls? The devil’s work in the church in this and
in other directions must be purged out, but its presence

here and there in no way alters the Spirit’s true work.
In the Greek roipvcov and «muniww are cognate, the

inﬁnitive is the object of “take heed ” “To shepherd”
is broad and includes the entire work of the pastor:

leading, feeding, guarding, etc

In John 21 :15, 17

Jesus used also 36mm “to pasture" or to feed, which
refers especially to teaching, this being the chief feature
of the task. Neither Paul nor Jesus know of a ﬂock that
leads and manages itself and has a shepherd only to feed
it. These inventions plague the church today

There is a difference of opinion regarding the reading, “the church of God. which he purchased for himself through his own blood.” Some think the reading
should be, “the church of the Lord.” Here are the decisive points. Almost invariably Paul uses the expression “the church of God," in fact, this or an equivalent
genitive occurs twenty times and never “the church of
the Lord”; “of Christ" is found only two or three
times. In other cases the common usage is preferred
to an exceptional usage; here the reverse is advocated.
We are told that because elsewhere “the church of God"
appears, therefore Luke’s “the church of the Lord" was
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changed by scribes also to read “of God.”
ings have good textual support.

Both read-

But if we ask how it

came about that there are two readings (plus a few
minor variants), the answer is obvious; Luke wrote “of
God," and scribes thought they must change this because then it would be stated that God’s blood bought
the church. The issue is not at all in regard to “the
church of God” but in regard to the relative clause
which has the phrase “through his own blood." Some
critics feel that the idea of God’s blood should be eliminated from the text.
Some claim that Jesus never called himself God,
also that Paul never called Jesus God, hence “God"
must be deleted here. Both claims are unwarranted.
In regard to Paul see at least Rom. 1:4; 9 :5; Col. 2:9;
Tit. 2:13; also Col. 1:15-20; Phil. 2:5-11. All Paul’s
utterances rest on the deity of Jesus, and this is evident
in many passages. When those who accept the deity of
Jesus shrink from the use of the expression “the blood
of God,” they are often moved by an unnecessary
timidity.
The person of Jesus may be designated by any
name, human, divine, merely personal, or ofﬁcial, and
then anything may be predicated of him, either of one
or of the other nature or of both. This the New Testament does with at times startling effect. The fact that
God purchased for himself the church through his own
blood
killed
ciﬁed
ingly

is only of a piece with expressions like: “You
the Author (Prince) of life” (3:15) ; “they cruthe Lord of glory" (I Cor. 2:8). Jesus is striknamed according to his deity, yet being killed,

being cruciﬁed, having blood is predicated of him. We
refuse to divide the Savior by saying in Nestorian
fashion that human things can be ascribed to him only
as to his human nature, divine things only as to his
divine nature. The New Testament calls him by any
name regardless of what it predicates of him, just so
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his person is referred to. And no serious student will
adopt Zwingli's evasive expedient that all these glorious
Scripture statements are “merely verbal,” just words
that are not to be taken seriously.
And let us not forget the great reality here expressed so clearly: we are purchased by means of God's
blood. Aui. expresses means; this blood was the price;
as being God’s blood its value is inﬁnite and could and
did effect the purchase. This is the whole “blood theology” which so many deny. More — here we have the
the true value of the church, which every pastor should
keep in mind. This church entrusted to his care cost
God's blood. Will God be indifferent as to how the
church for which he paid such a price is treated? And
this passage does not imply a limited atonement, for in
II Pet. 2:1 it is said even of those that deny the Lord
and go to swift destruction that “the Lord bought

them.” The church, the sheep, the believers are often
mentioned as those who were bought, etc., for the
rather obvious reason that among all whom the Lord
bought they are the ones, and they alone, who really
become his own.
29) Paul's ﬁrst admonition is general and is based
on the mightiest reason. The apostles always used such
tremendous reasons as a basis for their admonitions.
Now the apostle points to the coming danger. He expected a severe trial for himself; he sees also what is
in store for his fellow laborers. I for my part know
that there shall come after my departure grievous
wolves to you, not sparing the ﬂock. And from yourselves there shall rise up men uttering perverted
things to draw away the disciples after them.
Wherefore keep watching, remembering that for a
space of three years, night and day, I did not cease
with tears to put in mind each one.
Paul sees the wolves coming. He is neither a pessimist nor an optimist; he has sharp eyes and reads

Acts 20:29, 80
aright the signs of the times.
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He also knows men.

’37.; own is used exactly as it was in v. 25. He had no
special revelation on this matter regarding Ephesus;
yet he did have the warning words of Jesus, Matt. 7 :15,
about ravening (rending) wolves. Paul uses pupae.
“heavy," hard to endure, and explains by adding, “not
sparing the ﬂock” (John 10:12). A few years later
Paul wrote, I Tim. 4:1, etc.

Pointedly he says, “after my departure," Music has
its later meaning. Zahn marshals his learning against
this later meaning and contends that this word means,
“after my arrival," i. e., in heaven; but B.-P. contradicts him by a reference to three plain examples. When
Paul’s apostolic authority is no longer exerted, these
wolves in sheep’s clothing will invade the church. 0f
whom was the apostle thinking? First of all, of the
Judaizers as his letter which was not long before this
time written to the Galatians makes rather certain. But
he does not attempt to specify, errorists of other types
will also appear. In his later letters he deals with
various kinds of them. Not a little debate has centered
about these “wolves” mentioned in Matt. 7 :15 and here
in Paul's address. The point debated is whether errorists are to be included. This has been denied, and we
were told that wolves are men who deny Christianity in
toto. But these men are not really dangerous; even a
simple Christian recognizes them for what they are.
And what about the sheep's clothing? Now the fact is,

every false doctrine rends and tears to the degree that
it is false. It is most destructive when it parades as
the true teaching of Christ or of his apostles. One fang
or false doctrine may cause faith to bleed to death.
30)

When Paul speaks of men arising in the

church itself who speak twisted, distorted, perverted
things, Sitarpappe'va (perfect participle from Slam-pith»,

“having been and thus still being perverted”), let us
not think that these are not wolves. Paul merely drops
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the ﬁgure. Men that bring in destructive doctrine
from other churches are bad enough, but still worse
are men that arise in one's own church and teach such
doctrines, and the worst are false preachers and pastors. This is not an anticlimax but a climax. The
name used for the perverters in v. 30 cannot be milder
than that employed with reference to those in v. 29.
The wolves spare not the flock, they destroy souls; but
these others actually divide the church by drawing
poor, deluded disciples after them. They cause great
schisms and sects.
What a long procession of these two classes of foes
the church has had to suffer during the past ages and
especially also in the present age, and the end is not
yet! Matt. 24:24, 25. It is a God’s wonder that the
church exists at all at this date. Paul's two verses are
the epitome of one side of her history. But the gospel
is still intact, and there is still a host of those that preserve that gospel intact.
31) In the face of the danger thus described, what
is the course these Ephesian elders, as well as all shepherds of the church everywhere, must pursue? “Keep
watching!" The only deduction they can make (M)
is to keep wide awake, to note and to meet even the ﬁrst
appearance of danger. Paul is, indeed, leaving "them,
but see what he leaves them: the memory of his example! That memory is still kept alive in the churches to
this day. Although he has been dead for a long time,
Paul’s example still speaks.

What he did we can do

today. A rpteria is a space of three years, the accusative expresses the extent of time, as do the words “night
and day.” We are certain that Paul worked in Ephesus
for almost three years (19:8, 10, 22; see 19:10). The
point is that these elders had had Paul's example before
their very eyes for so long a time.
Not once during all this time did Paul slacken his
efforts: “night and day I did not cease with tears put-

Acts 20:81, 32
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ting in mind each one.” He labored even during the
night. The night is put ﬁrst because watching precedes and not because Paul was still thinking about
wolves, for they prowl by day as well as by night. 12.,
W. P., is a little strong when he renders maﬁa», “to put
sense into one." The verb means only “to put in mind."
Paul constantly reminded and did that for “each one,"
thus by individual and personal work, which takes a
good deal of time. He kept his eye on eVery single
sheep.
32) The address is perfectly proportioned. The
admonition is made brief, it is the more effective for
that reason. And now I commend you to God and to
the Word of his grace, the one able to build up and
to give the inheritance among all those that have
been sanctiﬁed.
This is the ﬁnal “now," mn‘w, adverbial accusative:
“as to the things now.” Paul is parting. Paul is able
to do but one more thing, and he now does that: he
commends these elders to God, etc. He uses the very
word “I commend” which Jesus used when he placed
his spirit into his Father’s hands. To commend to God
is to place into his care and keeping.
By adding, “and to the Word of his grace," etc..

(compare “the gospel of the grace of God” in v. 24)
Paul states what he expects God to do for these elders.
God and the Word of his grace always go together; God
lets his grace ﬂow out through that Word. With the
attributive participle Paul describes the power of this
Word. We construe «up Suvapt'vgi with 1-5; A679, but there is

little difference in force when it is construed with 1'93
Gap. The Word (gospel) is the power of God, Rom.
1 :16. It is able to do two things: 1) to build us up spiritually in this life, and 2) to give us the inheritance in
the life to come.
When we call this building up “ediﬁcetion” we do
so only in the New Testament sense of that word. Edi-
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ﬁcation is by no means only the arousing of pleasant
religious sensations but an increase, an unfolding of
the whole spiritual life, including more and better knowledge, but especially centering the will and the character
more deeply in Christ and in his Word. Men who are
thus built up are proof against wolves and errors.
The heavenly inheritance is a gift of the Word of
grace. In fact, that Word is the divine testament in
which we believers are named as the heirs to whom this
inheritance is to be conveyed. Only God’s sons are his
heirs. How could his enemies hope to be such? Luke

has used aym, “sain ,” in 9 :13 and later; now he uses
the substantivized perfect participle in practically the
same sense. “The holy ones" are “the ones that have
been made and thus now are holy," set apart as belonging to God through Christ by the Holy Spirit’s work.
Cf. Luther, the explanation of the Third Article of the
Creed. Both Greek terms are used in the wider sense;
we are holy and hallowed by having all our sins removed in justiﬁcation and by having in us a new life
that ever strives to perform holy works. “Among
those sanctiﬁed” refers to the saints that are already
in heaven. To join them is our hope in Christ.
33) Heavenly-mindedness does away with earthlymindedness. It is the thought of the heavenly inheritance awaiting us as saints that leads Paul to speak of
the manner in which he has lived during these years
he has spent in Ephesus. Silver or gold or robing of
no one did I covet. Yourselves realize that for my
needs and for those who are with me these hands
rendered service. Regarding all things I gave example to you that it is necessary thus by laboring to
attend to the weak and to remember the words of the
Lord Jesus that he himself said, Blessed it is rather
to be giving than to be taking.
“Robing,” garments, was an item in Oriental wealth
and is thus listed with silver and gold. The three nouns

Acts 20:33-85
are genitives after a verb of emotion, R. 508.

855
Even to

covet is sin. Paul knew why he placed among the qualiﬁcations for the ministry “no lover of money," I Tim.
3:4; Tit. 1:7. Self-seekers disgrace the holy oﬂ‘ice;
clerical speculators disgrace it still more; bidders for
“fat” calls and all who commercialize their oﬁice are an
abomination to the Lord.
34) While Paul himself wrote I Cor. 9:14 and
what precedes, it is he who tells us in the following
verses why he forewent this right. He speaks to the
Ephesian elders only of the fact that he did so and not
of his special reason. That someone had slandered
him in regard to the great collection, that he had such
slander in mind here, and that II Cor. 13 :7, etc., is evidence to that effect, is an unwarranted supposition.
“These hands" he must have held out, which were
marked with traces of his tentmaking labors in Aquila’s
shop. He earned his own living and more than that.
Some of his money was used for his assistants, “for
those who are with me.” Why? Because he used them
so hard. often sending them on long journeys. While
he was residing in Ephesus he covered the entire province of Asia by their aid. Most of his earnings were
probably used for this purpose. He invested them in
the gospel; irmype‘re'w = to serve as an underling, Paul
served as Aquila’s workman, Aquila was his employer.
Even today few appreciate what Paul did in this
respect.

35) Hdvra is the adverbial accusativ‘e and is by the
context limited to the subject in hand. The verb inroScur11'th means “to show somebody a thing by holding it
under his eyes,” thus “to give an example." There is
no pronoun “you” in the an clause, and it is best to take
the clause in a general sense, the accusative Kvas
modifying the accusative subject (understood) of the
inﬁnitive amppémom, sick annehmen: “that it is necessary thus by laboring to attend to the weak,” etc.
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Who are “the weak,” genitive after the verb “to take
hold of"? It is best not to take the word in a ﬁgurative

sense: the spiritually Weak who might think that the
missionary worked only for money. “The weak” are
those who become needy through sickness; the word

often means “the sick.”

Paul does not say outright

that he contributed to charity, but he most likely did
just as Jesus himself did (John 13:29). Ad may express any kind of necessity, here it expresses a moral
necessity,
By thus working to have money to aid the destitute,
an obligation resting on all, Paul wants all to be remembering (present inﬁnitive) the words of the Lord

Jesus (all of them that bear on this subject, plural),
in particular that he said (now quoting one of them) :
“Blessed it is rather to be giving than to be taking”
(two present inﬁnitives to expreSs repeated action). A
few Agmpha have come down to us, words of Jesus
that are not recOrded in the four Gospels. This one is
so like Jesus and is especially precious. It is a beatitude. The implication is that it is also blessed to take;
Paul himself is an excellent example in the way in
which he took the gifts sent him by the Philippians
(Phil. 4 :10-17) . But the greater blessedness lies in the

right kind of giving.

Note the giving that runs

through Matt. 25 :35—40. God is the most blessed Giver,
John 3:16; Acts 14:17. Jesus likewise. His whole
ministry was giving, and in death he gave his life for
us. The glory of the whole gospel is the fact that it is
nothing but GIVING. Paul enjoyed this blessedness
to the full, “as poor, yet making many rich,” II Cor.
6:10. With a Word from Jesus' own lips Paul closed
his address.
36) And having said these things, after bending his knees, he prayed with them all. Moreover,
there occurred considerable weeping on the part of
all. And having fallen on the neck of Paul, they

Acts 20 :86-38
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'went on kissing him fervently, pained most at the
word he had spoken that they were not again to hehold his face. And they started to send him forward
to the boat.
After having spoken to the elders, Paul now speaks
to the Lord. The Greek idiom is “to place the knees,”
meaning to kneel. The common posture in prayer was
to stand and to lift the eyes to heaven; Jesus regularly
prayed in this position. Standing in one’s presence is
to honor that person. Kneeling in prayer expresses
deep feeling such as grief, utter helplessness, etc. In
Gethsemane Jesus, knelt, being sorrowful unto death,
but this was exceptional in his case. The attitude
should express what is in the heart. Kneeling in the
case of too many prayers makes this attitude too common so that it loses its speciﬁc signiﬁcance. Reserve
kneeling for confession of sin, for the day of humiliation, the hour of stress, calamity, etc. Paul and his
little gathering naturally knelt in this tense, sad hour
of parting. It was most affecting and the right way to
part.

37) Luke states that they could not restrain their
feelings, there was much sobbing. The imperfect Ka‘rc'
#Aouv expresses the lingering of the parting and not
only that each man kissed Paul while embracing him,
but also that each one could hardly let him go. Here
is fully manifested the deep affection Paul inspired.
As his enemies hated him with burning intensity, so

his friends loved him with glowing fervor.
38) The elders were so overcome because of Paul’s
word that this was the ﬁnal parting. “Sorrowing” is

too weak a translation; the participle means “pained,"
“deeply distressed”; and pa’AAoum brings out the thought
that now, in a few moments, they would behold him no
more, “behold," not merely "see”; their eyes would not
again rest upon him. The ﬁnal imperfect is really
dramatic; in the midst of their accompanying Paul to
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the boat Luke lets the curtain fall. When Luke wrote
his account years afterward he lived this affecting
scene over again. He recalled his own wet eyes. Paul
is outstanding in the whole scene, his assistants are
wholly in the background. It was always thus. Even
the rabid .Jews always centered only on Paul and disregarded his helpers. He towered above them all. He
still towers in the same way. In the New Testament
record and in the tradition of the early church only the
beloved John is like him in this respect. Because both
were so uncompromising in maintaining the doctrines

of the gospel they inspired the deepest love in all who

knew them best.

This presents a tremendous fact on

which we cannot ponder enough.

CHAPTER XXI
THE CONCLUSION or THE THIRD MISSIONARY JOURNEY:
FROM MILETUS 'ro JERUSALEM

Luke made this voyage with Paul and his seven
other companions (20:4). These eight carried the
great collection which Paul had had his Gentile congregations gather during the past year or more to aid the
Jewish brethren in Palestine; that is why his company
was so large. Paul himself had no part in carrying the
funds. The vessel from Troas was a coaster and was
used only as far as Patara.
1) Now when it came to pass that we set sail
( cf. 13 :13) after having been torn from them, having made a straight run, we came to Cos and on the
next day to Rhodes and thence to Patara. And having found a boat crossing over to Phoenicia, having
embarked, we set sail. Now having sighted Cyprus
and having left it on the left, we continued sailing to
Syria and came down to Tyre, for there the boat was
to discharge its cargo. The Greek goes up on the
sea and then comes down to land (v. 3) ; both terms
are nautical.
It is a beautiful fancy when Zahn pictures the
Ephesian elders and the whole congregation of Miletus
(Luke says nothing about such a congregation) standing on the shore waving farewell to Paul and his party
who wave in return. Sorry to spoil the picture. Read
20 :13 and Ramsay who traveled these waters. At this
season the wind regularly springs up from the north
before dawn and blows until late afternoon. This explains 20:13-15, each day’s run was about so far, and

(869)
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each night they anchored; the daily runs and stops
from Miletus to Patara were also due to this fact.
First, the straight run to the Island Cos, a distance of
forty miles. Here the boat anchored. The next day’s
run was ﬁfty miles to Rhodes, where the night was
spent. Then came the run to Patara, again about
forty miles, now toward the east. The probability is
that this coaster continued in this fashion and did not
venture out into the open sea.
So we must change the picture at Miletus. It was
night when the elders escorted Paul to the boat, and
when his party tore themselves away. This may have
happened shortly before sailing, for the boat would
start with the rising of the wind. The straight run
of which Luke makes note by using 3. nautical term
shows how favorable the ﬁrst day’s wind was. Cos
was an island that was famous for its wines and its
fabrics and had attracted many Jews; K6 is the second
Attic accusative , of K6:, see Goodwin 196 on We're,
and B.-D. 44, 1. Rhodes = island of roses (Rhoda in
12: 13 = Rose) ; it was renowned for its great Colus—
sus, a statue of Apollo that was 105 feet high but is at
this time in ruins. The sun was said to shine every
day at Rhodes. In 1925 the writer was impressed by
the ancient fortiﬁcations near the city of Rhodes
which date from the time of the crusaders and the
Knights of St. John. There were glorious oleanders,
ﬂaming hybiscus, gorgeous morning glories, the water
was indigo blue. Patara was a notable maritime city
on the Lycian coast which once possessed an oracle of
Apollo that rivaled that at Delphi.
The Codex Bezae adds that the party went on to
Myra (27:5); this is conjecture. If transshipment
was made at Myra instead of at Patara, Luke would
have written Myra and not omitted it.
2)
At Patara the party left the small coaster
and took passage on a large merchantman that sailed

Acts 21 :8, 4
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across the open sea straight for the Phoenician coast.
They had a voyage of about 400 miles before them.
3) All that Luke says in regard to this voyage is
that they sighted Cyprus on their left, sailed on to
Syria without stopping, meaning to the Phoenician
coast, and landed at Tyre, which was famous in the
Old Testament, in the New, during the crusades, 1,000
years later. Its very site is now hopelessly altered in
literal, frightful fulﬁllment of Ezek. 26:1-28:19, note
especially 26 :4, 5, 14, 21. Read Delitzsch, Commentar

ueber den Propheten Ezechz'el (1868), p. 259, etc.
Paul sailed close to the tip of Cyprus, where he and
Barnabas had achieved a most notable victory at
Paphos (13:6, etc.). The writer sailed past the same
point, stopped at Lanarka, and then crossed to Syria.
The form of the ﬁrst aorist active dwadm'vavres
is explained in B.-D. 72; the aorist passive dm¢avéme
which is found in important texts is incorrect. ’Avaoalvw
ﬂy is still the Greek expression for “to sight land"
(Smith, Bible Dictionary, nautical vocabulary IV,
3009). The imperfect “we went on sailing” means
straight on, making no landing in Cyprus.

The ves-

sel’s cargo was to be discharged in Tyre. This was
a fast boat that sailed through without a stop. In R.,

W. P., 77v . . . dwo¢opngép¢vov is explained as a “customary” or “progressive" periphrastic imperfect, see
R. 884. R. 1115 is much better. This is not a periphrastic form, the participle is merely predicative and
states what kind of a boat this was, "one discharging
its cargo there” (in Tyre), just as the participle swamps»
in v. 2 describes this boat as one “crossing over” (es

hatte diese Eigenschaft, B.-D. 339, 2b) .
4) And having discovered the disciples, we remained there seven days, who kept saying to Paul
through the Spirit not to be going on to Jerusalem
And when it was that we ﬁnished the days, having
left, we were starting to journey on, all with wives
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and children bringing us on our way until outside the
city. And having bent the knees on the beach, after
having prayed, we bade each other farewell, and we
went into the boat, but they returned to their homes.
They had to make a search for the disciples in
Tyre because the congregation was small. How it came
about that there were Christians here is explained by
11:19 and 15:3. Seven days was a long time for Paul
to remain in this city; the length of time seems to have
been determined by the stay of the vessel at Tyre.
Although they were few in number, the charisma
of prophecy was found among these disciples; they
knew from one or from the other of their number, to
whom the Spirit had granted this special revelation,
that imprisonment awaited Paul in Jerusalem. The
imperfect ale/av states that they kept telling Paul not
to go on to Jerusalem, meaning that he was by all
means to avoid that city. These disciples understood
the Spirit’s word as a warning which they should transmit to Paul. Paul did not consider the Spirit’s word
as a warning, for the Spirit never forbade him to go
to Jerusalem; these revelations only forewarned and
prepared him to be ready for what awaited him.
5) Luke uses the accusative with the inﬁnitive
as the subject of iyémo. By writing zeaprim, “we
ﬁnished," Luke conveys the idea that they spent so
many days in Tyre, not from choice, but from necessity while waiting for their vessel to proceed. “Having
left, we were starting to journey on” (inchoative imperfect), doing the very thing the disciples of Tyre
begged us not to do. Although Paul was quite a
stranger to them (he had paid this city a ﬂeeting visit
in 15:3, and possibly also passed through it in 11:30
and 12:25), and none of the companions of Paul had

ever been in Tyre, yet during this one week the bond
of attachment became so strong that men, women, and
children turned out to a person to bid farewell to Paul
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and his company.’ They realized fully what they had
experienced during this week. “To send forward” (as
in 20:38) means to go along with one who is departing. “Outside of the city” means to the docks where
the boat lay.
0n kneeling for prayer see 20 :36. A most interesting study are the three pictures of leavetaking presented by Luke: at Miletus (20 :36, etc.), here at Tyre,
and in the following verses at Caesarea. The intensity
of feeling that marks the departure from Miletus is
absent in the case of Tyre. These disciples also feel
that they will never see Paul again, but he had not
been with them for three years but only for seven days.
The parting is impressive. They kneel on the beach
and separate from each other with earnest prayer. The
place was public, but they were not ashamed.
6) There is a tenderness in Luke’s three statements: they bade each other farewell, we went into the
boat, and they returned home. He witnessed this
scene. The article in the phrase “into the boat” refers
to the boat on which they had come from Miletus, for
the sailing of which they had waited a week. Etc 1-“:
as... literally, “to their own things," is idiomatic for
“to their own homes”; the masculine would mean “own
people."
7) Now we, having continued the voyage from
Tyre, arrived at Ptolemais and, having greeted the
brethren, remained one day with them.
Ptolemais is the ancient Acco (Judges 1:31), the
later Acre (Crusades). Little is said about the stop
made here because it was so brief. We see that here,
too, a congregation had been founded. On his trips
between Antioch and Jerusalem Paul must have passed
through Ptolemais as he had through Tyre.
We here take issue with a large number of commentators and with those dictionaries that accept their
exegesis. Because of smurﬁaumc they say that the
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voyage ended here at Ptolemais, and that Paul and
his party went overland to Caesarea. Zahn mentions
cart and horses, and R., W. P., alters the construction.
As to the latter point, we cannot accept Robertson’s
translation, “arrived from Tyre to Ptolemais.” If Luke

had intended to say that he would have placed both
phrases after the verb. To place “from Tyre" before
the verb would imply putting an emphasis on this

phrase if it were to be construed with this verb.

But

such an emphasis is entirely out of place. Nor could
any reader guess that “from Tyre” is to be construed
with the following verb, because the phrase is placed

after the participle Slowdown: exactly as the phrase “at
Ptolemais" is placed after namwﬁaapw, and neither has
an emphasis. The verb 8mm, is found only here in
the New Testament, and it means not only “to ﬁnish"
but also “to continue”; 396 Abbott-Smith, Lexicon, for
this use in Xenophon and in other writers, in Clement,
etc.; see also Liddell and Scott. The New Testament

dictionaries which omit this second meaning deal only.
with the verb as it is found in our passage.
In determining the meaning of a word the context
and the author’s own thought are usually taken into
consideration, and wisely so. Ptolemais is thirty miles
south of Tyre, one day’s walk on the ﬁne road along
the shore, the great highway from Syria to Egypt.
Why should Paul remain in Tyre for a period of seven
days merely in order to be able to sail these thirty
miles and no more? Then spend only one day in Ptolemais? Then spend only a few days in Caesarea?
Have some of these commentators forgotten that Paul
preferred walking from Troas to Assos while he let
his eight companions go by boat (20:13)? Here, then,
is another case where correction is needed. Fortunately, it is only in regard to externals, for it matters little
whether Paul arrived at Caesarea aﬂoat or afoot.
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8) And having left on the morrow, we came to
Caesarea by boat. This is substantiated by v. 15;
for when the party did ﬁnally travel by land, namely
from Caesarea to Jerusalem, Luke adds zmammdpam,
“having made our preparations,” i. e., “having packed
up.” If the journey overland began at Ptolemais, why
is this participle postponed until the mention of the
departure from Caesarea?
And having gone to the house of Philip, the evangelist, who was one of the seven, We remained with
him.
Philip came to Caesarea in 8:40; but We ﬁnd no
further mention of him until now when he and his
daughters are living in Caesarea in a home that is
spacious enough to entertain Paul’s entire party of
nine men. It is most natural to assume that Philip just
insisted on lodging all of them himself because he Was
overjoyed at having all of them with him; Peter began
work among the Gentiles in Caesarea (10:1-11, 18)
although-Luke says nothing about Philip’s presence in
the city at that time. We also hear nothing about Cornelius at this time; he had probably been transferred to
some other garrison. Caesarea was the capital of Judea
during the rule of the Romans and was the residence
of the procurators. It had a magniﬁcently built harbor, and the whole city had been grandly rebuilt by
Herod the Great and named in honor of Caesar. Paul
had passed through this city several times.
Philip is called “the evangelist" in order to distinguish him from Philip, the apostle, and is further
identiﬁed as “of the seven,” partitive ex, one of the sev—
en deacons (6 :4, etc.), whose ofﬁce as deacon came to a
sudden end during the persecution that scattered the
church at Jerusalem after Stephen’s martyrdom. 0n
Philip's work as an “evangelist” see 8:5. The participial modiﬁer does not mean that Philip was the evan-
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gelist of the “seven,” i. e., the only one deserving this
name. This ofﬁce was not speciﬁc and ﬁxed but ﬂuctuated according to abilities and gifts. What we know
about Philip is most attractive; we here catch our ﬁnal

glimpse of him as he served as Paul’s host.
9) To him belonged four daughters, virgins,
prophesying. All we know about them is what Luke
relates here. Being “virgins,” never having married,
they lived with their father; being four in number,
they could entertain nine guests without trouble. “Virgins," of course, had nothing to do with “prophesying." In connection with 11 :27 we have described the
difference between “prophe " and those who were
blessed with the charisma of prophesying. That difference is here clearly indicated: Agabus is a “prophet"
who was on occasion used by the Spirit for communicating direct revelations and is called “prophet” on
that account; Philip's daughters “prophesied," i. e.,
had the gift of prophecy, the ability to set forth God’s
will from his Word, the gift for which Paul told all the
Corinthians to strive (I Cor. 14:1). Those who exercised this gift were not known by the name “prophe ”
in the same way that Agabus was; a reading of I Cor.
14 makes that clear.
The distinction here pointed out is often overlooked,
especially in the present account. The daughters are
considered “prophets" like Agabus: their “prophesying” was noted by Luke because they, too, foretold to
Paul what awaited him (20:13; 21:4); it is usually
also found remarkable that all four were prophets.
The present participle is explained by thinking that one
after another of the four stood before Paul and foretold his future. But this is in conﬂict with all that
follows.
Agabus alone foretells. It is plain that the Spirit
sent him to Caesarea for this speciﬁc purpose. Not
until after Agabus had delivered his special message
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did the dissuading and the weeping set in. The participle is to be construed with 25v and refers to the past
activity of these daughters just as “virgins” refers
to their entire past state. These women were like
their father, they had the ability to propound the
Word; they had what Paul told the Corinthians to
value as the very best gift. The present participle
states that they exercised this gift diligently.
Luke tersely mentions this fact to their credit and
thereby gives credit also to theirfather. These women
are an example to the daughters of all pastors today,
and, let us add, to the sons as well. How these ladies
exercised their valuable gift is not indicated by Luke;
it certainly was not done in conﬂict with what Paul
states in I Cor. 14:34, 35, and in I Tim. 2:11-14. A
part of their making known the Word and the will of
God included the contents of these very passages regarding the position of women in the church. Let us
also recall 2 :17 and its exposition.
Zahn supposes that there were two editions of Acts,
and that both were issued by Luke himself. He reconstructs the ﬁrst edition and on the strength of a Provencal thirteenth-century translation assumes that
Luke wrote “ﬁve" daughters in his ﬁrst edition. In his
commentary he says that Luke made a mistake in his
ﬁrst edition and corrected it in the second after somebody had pointed out the error to him. But see the
introduction to this volume regarding this matter of
two editions and in regard to Luke’s writing “books"
that were intended for publication.
10) While remaining on more days, there came
down from Judea a prophet by name Agabus.
Both aw: in the participle and “more days" state that
the stay in Philip’s home was extended beyond the time
at ﬁrst intended. Paul had time, there were still some
days before Pentecost, his date for being in Jerusalem.

And we may be sure his hosts and his friends in Caes-
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area clung to him as long as they possibly could. The
participle is the genitive absolute with spay understood.
“Came down” is correct, Judea. being high and rugged,
and Caesarea lying on the coast. Agabus appears already in 11:28, yet Luke now introduces him as he introduces an entirely new person, with 7": and the dative
“by name." The explanation that Luke kept a diary of
this journey and thus merely copied from his diary at
this place, reﬂects on Luke’s mentality. The fact that
both passages speak about the same Agabus is beyond
question. It is also clear that “a prophet" intends to differentiate him from the “prophesying” daughters of
Philip. Until we ﬁnd a better explanation, let us assume that Luke introduces Agabus anew because ten
chapters have intervened since he was ﬁrst mentioned.
11) And having come to us and having taken
the girdle of Paul, after binding his own feet and

hands, he said: These things says the Holy Spirit,
The man whose is this girdle the Jews will so bind in
Jerusalem and will deliver him up into the hands of
the Gentiles.
It must have been at the Spirit’s own bidding that
Agabus went to Caesarea and then “to us” as Luke
writes. We also regard it as providential that Paul's
resolution to stay in Caesarea a little longer coincided
with the arrival of this message from the Spirit
through Agabus.
Note the three aorist participles, the last being
added without xat’. They are written from the standpoint of the aorist (ire, these three actions preceded
this last one. Agabus either unfastened the belt from
Paul's waist, or, if Paul had laid it aside, took it up.
The next action is best conceived as a double action.
The prophet tied his own feet together and then
wrapped the belt around his wrists. This was symbolic, a sort of picture-prophecy that illustrated to the

eye what had already been told Paul about “bonds,"
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20:23. We may compare John 21 :18; I Kings 22:11;
Isa. 20; Jer. 13; Ezek. 4. Agabus was ordered to do
this by the Spirit himself as the words which he was
ordered to speak show.
Agabus quotes the very words of the Spirit exactly
as the ancient prophets did. If this is not verbal Inspiration, pray, what is? The Spirit has no difﬁculty
whatever in communicating his words and his will to a
prophet with utmost exactness; nor is there anything
in the least “mechanical” about the process, this dreadful feature which modern theologians feel they must
eliminate at all hazards even though they destroy Inspiration itself.
The symbolical action accompanies the prediction
regarding fetters and thus imprisonment, but the words
add a new point, namely that, like Jesus, Paul is to be
delivered up to the Gentiles by the Jews. The prophecy,
however, stops with that. Paul’s fate is not to be that
of Stephen and of James, and he was, indeed, set free
again (see 20 :25). One more point may be noted. The
girdle was used to bind up the long, loose outer robe
when one walked rapidly or worked; the binding of
both feet and hands, then, meant that for a time Paul
was not to travel and to work at will as he had done
heretofore. Any work that he now did would be done
as a prisoner.
12) Now when we heard these things, both we
ourselves and they of that place began beseeching
him not to go up to Jerusalem.

Others were present. The house had many visitors
(éwéwm is found in the classics but only here in the
New Testament). Luke really makes a confession
when he states that “we ourselves" joined in beseeching
Paul not to go to Jerusalem. Had the eight traveling
companions said nothing until this time (20:25, 38;
21:4)? It seems so. Their pent up feelings give way
at last, and they join with those of Caesarea in trying
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to prevent Paul from going to the fatal city. Caesarea
was the last stopping place, and perhaps the journey
to Jerusalem was to be begun the very next day. If
Paul was to refrain from going he would have to turn
back now.
We need not argue the questions in regard to preventing the fulﬁllment of a divine prophecy such as
this, as to whether it could remain unfulﬁlled, and as
though human effort could have interfered with the
fulﬁllment. Divine determination does not force the
fulﬁllment. We know that the prophecy rests on the
event, and not the event on the prophecy. It is thus
that the foreknowledge and the prophecy are infallible.
The friends of Paul were not actuated by a close reaSOning in regard to prophecy but by their abounding
affection for the apostle. They dreaded to see him
snatched from their midst and thrown into terrible
bondage. They act very human in the whole matter by
giving way to their natural feeling in these moments
when they realize how close the impending calamity
looms over their beloved leader.
13) Then answered Paul: What are you doing,
sobbing and crushing my heart? For on my part I
am ready not only to be fettered but also to die in
Jerusalem in behalf of the name of the Lord Jesus.
This plain instance reveals how Paul towered
above even the best of his assistants. When all had lost
their balance under the stress of feeling, Paul kept both

his heart and his head. Gently but ﬁrmly, with feeling
but with that feeling perfectly controlled he rebukes
all of these his friends. The question is dramatic and
asks them to stop and to consider what they are doing
by their sobbing and their crushing of Paul’s heart.
If they consider his road a hard one, are they not making it much harder for Paul by acting thus? Do they
really want to do that?
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Ewapﬁmu has been found in but one other place in
Greek literature (Liddell and Scott; M.-M. 607) ; the
sense is that of optima.) plus miv “to crush together.” No;
they should have heartened and encouraged Paul instead of trying to do the opposite. But that is a way
which the love of relatives and of friends has; it is
generally too mushy and soft.
Paul states the reason (ﬂip) for his rebuke and for
his implied command that they stop sobbing, etc. Whatever they may think, he for his part (emphatic eyes) is
prepared not only for fetters but for death itself. We
note the sting in 376, for it involves the thought that on
their part Paul’s friends would shrink from martyr—
dom. '13an with an adverb is always equal to “to be"
(it does not mean, “I hold myself,” and has no reﬂexive
idea). Paul indicates that the prophecy of Agabus did
not involve death. Yet Paul is ready for even the
ultimate martyrdom. This was not boasting, for he
had already repeatedly faced death. Why, should he,
then, now run away, when less than death threatened
him? Nor was this bravery, such as that which a soldier manifests in battle. The world admires that, but
such bravery disregards only physical death and generally blindly disregards what comes after death. Paul
had Christian courage. His motive was spiritual, and
he knew what death would bring him (II Tim. 4:8).
This is something that is vastly different from mere
human bravery.
He states his motive. The highest possible human
motive for willingly going into death is stated in Rom.
5:7. The motive with which Paul had so often faced
death and would face it again was vastly higher: “to
die in behalf of the name of the Lord Jesus." He states
it again in II Tim. 4:6 shortly before he was beheaded
in Rome. In order to understand this decisive phrase
we must know what Paul means by drop, namely the
revelation, the gospel of Jesus (see 2:21, 28; 3:6;
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10:43). As his life had been dedicated to this Name
and its spread, so he was ever ready to devote also his
death to this Name. He ﬁnally did that very thing.
14)

Now, he not being persuaded, we became

silent after saying, Let the will of the Lord occur!
Paul remained ﬁrm. The present participle states
that not only at the end but all along he did not in the
least yield to the persuasion of his solicitous friends.
Luke, who was present, gives him that testimony. The

ingreasive aorist ﬁavxdcawv (ﬁauxa'gm) means: “we became silent," i. e., ceased our efforts to persuade him.
This is really another confession on the part of Luke:
only Paul’s ﬁrmness induced Luke and the rest to cease.
So far removed were all of them from the noble
strength of Paul. Even when they kept still they would
rather have persuaded him.
Yet Paul’s ﬁrmness began to brace them up. That
is what one man’s correct stand, ﬁrmly held, often does.
Soon these friends, too, grew ﬁrmer. We must note
that Luke writes the aorist simiwes and not the durative
present M'yovres (as our versions may lead us to suppose). They said this once, with ﬁnality; they did not
repeat it or go on saying it. After saying it they were

silent —— the matter was ended. “The will of the Lord"
is his volition, whatever he had decided regarding Paul.
They now bowed to that decision. From their anxiety
regarding Paul they now turned their thoughts and
their wills submissively to the Lord. That was assum—
ing the right attitude.

The Lord’s will can do nothing

but good to those who love him, Rom. 8 :28. Some sub«
mit reluctantly at ﬁrst, as Paul's friends did, with a
sigh and a tear.

From that we must advance to joyful

submission, like Paul, with head erect and heart elate.
It is sad to see that Calvin reads his idea of the absolute decree of God into “the will of the Lord.”
15)

And after these days, having packed-up,

we went up to Jerusalem. Moreover, there went with
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us also some of the disciples from Caesarea, bringing

us to him with whom we were to lodge, Mnaaon, a
Cyprian, an early disciple.
We have indicated in connection with v. 8 that the
participle “having packed up” (having made our paraphernalia ready) is inserted to indicate that the journey overland began at Caesarea; see also v. 7. Because
Luke says nothing about the time of Paul’s arrival in
Jerusalem, some assume that he failed to get there by
Pentecost as he had planned (20:16) ; but beginning
with his mention of Philippi and Troas, Luke has numbered the days for us until they reached Caesarea.
Paul had time to spare even after spending several days
in Caesarea. He reached Jerusalem before Pentecost.
In 21:27 we read of “the Jews from Asia" who were
evidently present for the observation of Pentecost.
16) The partitive genitive is freely used as both
the subject and the object; here: “some of the disciples" went with us. Escorts such as this were the regular practice in apostolic times; we have noted that
some of the Bereans escorted Paul all the way to
Athens. Caesarea was seventy miles from Jerusalem, a
journey, even when it was made on asses, that required
over two days. Ramsay mentions the use of horses,
but a few hours in the saddle on horseback would have
worn out Paul’s party, to speak of them alone. How
many of them could have managed a horse traveling
beyond a walk? Asses, yes. The writer rode them in
Palestine and in Egypt. His personal opinion is that
the entire party used pedes apostolomm in the good old
fashion to which they were thoroughly accustomed, and
led a few asses that carried whatever baggage they had.
How must the idiomatic Greek which incorporates
the antecedent in the relative clause and at the same
time attracts it to the case of the relative, be resolved?
Certainly not by inserting the preposition #959 (B.-D.
294, 5; 378; R. 719) when the relative clause has “pd.
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Nor by the simple accusative Mva’ouva as the object of
«Iyowcsi “bringing Mnason" along from Caesarea (R.
719, and W. P.). This goes hand in hand with the curious comment of the Codex Bezae that the whole party
went to a village and stopped for the night with Mnason
who is described as a wealthy landowner. The point
of the narrative is never where the travelers stopped

for the night (the probability is that they had to lie
over for two nights) but where Paul's party lodged in
Jerusalem even as Luke has said in v. 15 that “we went
up to Jerusalem.”
We must resolve the contraction as it itself indicates: dyovree rapt}. Mvda'uva wap’ J) xn\., “bringing (us, derived from m‘w I'm-Iv) to Mnason, with whom we should
lodge" in Jerusalem during our stay there (R., W. P.) .
The point to be noted is that the friends in Caesarea
discussed and decided which would be the best place to
lodge the nine men of Paul’s party during their stay in
Jerusalem. They decided on the home of Mnason, not
only because he had ample accommodations, but also
because he was “a Cyprian, an early disciple" (datives, appositions to the dative “Mnason”) . We do not
know just why “a Cyprian" is added although we may
think of Paul and Barnabas in Cyprus (Barnabas being
a Cyprian).
Since Mnason was one of the early couverts, this
plainly implies that he must have been well known to
the whole church in Jerusalem, and that the friends in
Caesarea thought that for this reason he would be the
man with whom to lodge Paul. So some Went along to
bring Paul’s party to Mnason. Paul would not have
imposed himself upon Mnason, especially not with eight
companions even though they brought the great collection from the Gentile congregations with them.
On the subjunctive in relative clauses see R. 955.
Such clauses are used for various purposes, and the
forms of the verb correspond. Here the relative clause
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We know only what Luke here

states about Mnason. That he was only too glad to
accommodate these guests who were almost formally
brought to him by a delegation from Caesarea goes
without saying. We may note, too, that the disciples in
Caesarea knew him well as Luke plainly implies.
The Fourth Quarter
The Progress of the Gospel with
Paul in Custody
PAUL IS MADE A PRISONER
17)

The eight brethren mentioned in 20:4 plus

Luke are with Paul. They were the delegates who had
the great collection Paul had been taking up for the last
year and more in all his Gentile congregations for famine sufferers in the churches of Judea. That explains
their number. Luke omitted mention of the collection
from his record.
Now we having come to Jerusalem, the brethren
received us gladly.
The genitive absolute is in place because of v. 16.
The seventy miles from Caesarea, we take it, required
a little over two days of travel. The news of the arrival of Paul and his party at Mnason’s house must
have brought many of the brethren in Jerusalem to see
these most welcome visitors. Thus the remainder of the
day of arrival was spent.
18) And on the following day Paul went in together with us to James, also all the elders were
present.

It is most natural to assume that this meeting was
arranged in advance and that all the elders in Jerusalem assembled at the home of James. In regard to
James as the chief elder of the church in Jerusalem see
12:17. No apostles are mentioned, apparently because
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all were absent from Jerusalem and working in distant
places. Luke was present at this meeting as the phrase
“together with us” makes certain. But this is the last
time he writes “we” until 27 :1, when he starts on the

voyage to Rome with Paul. But he relates most fully
all that intervened, and we must conclude that after
Paul‘s arrest he kept as close to Paul as he could and
visited him in his prison in Caesarea as often as he
could.
19)
And having saluted them, he recounted one
by one each of the things which God did among the
Gentiles through his ministry.
We take it that the collection was duly delivered by

Paul's companions after the salutations had been observed. We have previously noted that Paul had entrusted the handling of all funds to them, also that the
money must have been in the form of drafts on bankers

and could not have been in the form of coins because of
the great sum. Then everybody wanted to know all
about the apostle’s great work, and he told the whole
story of what had transpired since his last visit in Jerusalem. We have it in Luke’s record. It is not necessary to combine Ka0' a Exaarov and to complicate the construction by making the phrase a substantive, the object
of “recounted”; read no ' ‘év by itself as an adverbial
phrase with distributive mm’, “one by one,” and read
Exam-av as the object: “he recounted each thing.” The
6:: contains the genitive antecedent roiirw, which attracts ii into its genitive case: “each thing of those

which.” God is the one who did all these things, and
that is the absolute fact; Paul was only his instrument
as 8rd so plainly states. This was not boasting, not selflaudation. Nor was Paul submitting a report to a
higher authority.

What higher authority had these

elders compared with the elders in the churches founded by Paul himself? Paul was informing these elders
as he had done in Antioch in 14:27.
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20) And they, having heard it, began to glorify
God; also they said to him: Thou beholdest, brother,
how many myriads there are among the Jews of
those who have believed, and all are zealots for the
law; and they had it reported concerning thee that
thou teachest all the Jews down among the Gentiles
apostasy from Moses, telling them not to circumcise.
the children, neither to walk in the customs.
The inchoative imperfect, “they began to glorify,"
merely implies that they also did something else. When
Luke writes that they gloriﬁed God he intends to say
that they did exactly what Paul himself did, the only
right thing to be don‘e. An unwarranted implication is
introduced by the remark that these elders in Jerusalem failed to praise Paul. Look at 15 :4, 7, 8, 12, 14, 18,
and see how throughout the work among the Gentiles
all success is attributed to God and to God alone. Here
Paul does the very same thing, and these elders respond by recognizing the agency of God and by glorifying God accordingly.
This unwarranted contrast is expanded. It is supposed that Paul was received with coldness although he
came with eight men who brought the great collection.
If not by the elders, at least by the church in Jerusalem
he was regarded with suspicion. We are told that for
this reason no meeting of the entire church at Jerusalem was called ; and that, after Paul had been imprisoned, no effort was made by the church in his behalf,
he was practically abandoned to his fate. In v. 17 “the
brethren" are supposed to be only a few special friends
of Paul, the rest holding aloof. This picture is incredible on the face of it. It distorts Luke’s record by
injecting an unwarranted hypothesis. Even the fact
that the elders address Paul only as “brother” is given
a suspicious turn. Yet “brother” contains the fullest
possible acknowledgment by the elders and should be
understood only in that sense.
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It was a most brotherly act on the part of the elders
to inform Paul in regard to the damaging reports that
had been spread among the Jewish Christians in Palestine in regard to the character of his work and his
teaching. Some are puzzled by the expression “myriads
among the JeWS of those who have believed" and call
this hyperbole. And the 144,000 mentioned in Rev.
7 :4-8 are introduced; but this number is purely symbolical like the other numbers mentioned in Revelation. A
myriad is the Greek term for 10,000, and it was certainly a fact that tens of thousands of Jews in Palestine
had by this time become believers. We saw that at the
time of Stephen’s death the estimate of 25,000 converts
was low, and years had passed since that time.
Now all these Jewish converts were “zealots for the
law" (objective genitive). They retained their Jewish
way of living. circumcised their children, ate kosher,
kept the Sabbath, etc. No one was forbidden to live in
this way, and that, undoubtedly, won so many converts
in the Jewish land. All the apostles, plus Paul himself,
regarded these matters as adiaphora. They became
dangerous only when they were regarded as necessary
to salvation. The so-called Judaizers regarded them
thus: in 15:5 we have considered them when they appeared at the apostolic convention.
21) Kamxﬁ9qoar does not mean, “they were in~
formed." If they only had been informed, all would
have been well. The trouble was that they had no
information: they had only false reports. This verb
means “to sound,” “to echo," with mud, "to resound,"
and the passive, “to have this sound get into the ears."
These Jewish believers in Palestine suﬁ‘ered because of
false rumors regarding Paul The passive purposely
hides the agents who sounded forth these rumors. Many
leap to the conclusion that the unscrupulous Judaizers
are referred to, especially because Paul’s letter to the
Galatians reveals them as undermining Paul’s work in
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the Galatian congregations. Their number and their
power are then also magniﬁed. Let us keep our balance.
We know about these Judaizers; in chapter 15 they
received their quietus. We see some of them in Galatia.
But all evidence shows that they were never numerous;
their power lay, not in their numbers, but in their zeal
to spread their error. They were of the fanatic type,
a few of them capable of doing much damage. We
know of none that were found in Jerusalem at this
time and cannot conceive that James and the elders
and the apostles who returned from time to time would
have tolerated them and their destructive work. It is
imagination to locate a party of Judaizers in Jerusalem
at this time. Wherever they roamed about they slandered Paul. That was their chief stock in trade.
But these reports, regarding which the elders inform Paul, had also other and probably quite innocent
sources. It is more than likely that Jewish converts in

the Gentile churches in the provinces dropped many of
their former Jewish customs. It made things easier
for them in their Gentile surroundings, in labor, trade,
travel, etc. The gospel in no way prevented that, it
was a natural result. In fact, many Jews of the diaspora failed to live up to the Jewish legal ways, often
they could not help it. Many of these Jewish converts
came to Palestine; other Christians, too, came and told
about them and how they had dropped their Jewish
ways. In this way these reports regarding Paul spread
' in Palestine.
It was impossible to stop and to counteract them,
and among Jewish Christians who were still zealous for
the law they would ﬁnd credence. Thus many supposed that Paul actually taught “apostasy from Moses,"
that all Jews of the diaspora must disavow everything
Mosaic, in particular must not circumcise their children
nor observe the Jewish customs in their daily walk.
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When mime is in the attributive position it refers to
the total number (R. 773). The inﬁnitives with w;
after Aé'yw replace the imperatives of direct discourse
(R. 950, 1046). The concern the elders show when
they tell Paul about these reports implies that they
themselves had done all they could to brand them as
false. Now Paul is himself again in Jerusalem. He
will remain only for a little while but long enough to do
something that may prove most effective in squelching
these reports. something to which all could point to
prove what his real position and teaching were. The
elders suggest a good plan. one that Paul also cheerfully
accepts.
22) What. then, is to be done? Certainly, they
will hear that thou hast come. Do, therefore, this
that we tell thee. We have four men who have a
vow on them. Having taken these along, let thyself
he sanctiﬁed with them and pay the expenses for

them in order that they may get the head shaved,
and all may realize that of the things that have been
reported concerning thee there exists not a thing, on

the contrary that thou also thyself standest in line,
keeping the law.
By asking, n’ of-v farm, which is idiomatic for our,
“What, then, is to be done ?" the elders submit the situation to Paul himself They do not at all dictate but
submit to him their solution as to what it is best to
do under the circumstances. We also see that Paul
accepts their plan. The elders add that certainly

(mivrms, “in every way”) they will hear that he has
come, referring to many Jewish believers in Jerusalem.
Paul cannot escape notice; but if he at once acts-as
proposed, the falseness of the reports about him will
at once be apparent to all.
23) The proposal is simple and in harmony with
what Paul himself had some time before written to the
Corinthians: “Unto the Jews I became as a Jew,” etc.,
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I Cor. 9:20-23. So to the Jewish Christians he could
become as a Jewish Christian in the interest of the gospel. The plan was that Paul join himself to four Jewa
ish Christians who had made a vow in the Jewish manner and were now bringing their vow to an end. The
reading «£49, “from themselves," is inept, for all such
vows were voluntary, none were compulsory; we must
read 64!, “upon themselves," for the vow rested on them
as an obligation to be discharged, not only by keeping
it, but also by closing it in the prescribed way.
We may at once dispose of taro other points. These

four belonged to the church in Jerusalem. “We have
(the Greek idiom: there are for us) four men" means
that the elders have them in their congregation; that,
too, is why they know all about them and the length of
time their vow lasts and the fact that they are poor
and need somebody to help pay the expense of the sacriﬁces they must offer. These voluntary vows usually
continued from one to three months. That of these
men had only a week more to continue. The singular
“having a vow” means that all four of them had made
the same vow which would continue for the same length
of time and end with sacriﬁces to be offered on the
same day. The opinion that four different v‘ows, endingon different days, are referred to has no support in
Luke's language.
0n the subject of these vows and on the way pre-

scribed for concluding them see Num. 6 :1-21. We
must note the following points. Taking such vows was
an ancient custom which reached back we do not know
how far. Numbers 6 merely regulates them. They Were
entirely voluntary; but, once assumed, they bound the
person who could be properly released only in the prescribed manner. These vows were assumed for various
reasons: in order to thank God for some special blessing like recovery from sickness, some piece of good fortune, and the like, or in order to obtain some blessing
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or favor from God. Numbers 6 plainly states what the
person vowed: he separated himself, became a nazarite
(one separated, mtzir), 1) by using nothing whatever
that was produced by the vine; 2) by letting his hair
grow; 8) by remaining away from the dead, even from
the closest relative. These three continued for the
duration of the vow, the time ﬁxed by the person himself. Such a vow meant that the person would live
priestlike, as one who was for the time especially dedicated to God. A breach of the vow by accident or
otherwise required that the vow be begun over again.
It is reported that Queen Helena made a vow for seven
years, but that she was held for twenty-one years. The
nature of the vow made it public although the writer
is uncertain as to whether it was at once reported to
the priests or not. Only in the prescribed way, by
offering sacriﬁces, cutting off the hair and burning it
onrthe altar, etc., could the vow be brought to an end.
How long the vow of the four men had already continued we do not know, and that point is immaterial.
Paul is asked to pay the expenses involved in terminating their vow. Incidentally we thus learn about the
poverty of the church in Jerusalem, the poverty Paul
had come to relieve by his great collection among the
Gentile churches. Josephus, Ant. 19, 6, 1, reports in
regard to Agrippa that he thus helped many nazarites
to conclude their vows. To help in such a waywas
considered not only a good deed, it certainly also
showed that the helper honored the Jewish law highly.
24) We now understand what the elders proposed
to Paul. He was to take these four men and to have
himself sanctiﬁed with them by going to the priests in
the Temple and informing them that he would be the one
to pay their expenses for all the sacriﬁces that were necessary in order that these four men might have their
heads shaved and their hair burned with the sacriﬁce on
the altar in the Temple, thereby being released from
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their vow. The passive éyviaoyn, like other passives in
the Koine (R. 819), is reﬂexive and causative: “have
thyself sanctiﬁed." The verb is used in the technical
sense with reference to a ritualistic act (C.-K. 62), the
one required in the present instance. The idea expressed is certainly not that Paul is to take a vow or to
participate in the vow of these four men. They and
not he are to have their hair shaved off and burnt.
Paul was only to help these men terminate their vow
by furnishing the necessary sacriﬁces.
Just how a case of this kind was handled by the
priests no one is able to say. We can glean only the-following: the proceeding lasted a week; the persons who

had taken the vow, together with their patron (if they
needed one), appeared before the priests. Just what
was done with them and with him we do not know, but
some ritualistic act was performed. The patron did
not merely pay the money for the sacriﬁces, the priests
had to accept and to sanctify him.
We see how this plan of the elders was to operate.
There were four men who had taken a vow and not
merely one; these were known in the church, known
as being under a vow. Paul would go with them, would
be seen with them, would be noticed in the Temple
courts with them, would be observed when he appeared
before the priests. They may have had to go before
the priests on several of the seven days. It would quickly become known that Paul was generously participating in the Jewish ritual of concluding a vow for no
less than four men. All would realize “that of the
things that have been reported concerning thee there
is (exists in fact) not a thing.” On the contrary
(and), they would see that Paul was himself standing
in line (mtxds does not mean, “to walk,” but, “to stand
in line," C.-K. 1025) by keeping the law laid down in
Num. 6. All the baseless and perverted reports about
Paul would thus be silenced by a demonstratio ad oculas
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that would be far more effective than any verbal
preachment. The idea was certainly a good one. The
choice of the act, too, was good: the matter of a voluntary vow together with the gener0sity of helping four
men to be absolved from its obligation.
The Koine allows the use of the future indicative

after iva, so here Evpﬁaowat. We may likewise construe
the second verb which is also a future, yméaovm, with
iva. or regard it as an independent sentence: “and all
shall realize.” The (5v contains the antecedent rozimv:
“of these things which," the genitive is due to the ante-

cedent, the subject being a.

Karﬁmwcu is the perfect

passive: “have been (and thus still are) reported."
Eratxe'w means to follow a certain mode of life.
25) But concerning the Gentiles who have believed, we on our part sent the letter after coming
to a decision that they keep themselves from that
sacriﬁced to an idol and from blood and from anything strangled and from fornication.
James was undoubtedly the speaker (v. 18) , and he
adds this matter regarding the Gentile believers in order to show that what Paul was to do in no way contradicted the decision arrived at in the apostolic convention years before this time (Acts 15:13, etc.). James
himself had presided at that convention and himself
had formulated the resolution that was unanimously
adopted. Paul, too, had been at that convention, for he
had been sent as a delegate from Antioch together with
Barnabas for the very purpose of having the question

regarding the Gentile believers settled.
The emphatic “we" (ﬁnds) intends to include Paul.
What James says is that the old agreement to which
Paul, too, was party stands, namely when we reached
our decision and then sent out our letter to all the Gentile congregations, asking them for the sake of unity
and harmony to keep themselves clear of four things.
See the letter in 15:23-29, and the exposition. of the
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four items in 15 :29. James was right: the request that
was now being made of Paul conﬂicted neither in principle nor in fact with the agreement that had once been
made and was so acceptable to the Gentile churches
everywhere. The fact that the reading imanmmv is
correct over against dmara'Aapcv, “we sent orders,” is
substantiated by 15 :20, where the very same word was
used by James, namely Ema-Tenn.
26) Then Paul, having taken the men along
on the following day after letting himself he sanctiﬁed with them, was in the act of going into the
Temple, declaring the fulﬁllment of the days of the
sanctiﬁcation, until the offering was offered in behalf
of each one of them.
Paul proceeded promptly to carry out the plan proposed to him by James and the elders. 0n the very
next day he took the four men along with him and had
himself sanctiﬁed with them, i. e., accepted by means
of the required ritual act as the patron of these men
who was to attend to the offerings for them. This was
the ﬁrst necessary act and was attended to the next day
after the conference with the elders. Nowhere is it
intimated that Paul, too, took a vow although this is
sometimes assumed. To help pay the expenses for terminating the vow of other men certainly did not require
that the benefactor also take that vow.
After this preliminary matter had been attended to
on the ﬁrst day, the time came for Paul and these men
to go to the Temple once more in order to announce to
the priests who had the matter of vows in charge that
the days required for the sanctiﬁcation of the patron
had expired. All that was left to be done was for the
patron to attend to having the offering oifered for each

one of the men for whom he had assumed this expense.
The imperfect eta-,5“ (from (farms) describes Paul in the
act of doing this thing. The announcement, it seems,
was required, for the priests handling oﬁerings for
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vows might be busy with other men who were completing their vows. If they were not, the offerings
could be made at once, otherwise a wait ensued perhaps
until the next day. It would not do to have too many
vowmakers in line. On an on? with the indicative see
R. 974, etc.
The sentence is perfectly clear when it is read in
proper sequence although it is sometimes misunderstood because of failure to follow this sequence and
noticing that the taking the men along and being sanctiﬁed occurred on the ﬁrst day, and that the going to
the Temple for the announcement of the completion of
the sanctiﬂcation days took place on the last of these
days, necessarily on the last. Nor does “each one of
them” include Paul. No offering was made for him,
nor was his hair to be cut oﬂ’.
The fact that the number of days consumed was
seven we learn from v. 27. But the tense of ataxia is important. This imperfect implies that something intervened, that Paul did not get to make his announcement
to the priests and, of course, did not get to have the
oﬁ'erings made for his beneﬁciaries. As he was passing
through the courts of the Temple, the Jews from Asia
began their riot.
We pause here in order to answer the charge that,
by accepting the proposal of James, Paul became inconsistent, compromised his position, chose expediency
instead of principle, became weak in the knees, and
what not. We might as well call him a hypocrite. We
are also told that his effort proved a total failure. But
what was Paul's principle? Read it as recorded in I
Cor. 9 :19-23. That truly Christian principle Paul was
following here when he was becoming a Jewish Christian. In accordance with that principle he had circumcised Timothy (16 :3). Only one set of men Paul met
with solid opposition, the Judaizers. He gave place to
them not even for an hour, nor did he circumcise Titus
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(Gal. 2:3-5). When men made observance of Mosaic
regulations necessary to salvation, these regulations
ceased to be adiaphora; as long as this was not done,
they were adiaphora, freely to be used or to be put
aside as the interests of the gospel required. In order
to silence effectively false reports Paul uses the regulation about vows.
Nor did his effort fail. His very arrest advertised
his act and satisﬁed all Jewish Christians whenthey
learned what he was doing in the Temple on that day.
27) And when the seven days were being about
to be completed, the Jews from Asia, on behelding
him in the Temple, began to stir up all the multitude
and to lay hands on him, crying: Israelite men, run
to help! This fellow is the man who is teaching all
everywhere against the people and the law and this
place! And still more, he brought also Greeks into
the Temple and has made common this holy place!
For they had previously seen Trophimus, the Ephesian, in the city with him, whom they were supposing
that Paul brought into the Temple.
The article refers to the customary seven days that
were needed for terminating a vow of the type that had
been made by these four men. The completion of these
days implies more than the mere expiration of the
week (see 24:11); it includes the sacriﬁces and the
ritual, this, too, being nearly completed. With the four
men for whom he was acting as patron Paul must have
been standing in the court of the men at the barrier
which fronted on the court of the priests who were
attending to the ﬁnal sacriﬁces that closed the vow.
This occurred on the seventh day.
At that time these Jews from Asia began their
uproar. We note the same verb awxe’o, “to pour together," to create confusion, in the description of the
Ephesian tumult, and also the noun Wis (19 :29, 32).
At least some of these Asian Jews must have come from
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Ephesus, for they had recognized the Ephesian Trophimus (v. 29). These were those vicious Jews from
whom Paul had separated the believers in Ephesus
when he took them from the synagogue and began work
in the school of Tyrannus (19 :9) ; during the Ephesian
riot in the theater they had put forth Alexander as
their spokesman (19:33) They exhibit the same vicious character that all unbelieving Jews display.
Here then, out of a clear sky, with terriﬁc suddenness comes the blow in regard to which the Spirit had
forewarned Paul. It comes not from Jewish Christians, not even from Judaizers, not from Palestinians,
but from vicious, implacable Jews who came directly
from one of Paul’s greatest mission centers. Few JeWs
of Palestine knew Paul by sight, but these Asians did.
The riot begins in typical fashion. The Jews were as
inﬂammable as gunpowder, especially in their religious
fanaticism and here at the center of their religion,
Jerusalem and the Temple. They were noted for that,
and we shall see that the Romans had taken measures
accordingly. Read the history of the Jews of this
period and note the bloody riots that preceded the last
days of the Temple. Modern times present many similar bloody riots.
28) So they suddenly seized Paul with loud shouts
and denounced him amid a tumult that spread like
wildﬁre. Luke reports some of their wild shouts.

They called on all Jews to run to the rescue; ﬂows?»
means “to run at a cry,” thus to hurry and help. They
have caught the man who does nothing but teach things
that are subversive (Kurd, “down on") of the M6: (“the
people” in the sense of the one chosen by God), of the
Mosaic law (which was sacrosanct to all Jews), and of
this place (the Temple and Sanctuary of God). His

crime is unmentionable.

“All everywhere” is allit-

erated in the Greek and points out the damage Paul is
supposed to be doing.
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Worse than this and the climax of his sacrilege, Zn,
“still more": “he brought (aorist to express the fact)
also Greeks (pagans) into the Temple and has made
common (perfect to indicate a condition that lasts)
this holy place," i. e., has deﬁled it, than which no
greater crime could be imagined by the Jews. In 10 :15
we have xoivou, the same verb that occurs here, and in
10:14 the adjective (which see). On the marble
screen, which was three cubits high and separated the
court of the Gentiles from the other courts there was
to be seen an inscription which forbade Gentiles to
enter other courts (Josephus, Ant. 15, 11, 5); this
inscription was written in Greek and in Roman characters. The Greek inscription has been discovered, for
it was built into the walls of a mosque on the Via Dolorosa; it decreed death for the violator.

29)

With ydp Luke explains how these frantic

Jews came to charge Paul with bringing Greeks into
the Temple. They had previously seen Trophimus, a
Gentile Christian from Ephesus, whom they well knew,
in the city in company with Paul. Now they saw Paul
in the Temple with four men who were strange to them.
So they jumped to the conclusion that Paul had brought
Trophimus into the forbidden courts. The imperfect
implies that for the time being they were thus supposing, and that their mistake became apparent later on.
A ﬁne example of what hate does to men’s minds. But
any pretext was suﬂ‘icient for these Jews who knew no
bounds in their viciousness; and Paul was ever their
target.

30) And the whole city was set in motion, and
there occurred a running together of the people.
And having laid hold of Paul, they were drawing
him outside of the Temple! and immediately the
doors were shut.

“The whole city” is not hyperbole. The writer and
a party of others rode around the entire outer walls
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of the present city on an ass in one hour's time. Although the city might have been larger in Paul’s time,
we must not think of these ancient cities as being as
large as cities are today. Disturbances spread in the
most astounding way. So the We (the same word that
was used in v. 28) ran for the Temple. When Luke
writes that they were drawing Paul out of the kpév, we
understand this to mean out of the inner courts into the
great court of the Gentiles and not also out of this into
the street. What follows makes this plain. It took
some time considering the confused mob of Jews that
must have quickly formed at the balustrade in front of
the court of the priests where Paul was ﬁrst seized.
Also the determination as to what to do with him had
to be made. The imperfect am (from Em») , of course,
describes but at the same time indicates that something
is to follow.
So the great doors were shut. This refers to the
doors that opened into the courts of the men and of the
women. 011 these doors, the one toward the east being
the Gate Beautiful, see 3:2. This was done by the
Temple police and certainly on an order from their chief
strategos or commander. We take it that this Levite
police force, which was always on hand to keep order
especially at the festival seasons, helped to get the

crowds out of these most sacred precincts.
31) And as they were seeking to kill him,- information come up to the chiliarch of the cohort that
whole Jerusalem was stirred up, who at once, having
taken soldiers and centurions, ran down upon them.
And they, on seeing the chiliarch and the soldiers,
ceased beating Paul.
Supply «1675!! as the subject of the genitive absolute
{ya-oxiwm. It was their intention to kill Paul, and the
seeking was for the purpose of ﬁnding ways and means
to this end, the present participle indicating that these
were still to be found. The mob surrounding Paul
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had no leader; in v. 34 different opinions were voiced.
This genitive absolute does not imply that the killing
was now in progress. Before anything was decided by
the mob information came to the chiliarch that whole
Jerusalem was seething with commotion. The aorist
implies that this interfered with the search for ways of
killing Paul.
. “Came up" is the proper verb. Northwest of the
Temple towered the castle Antonia which had been
built by Herod the Great and had been ﬁtted out like a
little city. It rested like a citadel on a steep, rocky
height of ﬁfty cubits and had towers that were ﬁfty
cubits high at all corners, the one toward the Temple,
from which the entire Temple area could be overlooked,
being seventy cubits high. It was equipped magniﬁcently as a royal palace and in addition served as the
garrison for the troops of the Roman procurator.
Broad steps led down from this citadel into the court
of the Gentiles. The entire arrangement was intended
to control every disturbance in the Temple courts below, for here violent turbulence was liable to arise at
any time, especially during the Jewish festival periods.
Antonia could promptly pour out its full military force
right into the midst of a violent mob just as it did on
this occasion. «rim: is the term for information in regard to crime or violence.
A Roman legion consisted of 6,000 men plus a
detachment of cavalry and auxiliaries. Each cohort of
1,000 was commanded by a chiliarch or tribune, which
was a rank corresponding to that of our colonel. The
mipa 0r cohort was the sixth part of a legion, 1,000
men, each being under a centurion; as happens also in
our armies, the numbers were not always full. Such a
speira was garrisoned at Antonia at this time. In
23:23 we read about the cavalry that was attached to
this force of infantry. The chiliarch’s name was
Claudius Lysias (23:26), and he was promptly reached
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on this occasion, which shows that he was on duty in
the citadel. The information was alarming: whole
Jerusalem in turmoil, and the mobs in the Temple court
who could be seen by the Iookouts of the castle.
32) Serious business. Orders ring out. The chiliarch takes personal command. With his soldiers and
his centurions on the double-quick, down the two ﬂights
of steps he comes upon the crowds in the court of the
Gentiles. A few minutes sufﬁced to permit this disciplined force to break through the mob to its center of
disturbance. The mob saw him coming with his soldiers, saw that it was the chiliarch himself, and promptly left off beating Paul. We do not think that this
beating was administered by the Levite Temple police
who carried clubs as weapons. A good blow on the
head with only one of these clubs would have rendered
Paul unconscious; yet Paul is able to make an address
to the mob from the Temple steps. Paul received the
buifetings of unarmed men who were impatient to have
his mode of death decided. When the castle doors suddenly opened and the Romans rushed out, the whole
mob paused.
33) Then, having come near, the chiliarch laid
hold on him and ordered that he be bound with two
chains and tried to learn who he was and what he
had done. But some kept shouting one thing, some
another in the crowd; and not being able to know the
certainty because of the uproar, he ordered him to
he brought into the castle.
The moment the chiliarch and his soldiers reached
the center of the disturbance where Paul was, “he laid
hold on him” (genitive when a part is referred to),
but certainly not with his own hands but through his
soldiers. The order at once to fetter the apostle with
two chains reveals the thought that the chiliarch later
expressed in v. 38. The fact must be noted that such
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chains were at hand. The soldiers had had plenty of

experience with riots on the Temple grounds and invariably brought chains along with them in preparation for the prisoners they might take. We do not
know how the two chains were applied; one would fetter the hands and one the feet, but not in such a way
that Paul could not walk.
When the prisoner was secure, the chiliarch tried
to learn by questioning the crowd (R. 884 regards the
imperfect as iterative, we prefer to make it conative,
R. 885: he tried but failed) who the man was and what
he had done. The optative in the ﬁrst indirect question
stands for the indicative of the direct; in the second indirect question the original indicative remains unchanged.
The writer or speaker may or may not
change to the optative, R. 1043, etc. The chiliarch
asked, “Who is this ‘2" then, “What has he done ?" The
perfect tense (here periphrastic) implies that what
has been done stands indeﬁnitely against the man as
his crime. This chiliarch questions the crowd on the
very spot. It was certainly the proper and wise thing
to do.

34)

But his effort failed; #1 Samipme is the nomi-

native. Another reading has a genitive absolute, but
the sense is the same. In man an» n we have the erk
idiom: “some kept shouting (iterative) something
to this effect, others to that effect." Unable to learn
anything certain because of the uproar, the chiliarch
followed the only course left to him: he ordered his
soldiers to bring Paul into the rapspﬁohi, really, “camp,”

castra, which in this instance was the castle where the
soldiers were in barracks. We must note the present
inﬁnitive sycoaac; the aorist would imply that Paul was
brought in forthwith, but the present implies that during the course of the action something else occurred
that is to be told.
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35) But when he got to the stairs, it befell
that he was borne by the soldiers because of the
violence of the multitude, for the crowd of the
people was following, shouting, Make away with
him!
The stairs led into the castle. Here the violence of
the crowd was so great that the soldiers had to bear
Paul up on their hands. They lifted him high in order

to get him up at all. On a'wéﬂ'q (cupﬁailm), “it befe .”
compare 20 :19.
86) Deprived of its victim, the mass of Jews
(Amie) raged to get hold of him again as if to tear him
to pieces. If the plural masculine updtom: is the proper

reading, the construction is ad sensum; if the singular
neuter xpacov is preferred, it is quite ordinary. The
cry, alpt, recalls theaorist dpov, dpov uttered against Jesus
in John 19:15. The singular calls upon the chiliarch to
take Paul away by making an end of him. Some may
have shouted the aorist as R., W. P., suggests; the
present imperative means that the chiliarch is to busy
himself with removing Paul from life.
37) And, being about to be brought into the
castle, Paul says to the chiliarch,'ls it permitted to

me to say something to thee? And he said: Dost
thou know (how to speak) in Greek? Art thou not,
then, the Egyptian who before these days stirred up

and led out into the desert the four thousand men of
assassins? And Paul said: I for my part am a Jew,
a Tarsian of Cilicia, a citizen of no undistinguish‘ed
city; and I beg. of thee, permit me to speak to the
people. And he having permitted it, Paul, standing
on the stairs, motioned with the hand to the people.

And when a great silence came, he addressed them
in the Hebrew language. saying, etc.
Paul must have been on the upper platform in front
of the doors and was now standing on his own feet, and
the chiliarch must have been close to him, the crowd

Acts 21:37, 88
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now being left behind. Deferentially Paul turns to the

chiliarch and asks whether it is permitted that he say
something to the chiliarch. 0n :2 in a direct question
see 1:6; in our opinion it is merely an interrogative
particle. When we note what Paul intends to ask we
see why he makes this preliminary inquiry. It is well,
too, to keep in mind the importance of this military
man and the hauteur that so many high officers exhibit
to this day. And Paul was a prisoner in chains.

The thing to be noted is Paul’s spirit. Manhandled
in the worst way, barely saved from a murderous mob,
he is so far from being upset that he plans to use this
frightful occasion in the interest of the gospel! In
order to feel the magniﬁcence of such a spirit imagine
yourself in his place at this moment. He naturally
addressed the chiliarch in Greek, the current language
of the day. Unwittingly he thereby astonished the chiliarch. 'EM'qvai is an adverb; to preserve it at least in
a phrase we translate, “Dost thou know (how to speak)
in Greek?" That was the last thing the chiliarch expected from this prisoner.
38) It upset the conclusion to which he had come.

The chiliarch, thought that he had in his hands the
Egyptian who had recently headed a rebellion and had
led 4,000 men into the desert. These were the frightful
siccm'i who were armed with the sica, a curved dagger.
from which they had received their name. The translation might be “dagger-men”; “assassins” is used
because they made a practice of mingling with the
crowds on the Temple grounds, especially at the time

of the Jewish festivals, when they would carry their
daggers under their cloaks and suddenly whip them out
to stab to death such persons whom they wanted to
make away with. They were also hired to commit murder, and one of their victims-was the high priest Jonathan who was killed at the instigation of the present
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procurator Felix. See the accounts of Josephus, Ant.
20, 8, 5-6; Wars 2, 13, 5-6.
This Egyptian was a mountebank, a pretending
prophet; Josephus reports the promises he made to his
followers. All that the chiliarch mentions about this
man is that some days before this he had stirred up a
sedition and had led 4,000 of the assassins into the wilderness. Whether this has anything to do with the
30,000 this Egyptian led against the Romans on Mt.
Olivet, and whether the ﬁgure stated by Josephus is
correct, need not concern us; for here, too, as elsewhere Josephus seems to make two stories out of one,
the second having only 600 “robbers,” 400 of whom
were killed by Felix, 200 were captured, the Egyptian

himself escaped.

Josephus seems to have used Luke’s

account of the chiliarch’s remark and have tried to

weave it into his history with the exception of the number 4,000.
Whatever one may decide in regard to the muddled
accounts of Josephus, it is clear that the chiliarch
knows what he is talking about, for the affair had happened only some days before this. Although he had
gone into thewilderness with 4,000 of the cutthroats,
the chiliarch thought that this Egyptian had suddenly
returned, and that Paul was the man. No wonder he
had put double chains on this dangerous fellow. The
verb «immrdm, “to upset," to create an uprising, Was
once thought to occur only in the LXX and in Acts but
has been found also in the papyri. But this Egyptian
could not speak Greek, and Paul addresses the chiliarch
in most excellent Greek. The chiliarch’s great credit
for capturing the dangerous Egyptian alive thereby
disappears on the instant, and one can imagine his surprise and his disappointment.
39) Paul is only too glad to tell who he is. ’Eyo'o
is emphatic, “I for my part,” and marks the contrast

with the person the chiliarch had in mind. ”maps”: is

Acts 21:89, .40
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pleonastic and hence is omitted in the English. Paul
is “a Jew" by nationality and not an Egyptian; “a Tarsian (9:11) of Cilicia," who was born in the capital of
this Roman province.
Signiﬁcantly he adds, “citi-

zen of no undistinguished city”; note the assonance in
«6AM main: and the litotes “no undistinguished” for

‘fvery distinguished.” What Paul meant by “citizen”
the chiliarch failed to catch as we see in 22:27. Perhaps his general surprise was the cause for this, for

Paul was declaring himself a Roman citizen (see 16 :37,
88; 22:25, etc.).

Paul's two statements are balanced by ,u’y and $6:
on the one hand he tells who he is and at once makes
the information complete; on the other he now makes
the request for which he had asked permission in v. 37.
He begs (Sc'opat) to be alIOWed to speak to the people, to
the turbulent mob of Jews who were milling around the

stairs that was held by the soldiers.

Think of the

hold, startling idea!
40) The chiliarch gave the permission. That, of
course, is all that Luke would say. But, surely, something about this man Paul, something about the way
in which he was conducting himself in this ordeal must
have registered in the mind of this chiliarch so as to
induce him to consent to a petition that was as astonishing as this. The view that he thought that he would
thua ﬁnd out more about the whole affair is superﬁcial;
for when Paul spoke in Aramaic (“in the Hebrew language,” not “dialect," see 2:8) which the chiliarch did
not understand, he did not stop Paul. Perhaps the very
boldness of the request, combined with the impression
Paul’s person was making, gained for Paul what he
desired.
Paul occupied many strange pulpits but none
stranger than this one: the top platform of the steps
leading into the great citadel Antonia; chiliarch, centurions, Roman soldiers protecting the preacher; a vast
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mob of violent Jews constituting the audience. A little
space is cleared at the edge of the platform. The
preacher stands tl.ere, and, with the chain rattling at
his wrist, his hand gives the signal that he desires quiet
in order to speak. We often read about this preliminary motion. Do you wonder that “much silence occurred" (Luke’s Greek) ? Here was a tableau indeed.
When did Paul ever have attention such as this?
He now spoke in Aramaic. We need draw no special conclusions from that because it was the natural
thing to do when addressing a Jewish audience, and we
see the instantaneous effect in 22 :2. A Jew addressing
Jews would speak Aramaic, however well they both
spoke Greek. The fact that many Jews were a little
weak in Greek scarcely entered Paul’s mind; he likewise had no thought of excluding the chiliarch and the
soldiers from his address, for a public speech was public property. In the phrase, “in the Hebrew language,"
the adjective is employed; in v. 37 “in Greek" has
the adverb.

CHAPTER XXII
PAUL'S ADDRESS FROM THE CASTLE STAIRS AND I'rs
OUTCOME

1) Paul's address is a recital of facts, a simple,
straightforward presentation of the things his Jewish
hearers ought to know about him. Then they would
not rage as they were now doing, would believe no such
wild rumor as that he had brought Gentiles into the
courts forbidden to them, but would ponder well the
gospel which had made Paul a new man, yea, had
turned the persecutor of the Christians into an apostle
of their faith.
Men, brethren and fathers, hear now my defense

to you!
The address begins exactly like that of
Stephen in 7:2. While in 21 :37 Evopwoc is pleonastic,

a'v8pzc in the address is not. It is generally construed
with an apposition, here it has a double one, for Paul
acknowledges that all Jews are his bloodbrethren. and
that any among them who are in authority are honored
by him as fathers should be honored.

“Brethren and

fathers” is thus not to be understood from the Christian and spiritual but from the national standpoint.
The address is arresting.
These “brethren and
fathers” wanted to tear Paul to pieces, were com-

pletely disowning him. Yet he calls them by this affectionate title. He rises above their ignorant passion.
Calm, self-possessed, master even of this frightful
situation, he intends to bring them to their senses.
The pronoun poi, like other enclitic pronominal
forms, is entirely unemphatic and yet is quite regularly

placed forward.

'Azvoyc’a is “defense" in the wider

sense. Paul intends to present the great facts which
ought to convince his hearers that their wild charges
(899)
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and actions are utterly baseless; n'rv is used as an adjective in the attributive position. The request to be heard
is like that of Stephen and implies that a detailed
account is to follow.
The address may be divided into three distinct
parts. Its subject is an explanation as to how Paul, the
Jew, became the apostle to the Gentiles. It begins with
Paul, the ardent Jew, the persecutor of the Christians
(v. 25). It proceeds with Paul converted into the witness for the Just One (v. 6-16). It closes with Paul
sent away from the Jews to the Gentiles with his testimony (v. 17-21). The address is perfectly adapted to
the audience. It presents exactly what these and all
other Jews ought to know and to consider in regard to
Paul. It touches upon none of the charges made
against him in 21 :28, 29, yet destroys every basis for
them so that no man could even think of making such
charges against Paul. In not a single statement does

Paul equivocate or manipulate the facts in order to
placate or to win approval. Paul excuses nothing,
hides nothing, makes no appeal of any kind. He simply
tells the great facts of his life and lets them speak

for him.
2) Now on hearing that he was addressing
them in the Hebrew language, they were the more
quiet.

Note the tenses: the instant they heard (aorist)
that he was addressing them in Aramaic (imperfect)
they started to furnish quietness (inchoative imperfect)
still more than before. In regard to the language see
21 :40. All would have understood Paul if he had

spoken Greek; but the fact that he should stand there
among the Roman soldiers and use Aramaic instead
of Greek surprised this mass of Jews and so pleased
them in spite of the speaker that their silence became
intent. Luke wants us to catch the contrast: a moment

ago the roar of an enraged mob, this moment, after a

Acts 22:2, 8
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single sentence from Paul’s lips, absolute silence.
Visualize the scene; few of a more dramatic nature
are found even in the New Testament. What was
passing through the mind of the chiliarch as he eyed
Paul and glanced at the crowds and yet understood not
a word of what the apostle said?
3) 1—! am a man, a Jew, horn in Tarsus of
Cilicia but reared in this city, educated at the feet
of Gamaliel according to the paternal law's exactitude, being a zealot for God even as you yourselves all are today; one who did persecute this
Way to death, binding and delivering into prisons
both men and women.) as also the high priest is witness for me and all the eldership, from whom also
having received letters to the brethren l was journeying to Damascus to bring also those who were
there bound to Jerusalem in order that they might
be punished.
’Eyu’; is emphatic: “I, as far as I am concerned" ; and

dvﬁp (not the pleonastic dvapcnros‘ which is often used by
Luke as in 16:37, and in 21:39) makes the appositive
substantive adjectival as in 10:28; 3:14; Luke 24:17
(B.-D. 242). The three perfect participles refer to
states; once born, reared, educated a man remains thus.
On Tarsus of Cilicia as Paul’s birthplace see 9:11 and
21 :39. His place of birth made him a Hellenist, but
his rearing and his education, both of which took place
in Jerusalem, were those of a Hebrew; on the diﬂ'erence
see 6:1. Although born abread, Paul was reared “in
this city," 1. e., Jerusalem (26:4). Only the fact is
mentioned. At what age he was brought to Jerusalem
(the guesses vary between eight and fourteen), and
with whom he lived (a much older sister, 23 :16 ?), are
left to surmise.
We ought not confuse the second and the third participles; the one means “nourished up” and thus

“reared." while the other means “to train a child" and
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thus “to educate." “At the feet of Gamaliel” is thus
to be construed with the latter participle, for it also
precedes it for the sake of emphasis: by no less a person than Gamaliel was Paul educated. This famous
teacher scarcely trained little boys; Paul means that,
when he was of proper age, he became a disciple of
Gamaliel. See the remarks on 5:34. We see how old
the expression “at the fee ” is. The disciples, of
course. sat cross-legged on the ﬂoor, their rabban (a
title given only to Gamaliel and to six others; rabbi is
less, and rub still less) sitting the same way on a platform. The Talmud explains: “They are to dust themselves with the dust of his feet."
Paul's having Gamaliel as a teacher already explains the kind of an education he received, but he adds
this fact because it is so important for his present
hearers: “according to the paternal law’s exactitude,"

warpé'xos, “received from one’s father.”

Paul's Jewish

education was limited to the things handed down from
the Jewish fathers, and he received it in a form that
was most exact and accurate. The genitive alone is
enough to make its governing noun deﬁnite. No devout
Jew in all Israel could have provided a more satisfactory Jewish upbringing and education for his son than

that which Paul’s father provided for him. Where Paul
obtained his knowledge of Greek poetry is another
question.
The present participle adds what Paul thus turned
out to be: {wan-i7: i-rrdpxwv 1'05 @eoﬁ, “a zealot for God” (Oh-

jective genitive), compare 21 :20; and dramatically
Paul adds: “even as you yourselves all are today,” referring to what they had just done to him when they
imagined that he had desecrated God’s Temple. Paul
refers to the same thing mentioned in Rom. 10 :2. He
is speaking subjectively and now describes the zealot
he was.

Acts 22 :4, 5
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4) The relative is typically Greek and links the
statements together instead of beginning a separate
sentence; the verb, however, is the ﬁrst person. Paul
intends to say: this is the man I was, the one “who did
persecute this Way to deat ,” juSt as his hearers had
wanted to kill him (21:31). On this and the next verse
see 9:1, 2, where “the Way” is also explained. The
term is used intensively here, for “those being of the
Way" are referred to. “Unto death” means that those
who clung to Christianity were to be visited with the
extreme penalty.

Paul was satisﬁed with nothing less.

This statement, together with 26 :10, convinces us that
not a few actually suﬁered death in the persecution
under Paul’s leadership. The two participles show
Paul's means to this terrible end: “binding and delivering into prisons both men and women," sex making
no difference.
5) The sentence continues with «In: “as also the
high priest is witness for me and all the eldership,"
etc.; pap‘nlpd, present tense, “is witness.” Paul is
speaking about what happened over twenty years before this time. That implies that the present high
priest Ananias (23 :2) and the present «pecpm’pwv, i. e..
Sanhedrin (naming it according to its dignity, “the
eldership”) are the witnesses whom Paul can call upon
to substantiate what he is saying. The point to be
made is this, that Paul’s present hearers might doubt
that he was at one time such a ﬁerce foe of the very
doctrine he was now preaching. Well, here were his
witnesses — and not everyone could produce witnesses
as high as these, than which Jews could have no higher.
Some think that “the high priest" Paul mentions was
Caiaphas who held the ofﬁce at that time and who may
well have still been alive.

But the unmodiﬁed term

“the high priest" and the next, “all the eldership,”
must have suggested to Paul’s hearers those men who
were now in ofﬁce. Ananias was, no doubt, one of the
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Sanhedrists, he had at least been connected. with the
Sanhedrin twenty years before this. Many of its members still held their ofﬁce; besides, the old records of
their actions were available. So Paul could call on the
entire body for testimony.
In 9 :2 only the high priest (Caiaphas) is mentioned
in connection with the letters that empowered Paul to
persecute the Christians in Damascus. That is due to
the fact that he had to sign those letters. Here both he
and the Sanhedrin are named as the authority that
empowered Paul. In a matter such as this no high
priest could act alone. These letters made Paul the
agent of the entire Sanhedrin. They were addressed
“to the brethren,” and “brethren” is used as it was in
v. 1. Now follows the imperfect impcudpyv which describes Paul as being in the act of journeying to Damascus and at the same time indicates that something

intervened. What happened is told in the following.
Note: “from whom I was journeying,” all of them were
responsible. The future participle 55w denotes purpose; these future participles are rare and mark the

Koine of the writer as literary language. Paul was to
bring any Christians he arrested to Jerusalem as prisoners to be tried and punished by the Sanhedrin. The
Koine often ignores the difference between int-ac and
int, "thither” and “there”; similarly we say, “Where
did he go?” and not always, “whither?” We do not
know how the Sanhedrin managed to have its death
verdicts carried out.
6) Now it happened to me, journeying along
and drawing near to Damascus, about midday that
suddenly out of the heaven there ﬂashed a great
light around me. And I fell to the ground, and I
heard a voice saying to me, Saul, Saul, why art thou
persecuting me? And I on may part answered, Who
art thou, Lord?
And he said to me, I am Jesus,
the Nazarene, whom thou art persecuting.
But

Acts 22:49-10
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those who were with me beheld the light but did
not hear the voice of him who was speaking to
me. And I said, What shall I do, Lord? And the
Lord said to me, Having arisen, be going into Damascus, and there it shall be told thee concerning the
things which have been arranged for thee to do.
And when I was not recovering sight due to the
glory of that light, being hand-led by those with me,
I came into Damascus.
’Eyc’wro is construed with the dative, and its subject
is the accusative with the inﬁnitive: “it happened or
occurred to me that," etc. The dative “to me” is modiﬁed by two descriptive participles: “to me in the act
of journeying and drawing near to Damascus.” The
only point not mentioned in 9:3 is the phrase “about
midday," when the sun is at its zenith and shines with
the greatest brilliance. Here and in the following we
need not repeat the full exegesis already given in 9 :3,
etc. ; we shall touch upon only a few points that have
not already been explained.
7) The only variation here is the use of 15 Escapes,
“the bottom” or “ground,” and the genitive diam-79,
which makes us think more of the speaker, while the
accusative would refer more to what is said by the
speaker.
8) The only addition here is that Jesus calls himself “the Nazarene," a term that is constantly used for
identifying Jesus.
9) At this point Paul explains in regard to the
Temple police who had been assigned to him to arrest
and to bring in the victims. They did not hear ﬁyv
omvﬁv, what the speaker said; they did hear 'rﬁs- duovﬁs
(9 :7), that some speaker was speaking to Paul. There
is not a contradiction between the accusative used here
and the genitive used in 9:7.
10) Here the account is more detailed than in

9:5. Paul asked what he is to do, nonfat», the aorist sub-
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junctive in a question of deliberation or doubt; he is
thereupon told what to do. In 9:5 this is condensed
so as to dispense with the question. The conversation
was carried on in Aramaic, hence the translation into

Greek may show verbal variations. The force of Si in
9:6 is quite the same as that of drum; “it is necessary” for Paul to do what “has been arranged” by the
Lord for him to do.
All that this conversation involves regarding Paul’s
conversion and the view of the critics in regard to it we
have treated in chapter nine.
11)

Here Paul is briefer and less speciﬁc than Luke

is in 9 :8, 9, but the sense is exactly the same. The imperfect describes how “he was not recovering his sight,”
and cimi states the cause for this lack of recovery. 'Ammine has its common meaning. “to look up” so as to
see and is used freely with reference to those who were

blind and then look up again and are able to see. In
regard to Paul’s condition during the three days of
blindness see 9:9.
12) ’And one Ananias, a man devout according
to the law, attested by all the resident Jews, having
come to me and stepped up, said to me, Brother Saul,
recover sight! And I in that hour recovered sight
to look on him. And he said: The God of our
fathers did appoint thee to know his will and to see
the Righteous One and to hear a voice out of his
mouth, because thou shalt be a witness for him to
all men of what things thou hast seen and didst hear.

And now, why art thou hesitating?

Having arisen,

get thyself baptized and get thy sins washed away,

calling on his name.
All that is recorded about the preparation of Ananias for Saul and of the preparation of Saul for Ananias in 9:10-16 Paul omits from his address as not
being pertinent to his present purpose. The point of
importance for his fanatic Jewish hearers is that this

Acts 22 :12-14
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Ananias, like so many early Jewish believers, was the
devoutest kind of a Jew “according to the law,”
measured by the canon of faithful law observance;

{paaByc—
— one who takes hold well in a religious sense,
“devout”in religious observance (2 :5; 8 2). Lest anyone think that this'is merely Paul’s opinion, he at once
adds: “attested by all the resident Jews," xaroutovv-mv,
attributive present participle. All the Jews in Damascus esteemed Ananias a most faithful Jew; the division between the synagogue and the disciples had not
yet occurred.
13) This was the kind of a man, Paul wanted his
hearers to note well, who came to him, stepped up
(9:17, laid his hands on Paul), and addressed him.
What Ananias said is condensed into three Greek
words. “Brother Saul" is the same address as that
found in 9:17, which see. The aorist imperative,

dvipaapov, “recover thy sight," either summarizes what
9:17 reports in detail, or is the command which Ananias actually uttered but which is omitted in 9:17.
How Ananias came to do this, and how it happened
that his word proved instantly effective, are here left
to the minds of Paul’s hearers to think out. The fact
that a higher hand was back of it they felt automatically.
“In that very hour” is the Hebrew idiom for “without delay,” in 9:18, “immediately.” Here the aorist
dye’ﬁwa is construed with do; «tray; this construction
does not give the verb a meaning that is different from
its. use without a modiﬁer but is in accord with its
Greek meaning, “to recover sight so as to see or look up
again with seeing eyes”; Paul saw Ananias with recovered sight. All that underlies this fact Paul again
leaves to the minds of his hearers to think upon.
14) Now Paul ampliﬁes Luke’s account which
merely reports that Paul was baptized then and there,

etc. It is important that his hearers know what An-
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anias said, not only as leading to the baptism, but also
as indicating God's intention regarding Paul's work
after that. On the road into Damascus Jesus spoke to
Paul from heaven. Already that conveyed volumes to
Paul’s audience regarding Jesus, for it implied that he
had risen from the dead and ascended to heaven. But
it is "the God of our fathers,” the one true God in whom
all Jews and Paul with them believed, of whom Ananias told how “he did appoint thee to know his will,"
etc., “did put forth into his hand beforehand,” exactly

as in 3:20. Long in advance of this hour Israel's God
had determined to effect three things. The ﬁrst was
that Paul was “to know his will,” to come to a full
realization (yvu'wai, aorist) of what it contained. “His
will," 06mm, is certainly his volition as it is expressed
in the gospel. Actually to realize that will is to believe
the gospel and thus to be saved. This had to come
ﬁrst; without it God could not have used Paul in
spreading the gospel as an apostle.
Next is “to see the Righteous One and to hear a
voice out of his mouth,” which qualiﬁed Paul for the
apostolate. Paul actually saw Jesus in glory; see the
discussion in 9 :5, where I Cor. 9 :1; 15 :8 are also introduced. We are left under the impression that without
a direct vision of the risen Lord, including also “speech
(qbamj) out of his mouth” in his gloriﬁed state, Paul
could not have been an apostle in the full sense of the
word, on a par with the Twelve. In his OWn wonderful
way God himself qualiﬁed Paul. As for his own will
in the matter, 26:19 is amply sufﬁcient. In 7:52,
Stephen called Jesus “the Righteous One,” in 3:14,
Peter called him “the Holy and Righteous One”; here
Paul quotes Ananias as using this Messianic title. This
title is continually found in the epistles, but it gOes
back to Isa. 53:11: the Messiah is the very embodiment
of righteousness, he is the one who has the divine ver-

Acts 22:15, 16
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dict in his favor in an absolute sense. This title is
soteriological: Jesus executed the saving will of God
perfectly, Ps. 40:8; John 4:34.
15) Why did God grant all this to Paul? “Because thou shalt be a witness unto him,” etc. "To all
men” makes clear the full extent of the witness Paul
was to bear; his assignment to the Gentiles follows.
The expression recalls 21:28, “teaching all everywhere.” The «5v contains the antecedent roﬁrwv, to the
case of which a is attracted. Paul was to testify to
what he has seen and did hear. The change in tense
in this relative clause is marked and thus signiﬁcant.
The perfect "thou hast seen" implies a permanent
effect of the seeing, while the aorist “did hear” contents itself with the past fact as such. Paul's having
seen Jesus gave him the real qualiﬁcation for the apos.
tleship; his hearing the voice of Jesus was only an
adjunct, B.-D. 342, 3.
16) The question: mi M31! 7: pc'Mus; as in the classics
(Liddell and Scott), means: “And now why delayest
thou?” Ananias is now encouraging Paul on his own
account. He tells him what to do. The two aorist imperatives are causative middles: “get thyself baptized
and get thyself washed as to thy sins” (B.-D. 317; R.
808). The action expressed by the aorist participle,
“calling on his name," is either simultaneous with that

of the aorist imperatives or immediately precedes it.
the difference being merely formal. “The name” is
Jesus in his revelation; and to call on this name involves faith (Rom. 10 :13, 14) . This is one of the cardinal passages on the saving power of baptism; see
the others, 2:38 discussed at length; Luke 3:3; John
3:3, 5; Tit. 3:5; Eph. 5:26. What makes the present
passage unmistakably clear is the second imperative.
Why was it not enough to say, “Having arisen, let thySelf be baptized, calling on his name”? Why was “and
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let thyself be washed as to thy sins" inserted if baptism and its water did not do this washing to remove
the sins? The answer has yet to be given.
Was Paul to submit to a mere symbolic ceremony?
What lay heavy on his conscience was the guilt of his
enormous sin of persecuting the Messiah himself (v.
7). With its water that was sanctiﬁed by the Word
baptism was to wash away all this guilt, all these sins.
This washing away is the £42m of 2 :38, and Luke 3:3,
the “remission,” the “removal" of sins. To be sure,
this washing away is “picturesque language” (R.,
W. P.) ; it is ﬁgurative, to speak more exactly, and is
. appropriate in that baptism has water in connection
with the Word, Eph. 5:26.
But with “picturesque
language" R. means that “here baptism pictures the
change that had already taken place," i. e., that is all
that baptism does. R. does not seem to see that he
contradicts Ananias. Whereas Ananias says, “Let thyself actually be baptized" (aorist) , “let thyself actually
be washed of thy sins" (again aorist), R. changes
the latter and substitutes, “Let a picture be made of
the washing away of thy sins.” It may be interesting
to enact a picture, but that is about all. As Batman. =
a real baptism and not the mere picture of one, so

dmiAouoat = a real washing and not the mere picture of
one.
17) Paul comes to the third part of his address
which states how he came to be sent to the Gentiles.

Now it happened to me, on having returned to Jerusalem and while I was engaged in praying in the
Temple, that l was in an ecstasy and that I saw him

saying to me, Make haste and go out quickly out of
Jerusalem because they will not receive thy testimony concerning me!

Paul passes over the three years that intervened,
since they contained nothing pertinent to his present
purpose. In 9: 23-30 Luke has reported this visit of

Acts 22:17, 18

911

Paul’s to Jerusalem. The construction is the same as
in v. 6, c'yz've'ro with a dative, the subject being an
accusative with the inﬁnitive. A genitive absolute is
inserted. We do not ﬁnd an anacoluthon in the participles (R., W. P.) ; nor do we believe that the sentence
is sehr ungefuegig (B.-D. 409,4). It is well arranged,
each element falls easily into its place even when translating. While a seconddative participle might have
been used in place of the genitive absolute, the latter
is preferable because it makes the action of praying
stand out by itself.
“It happened to me" brings out the idea that Paul

had no hand in the matter.

The aorist participle

states the fact that Paul had returned to Jerusalem,
but the present participle in the genitive absolute
describes him as being engaged in praying in the
Temple. This statement conveyed a great deal to his
hearers. Although Paul had been converted to Jesus,
the Temple was still the holy place of prayer to him.
This prayer must have been offered at the regular hour
for Jewish prayer. Paul was in his place with‘other
Jewish worshippers. Desecrate the Temple (21:28)
—that was unthinkable to him. Now it was in the
sacred Temple itself that Jesus communicated with
him and ordered him to go to the Gentiles. Jesus chose
that place as being most ﬁtting. Would the Lord of
the Temple, he who had revealed himself to Paul in
his heavenly glory, desecrate the Temple by a communication he made? On the condition of “ecstasy”
see 10:10; we retain this Greek word. This divine

communication is not mentioned, in 9:30.

The two

accounts supplement each other. The brethren wanted
Paul to leave, the Jews plotted to kill Paul, his hesitation was ended by the vision.
18) Paul “saw him” (the Righteous One, v. 14)
when he told Paul what to do.
Here Paul again
actually saw the gloriﬁed Savior; but now not with
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blinding effect. The Lord’s foreknowledge is here
made manifest: the Jews of Jerusalem will not receive Paul’s testimony; in accord with that foreknowledge the Lord directs Paul to utter his testimony elsewhere. This is an excellent illustration as
to how the divine foreknowledge is used by God. We
cannot construe: “receive of thee” (R. V.), because
that would require 1?an con; “thy testimony” (A. V.)
is correct.
19) And i on my part said: Lord, they themselves know that for my part I went on imprisoning
and hiding in synagogue after synagogue those helieving on thee; and when the blood of thy witness
Stephen was being shed, I myself also was standing
by and agreeing and guarding the robes of those
making away with him.
The point that Paul’s hearers are to note in this
statement is his desire by all means to remain and to
work among the Jews in Jerusalem, in the very place
where everybody knew about his fearful persecution
of the Christians; he thought that he was best ﬁtted
for that. It was the Lord who insisted on his going
to the Gentiles. This is the point for Paul's present
hearers. As between Paul and the Lord, Paul is not
refusing obedience but, like Ananias in 9 :13, 14, is telling the Lord his own thoughts.
Both £74. are emphatic; the ﬁrst conveys the idea
that Paul was bold enough to tell the Lord his own
thoughts. And they were certainly most reasonable.
In fact, that is why Paul now tells them to his present
hearers. He was once so violent against the Christians
and then became a very apostle of Christianity — surely, that would impress the Jews who knew the facts,

make them realize that they, too, should pause, make
them ready to follow Paul. We have 1';ng with two
present participles, thus periphrastic imperfects; Kafa'.

is distributive: “synagogue by synagogue" and not “in

Acts 22:20, 21
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every synagogue" (our versions). Paul never reached
all of them. Mp.» means to ﬂay, to pull off the skin, to
administer a sound hiding. The synagogue courts had
power to scourge with rods.
20) Paul purposely goes back to Stephen’s death
and the position he took at the time of that tragedy,
compare the remarks on 7 :58 and 8:1. We ought not
entertain the idea that Paul considered this dangerous
ground; quite the contrary. He considered it most
fruitful ground, for it exhibited the blind rage of the
Jews which he fully shared at the time and was then
converted to ﬁll the very place left vacant by Stephen’s
bloody death. The tenses are descriptive imperfects
and ask Paul's hearers to dwell on these facts so as to
gain their full import. Here again amp, now being used
with three participles, forms periphrastic imperfects;
award; is the second perfect in form but is always used
in the sense of the present.
“When the blood of Stephen, thy witness, was being
poured out” is Paul’s testimony to the martyr in whose
frightful death he was implicated. Paul acknowledges
his former crime. "Thy witness" (see 1:8) — a man
can bear no higher title. ‘-‘I was agreeing" is explained
in 8:1; duazpe’u designates murderous taking away and is

used again and again to designate the murder of Jesus,
“to make away with.” Paul ofﬁcially helped to supervise the making away with Stephen; see 7 :58.
21) And he said to me, Be going because I myself will commission thee fa'r away to Gentiles.
'Eyu') is emphatic with authority: I am doing this,
no matter what thou thinkest. The future tense of
the verb denotes more than mere sending, it is the
sending on a mission.

The accusative paxpdv (686v)

is used as an adverb. “To Gentiles” is without the article and refers to people who are Gentiles and not Jews.

Paul went out to Gentiles by divine direction alone
(9:15). But his great ministry was not to begin even
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at this time; he had to wait for about thirteen years
before he entered upon his ﬁrst missionary journey.
The E‘ﬂ'ect of Paul's Address
22) Paul was not allowed to ﬁnish; we can only
guess as to what he intended to add. And they continued listening to him up to this statement and
lifted up their voice, saying: Make away from the
earth with such a fellow! For it ought not to be
that he continue to live. And they shouting and
jerking 06 their robes and throwing dust into the
air, the chiliarch ordered him to he brought into the
castle, directing that he be examined with scourges

in order that he might get to know for what cause
they were thus crying against him.
The idea that the reference to the Gentiles acted

like a spark in a powder magazine overlooks the fact
that at various points the address must have gone
against the grain of the mob until the last statement
precipitated the outbreak. Paul was not offending his
hearers, and yet he was not cringing before them. As
always, he was careful in the choice of his language
in order to convey exactly what he wanted to convey,
but he did convey just what he deemed necessary and
committed the result to God’s hands. The fact that
the mob again lost its head was certainly to be expected. Paul himself certainly did not expect that
his story would satisfy these Jews. The wonder of
it is that the mob did not become violent just as soon
as Paul mentioned the name “Jesus, the Nazarene,”
in v. 8. The fact that it restrained itself until this time
is to be credited to Paul’s personality which was expressed so powerfully in his voice and his word.
Paul's object had been attained; when the uproar
broke out anew, all who had heard that address and the

mighty facts it stated were no longer in the condition

Acts 22:22. 28
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indicated in 21 :34, some saying one thing, some another,
just guessing this and guessing that. They now knew
Paul's whole story. Paul had succeeded in putting
them under full responsibility. This is always the case
with regard to the opposition that meets the gospel
and its defenders. We must testify to the facts, as to
how we come to believe and to serve the Lord whenever
and wherever the opportunity presents itself, “ready
always to give an answer to every man that asketh you
a reason of the hope that is in you with meekness and
fear (reverence) ,” I Pet. 3 :15 The mob began to rage
again, but that did not imply that Paul's testimony did
not make a deep and lasting impression on some of his
hearers in order to bring fruit in due season. Some
brands are thus plucked from the burning.
The old shout aipe (21 :36) is renewed, the singular
is addressed to the chiliarch; but Luke now reports
more fully: “Make away from the earth with such a
fellow (ray romt-rov) ; for it ought not to be that he con-

tinue to live (Cﬁv, present, durative inﬁnitive) l" Souter prefers the reading that has the neuter participle
xaaﬁxov (sc. e‘an‘v), “it is not a ﬁtting thing," but he does
so on the basis of the most slender textual evidence;
we prefer the reading that has the imperfect xaﬂﬁxcv.
This tense is the Greek idiom for a propriety, possibility, or obligation that has already existed too long
and is still unfulﬁlled at the present. The Greek thought

reaches into the past and from there to the present;
the English and the German think only of the present
and thus ﬁnd difﬁculty in reproducing the Greek. R.
886. So here the thought is: “he should not have been
permitted to live this long, should have been removed
from the earth long ago.”

23) The three present tenses in the genitive absolute describe the actions as continuing; the scene hecame more and more violent. Kpavyégm is the proper
word to describe the roar of the mob. Some think there
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was nothing speciﬁc in the casting off of the robes and
the throwing of dust into the air. On this supposition
ﬁnm’w is translated, “swing their robes to and fro."
Throwing off the long, loose outer robes and ﬂinging
dust into the air go together and signify that the mob
would stone Paul if it only could. On the robes see
7 :58; dust is used because stones were not at hand, and,
of course, the dust is hurled in the direction of Paul
and not just into the air generally.

24) Imagine the chiliarch with this scene before
him. Mystiﬁed at the beginning (21:34), confused still
more by Paul’s speech and its explosive result, he saw
no other course to be followed than to order that Paul
be taken into the castle (see 21 :37) , there to be examined. Both dyed“ and rive-rdwﬁu (which has at last
been found in a papyrus) are present inﬁnitives in indirect discourse for the present inﬁnitives of the direct:
“Let him be brought in and put to examination I"

The participle c2715? (variant tires) is aorist because
one command was issued. It is a ﬁne grammatical
point as to whether this aorist participle expresses coincident or subsequent action (R. 861); but the real
point is that it indicates a separate command and, as
a participle, one that is secondary to the bringing in.
When the agents are not to be designated, the passive
is used (B.-D. 392, 4); so here: “to be brought in,”
“to be examined.” When Pilate examined Jesus, Luke
23:14, avaxpzvm is used; we confess that, at least as far
as the Scriptures are concerned, this verb is not used
with reference to eXamination by torture as AbbottSmith, Lexicon, claims. We must say the same in regard to dvefdé'w; it does not include torture. The fact

that torture was to be applied to Paul is expressed by
the dative plural “with scourges.” The truth was to
be whipped out of Paul in the fashion that was common
in that day. Pilate gave no such order regarding Jesus;
this shows that the chiliarch was convinced in his own

Acts 22:25
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mind that Paul must be~a dangerous criminal and was
determined to get a full confession in short order;
emu; is the subjunctive.
25) Now, when they were stretching him forward for the thongs, Paul said to the centurion
standing by, Is it lawful for you to scourge a Roman
and one not (yet) subjected to trial? On hearing it
the centurion, having gone to the chiliarch, reported,
saying: What art thou on the point of doing? For
this man is a Roman. And the chiliarch, having
come to him, said to him, Tell me, thou, art thou a
Roman? And he said, Yes. And the chiliar’ch
answered, For my part I acquired this citizenship
with much capital. But Paul said, But I have even
been born so.
We, take it that the order to examine Paul with
scourges was given by the chiliarch at a moment when
no protest could be offered by Paul
Binding Paul
with chains was already a serious violation of his
Roman rights (v. 29)
Now, under command of one
of the centurions (there were several. 21:32), the

order to apply the lash was promptly being carried
out. The mob was left to howl until it was satisﬁed,
the portal was closed, the chiharch was in hisquarters
waiting for Paul to be brought to him after his tongue
had been loosened by a good dose of the scourges.
These were short handles with several thongs afﬁxed
to them and a piece of metal or bone fastened at the
tip of each thong. Every blow made several stripes,
the tips tore ugly gashes in the ﬂesh. Two soldiers,
one on each side, struck alternately. The ordeal was
always terrible.

After being lacerated sufﬁciently, the

victim was to be brought to the chiliarch for questioning, and woe unto him if he did not answer satisfactorily — the scourges would again be applied.
Is rpoc'rcwav an aorist or is it, as Blass surmised, an
imperfect? On imperfects in - av consult B.-D. 80.81:
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two texts do have the imperfect ending - ov. The imper-

fect would be eminently in place here as Zahn also
states, “when they began to stretch him forward," Paul
spoke and not after they had done so. We thus venture
to regard this form as the imperfect.
Another muted point is the dative rois iye'ww. Does
it mean, “with the thongs," or, “for the thongs”? R.
533, also W. P., leaves the point undecided. The victim
designated for scourging was bent forward («pd in the
verb) over a low, heavy pillar, his hands and his feet
were tied to rings in the ﬂoor, the back was bared and
stretched for the lashes. 80 Jesus was tied down and
scourged. This was a different matter from the heating with rods by Roman lictors (16:22, ﬁapst’zew, com-

pare 16:37). We think that apé in the verb decides that
the sense of the datives is, “for the thongs” of the
scourges and no , “with the thongs that bound the
victim." Irrespective of the preposition, others decide
in the same way.
At this point Paul asked the question about his
Roman rights. On (5 see 1:6; Mmov, Mensch (not
dwip) is pleonastic. The entire question regarding the
rights of a Roman citizen has been treated in 16:37,
also the term dxafa'xptrov. It indicates the aggravating
circumstance there as well as here: rushing ahead with
the scourging when even the beginning of a trial would
have brought to light the prisoner’s Roman citizenship. The supreme Roman authorities would deal severely with a judge who did such a thing, for he could
not plead ignorance because he had given the prisoner
no opportunity to declare his rights. In this instance
the chiliarch would be eminently to blame, for no one
had as yet even brought a charge against Paul on the
basis of which a trial could be held; the chiliarch could
point to neither charge nor accusers. The fact to be
noted is that by speaking now Paul was not merely
saving himself but was saving also the chiliarch.

Acts 22:26-28
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No wonder the centurion hastened to make

due report to his superior ofﬁcer. His exclamatory
question reveals how badly he himself is upset: “What
art thou on the verge of doing?”

27)

So serious was the case that the chiliarch did

not think of having Paul brought to him but immediately arose and went to Paul with the demand that Paul
tell him whether he was a Roman: m3 is emphatic:
"Thou. art thou a Roman?” Badly mistaken regarding Paul in the ﬁrst place (21 :38), he now ﬁnds himself
in an error that is still worse. In 21 :39 Paul had called
himself “a Tarsian of Cilicia, a citizen of no mean
city.” That was signiﬁcant enough although it was not
an outright declaration of Roman citizenship. Paul
had spoken with great dignity, but that was lost on
the chiliarch who had rashly ordered the scourges. The
frightened questioner receives a terse, calm, “Yes i” as
the only answer. The word is impressive in this dramatic situation; Paul intends it to be so. He was a
Roman, and he spoke as one.
Not for one moment is the simple assertion of
Roman citizenship questioned by either the praetors in
Philippi or here by the chiliarch. We need not ask
why. Summary death awaited the man who dared to
claim Roman citizenship falsely.

28)

Deferentially the chiliarch answers that he

on his part bought this citizenship for much capital,
“Moi": “Woo. genitive of price, which is exactly our
word “capital." a great sum of money, the principal as
distinguished from the interest. Under the emperors
the Roman citizenship was sold in order to ﬁll their
exchequer; Dio Cassius (LX, 17) reports that the wife
of Claudius thus accumulated money. Perhaps Paul
looked rather too poor to have been able to buy the
right for himself. and the chiliarch probably thought —
again making a bad guess — that he could have secured
it in no other way. He naturally thought of himself.
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Judging from his name Lysias, he was probably a Greek
who took the added name Claudius on becoming a
Roman citizen.
With an equally emphatic 274. Paul replies to the
implied question: “But I have been born” so. Paul’s

citizenship was inherited, and in that respect it was
superior to that of the chiliarch. We have discussed
this point in 16:37. The perfect, “I have been born,"

denotes also the resultant state and may be translated;
"I am born," in our idiom.

Sometimes 16:22 is misunderstood as though Paul
there allowed himself to be beaten, and then the ques-

tion is argued as to why he did not do so here. Again
there is a debate regarding the ethics of Paul in making use of his Roman citizenship, in insisting that its
rights be respected.
The prophecies regarding his
bonds are also introduced. But this debate is pointless. Paul had already been bound as had been prophesied. Was the man who deliberately went to Jerusalem against the urgings of his friends (21:4, 12)
trying to evade suiferin'g that had been divinely allotted
to him? Certainly not. We have seen that, when in

Philippi, Paul asserted his own Roman citizenship and
that of Silas, this helped the gespel, those praetors
learning that the Christians had Roman citizens among
them. The same was true in regard to the chiliarch

who learned that this Christian apostle was even a
born Roman. -Did this discovery hurt the gospel
cause? The ethics that quietly assume that grace
demands of us that we lie down in order that men
may trample upon us at will, even in sheer ignorance,
is false in its assumption, and no question raised on

that assumption calls for a serious reply.
29) Immediately, therefore, they stood away
from him who were about to examine him; moreover, even the chiliarch became afraid, realizing that
he was. a Roman and that he had bound him.

Acts 22:29, 30
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The proceedings stopped with suddenness. We
have explained in v. 24 what part the scourges were
to play in the process of examining Paul. “They that
were about to examine him” refers to all the soldiers
who had been detailed for the scourging—that was
their part; the questioning to learn the cause of the
shouting against Paul, as indicated in v. 24, belonged
to the chiliarch.
Aé adds a different point, namely that “even the
chiliarch became afraid," ingressive aorist. He had
cause for this. In 23:27 we see how he lies in order
to cover up his guilt. He realized that he had put a

Roman in chains, had committed a crime that might
cost him dearly if the procurator learned of it and took
a strict view. See 16:37 in regard to the Roman law.
The fact that he had acted ,in ignorance might or might
not be accepted as an excuse.

30) Now on the morrow, wanting to know the
certainty why he was accused by the Jews, he
loosed him and ordered the high priests and all the
Sanhedrin to come together and, having brought
Paul down, he set him before them.
The debate in regard to the time when Paul was
unchained leads some commentators to overlook a more
important question: Why did the chiliarch himself
fail to question Paul regarding “the certainty why he

was accused by the Jews”? He did not dare to. Paul
was a Roman; no accusers had appeared against him,

no crime had been charged.

The chiliarch could not

even inaugurate a trial by judicial questioning in the
case of a Roman without accusers and an alleged
crime, In the case of a non-Roman the matter was
different. T6 merely makes a substantive of the in-

direct question which is in apposition to :3 do¢aMs.
We do not entertain the idea that Paul’s chains
were left upon him until the next day and were taken
off just before he was brought before the Sanhedrin.
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This chiliarch was frightened when he learned that he
had chained Paul. He could plead ignorance for that;
but once he knew that Paul was a Roman and then
left him chained, he would knowingly have committed
a grave crime against Roman law. The remark is
pointless, that, having bound him already, it made
little difference to leave him bound until the next
day; or that he was stubborn and wanted to show his
power. The chiliarch was no fool; the chains came
of at once.
“0n the marrow" places this entire verse into the
next day. It does this even when it is construed with
the participle, for we cannot refer the action expressed
by the two main verbs to the day before, so that wanting
to know would occur on the morrow but loosing Paul
and ordering a meeting of the Sanhedrin occurred on
the original day. This method of solving the difﬁculty
is unsatisfactory. We cannot accept the contention

that am draw is intended to correspond with iv «:5er
mac’s, and that both refer to chains. The point overlooked is the order of the actions: loosing — ordering
the Sanhedrin to meet — leading Paul down to that
meeting. Why this odd order if chains are, indeed, referred to? The order should then be: ordering the
Sanhedrin — then loosing and leading Paul down. If
we drop the idea of chains, all is in line.
Paul was at once freed from his chains but was kept
in the castle for the night. The next morning the
chiliarch “loosed him," set him free, summoned the
Sanhedrin, and with Paul as a free man went down to
the Sanhedrin to ﬁnd out what he could. That implies
that he asked Paul to appear before the Sanhedrin, that
Paul consented, and that the Sanhedrin was then
convened. That implies furthermore that the chiliarch
and Paul went down to the Sanhedrin alone and without soldiers. Thus “he made him stand (it «ﬁnds, into
them." This chiliarch had made mistakes enough in

Acts 22 :30
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regard to Paul, he was going to make no more. As far
as the soldiers are concerned, in 23:11 they go down
just as the chiliarch here takes Paul down; and that
means that, leaving the boisterous meeting, the chiliarch ran up to the soldiers or from below shouted for
them to come down and thus brought them down.
The status of Paul was and, in fact, remained peculiar. He was set free but not fully; he was a prisoner, yet not fully. In this sense he is called a same:
in 23 :18. He is detained, not because there is anything
deﬁnite to be charged against him, but because something might be found against him. Regarding chains
in 24:27, and again in 26:29, 31 see these passages.
Paul is only guarded (¢u)tci¢ro’¢a’9at, 23:35), detained

with liberty to meet his friends (mpcicﬂu, 24:23) and
not chained.

CHAPTER XXIII
PAUL BEFORE THE SANHEDRIN AND
HIS TRANSFER TO CAESAREA
1) We accept the view that the Sanhedrin met in
a lower hall in the fortress Antonia and not in its
own hall, the lischkath haggasith on the west side

of the Temple hill. The soldiers had their “pep/Sow,
castm, quarters, on the upper ﬂoor from which stairs
descended to the level of the Temple court; they occupied only this part of the great castle. In 22:30 the
chiliarch takes Paul down; the two of them go alone;
in 23:10 he orders his troop down to bring Paul back
to the quarters of the soldiers. Neither he nor Paul
went to another building.
Paul was not turned over to the Sanhedrin for
trial; the chiliarch had no authority for such an act.
We ﬁnd no trace of a trial, no accusers, no charge of
a crime, no witnesses, etc. The Sanhedrin is present,
but not in formal session. The members have come
to learn what the chiliarch desires of them in regard
to Paul; and his desire is to discover what is really
at the bottom of the previous day’s uproar and the
Jewish demand for Paul's death. By confronting Paul
and the Sanhedrin he hopes to ﬁnd out what is really
wrong. This effort proves abortive; it is ill-advised
and of a piece with what we have already seen of the
chiliarch and his mistakes.
This explains Luke’s account. He presents only
two incidents from the undirected proceedings, one
from the beginning, Paul’s clash with the high priest
(v. 1-5) ; one from the conclusion, the clash between
the Pharisees and the Sadducees in the Sanhedrin it-

self (v. 6-10). Whatever else occurred was not worth
(924)
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recording. The chiliarch got nowhere; he should have
known that in advance. Having nothing deﬁnite to
present, all was left to chance from the very beginning.
The language spoken must have been Greek because it was the chiliarch who wanted to know what
the trouble was with reference. to Paul (22:3). This
need cause no surprise, for at the trial of Jesus before
Pilate the Sanhedrists had likewise spoken only Greek.
We know nothing as to how proceedings began, and as
to how Paul was given the ﬂoor. The idea that Paul
took matters into his own hands cannot be entertained.
It is probable that, after entering with Paul at his side,
the chiliarch made some preliminary statement. One
might suppose that he would have asked the Sanhedrists what they knew about or against this man; but
in the case of this erratic chiliarch one cannot be sure.
Some think that it was perfectly in order that Paul
should Speak ﬁrst; it certainly was not. All we can
say is that after some preliminaries Paul was asked
to make a statement.
And Paul, having looked earnestly at the Sanhedrin, said: Men and brethren, on my part I have
been conducting myself toward God with all good
conscience until this day.

The supposition that Paul had weak eyes or some
serious ailment of the eyes has been attached to draw
ions and regards the participle as implying that Paul
had to strain his eyes in order to see the Sanhedrists.
But in 13:9 and in 14:9 this very same participle is
used, yet in those places this weakness of the eyes is
not stressed by these commentators. Besides, no one
thinks of this when this participle is used with reference to other persons. Paul had not seen the Sanhedrin
for many years, not since they had appointed him
inquisitor-in-chief and head persecutor of the Christians. He would naturally now scrutinize the present
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personnel with special interest, being confronted by
this body as he now was. The assumption that at one
time he himself was a member of the Sanhedrin is
unfounded. If he had been, that fact would be of such
importance as to necessitate repeated mention, especially in Acts and in II Cor. 11:22.
It is notable that Paul addresses the Sanhedrists as
"men and brethren" (see 1:16) and does not add
“fathers” as he did in 22:1. .He speaks to them as
being only fellow Jews, fellow nationalists who believe
in the same God of Israel. We confess that we see a
great deal in this informal address. If these Sanhedrists are important personages, so is Paul. The
apostle is conscious of his own high standing. The
very character of the man naturally appears great and
impressive. There is another thing that seems to be
implied in this address, namely that this was not a formal session of the Sanhedrin. It is generally thought
to be just that: all are seated in their own hall on the
platform reserved for them, the high priest is in his
regular place, there are scribes to take down the proceedings, attendant tympz’m to execute orders — the
whole court is in oﬂicial. session. This picture is unwarranted. The hall of meeting is in the castle Antonia, the gathering is informal, “men and brethren” is
the form of address for a gathering and not for a formal court in session, secretaries and attendants are
absent. Luke’s entire account reﬂects, this situation.
The meeting was called in order to enlighten the
chiliarch in regard to Paul and in regard to anything
of a criminal nature chargeable against him as expressed in yesterday’s riotous demand for his death;
hence the emphatic c‘yé introducing Paul’s declaration
of innocence. So also “with all good conscience” is
placed emphatically forward. A second emphasis rests
on the ﬁnal phrase “until this day." The verb «om-donut
is commonly used in regard to the conduct of a citizen
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or of an ofﬁcial, and when it is used in a broader sense
it still retains much of this idea. Here the perfect tense

with the dative up (an; means: “I have been conducting
myself toward God” (dative of relation), the tense
already implying what the added phrase “until this
day" emphasizes. The force is. “This is the kind of a
man now before you.” Paulis referring to the charges
made yesterday (21:28), especially to the crowning one
that he brought some Gentile into the forbidden Temple
precincts. Over against these charges he puts the emphatic declaration that his conscience is clear regarding
his conduct toward God and all that pertains to God.
The translation of our versions, “I have lived," has
led some to think that Paul is speaking of his entire
life, as a Jew as well as a Christian, as a bloody persecutor and as a chosen apostle. They then apply the
good conscience to this entire career and show that a
man may rage against the church with a good conscience as well as work with might and main for its
upbuilding. Then the verb is stressed, namely that
Paul lived "as God's citizen, as a member of God’s commonwealth," although the idea of such a ma'm and such
a citizenship is admittedly Greek and Roman and not
Jewish although Paul is speaking to Jews. With these
ideas another is associated, namely that Paul is summing up his whole address to the rioters of the day
before. Underlying it all is the idea that anything Paul
may say at any time, and anything anywhere recorded
in Scripture, must have a most profound meaning. But
the Scriptures were written for men generally in order
that all might understand.
Paul’s simple statement about himself is devoid of
profundities. When the Jews cruciﬁed Christ, stoned
Stephen, sent Paul to his frightful work, “good conscience” was openly, viciously violated. They plotted
murder, used a traitor, suborned perjured witnesses,
lied, hated, shed innocent blood, committed crime after
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crime — all with seared consciences. They trampled
on the most elementary divine as well as human law.
The whole worid has eVer so testiﬁed. Paul had his
own awful share in it all. It is unwarranted to let Paul
now cover all that with the cloak of a good conscience.
That perfect tense covers the charges preferred in

21:28. Paul’s conduct has not been hostile to the people (the Amie, Israel), to the law (the mines, the divine
Torah), nor to this place (God’s Temple) ; in particular, he never dreamed of taking a Gentile such as Tro-

phimus into the forbidden courts. By appealing to his
conscience regarding these charges and naming God
as its arbiter Paul does what Luther did at Worms:
he had examined his conduct before God, he had found

his conscience clear but invites any who think his conduct wrong to point out the wrong before God in order

that his conscience may condemn him by admitting the
guilt. That is the true use of conscience. It is always
subject to God and, when it is mistaken, it is always
instantly ready to him to God when the mistake in
conduct is pointed out.
We think that Paul speaks only regarding himself. Others have thought that his reference to “all
good conscience toward God” intended to strike these

Sanhedrists and to intimate to them that they could
not say this for themselves. The implication: “Show
me before God where my conscience has been and now
is wrong !” seems sufﬁcient here.
2) But the high prieat_Ananias ordered those
standing near him to smite his mouth.

This is not the Ananias who is called high priest
in the Gospels and in Acts 4:7, but the son of Nehedaeus who was nominated by Herod, King of Chalci's,
and held this ofﬁce from 48-59. He was accused of
rapine and cruelty by the Samaritans and in 52 had
to go to Rome to defend himself. He was killed by the
siearii. Josephus, Ant. 20, 5, 2; 6, 2; Wars 2, 12, 6;
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17, 9. His order to strike Paul on the mouth is typical

of the violent character of the man.

The Sadducees

Were notorious for their arrogant manners even toWard their colleagues (we have a sample in John
11:49). Those standing by were other Sanhedrists.
Those who think of a formal session in which all the
Sanhedrists were duly seated think “those standing
by" were the attendants of the Sanhedrin. But these
would be designated as inrnpe’m and never as “those
standing by." Paul 'was not turned over to the Sanhedrin and its police. The meeting was wholly informal, and many of the members Were standing about
in the hall.
The ugly act of Ananias’ was wholly unprovoked,
nasty and mean, and senseless into the bargain. The
Sanhedrists were not servants who were to be ordered
about. This high priest was in part asserting his
authority for the beneﬁt of the chiliarch, a mere subaltern, who had made hold to summon him, the exalted
high priest, and the Sanhedrin. The high priest resented Paul’s unabashed, manly bearing. This fellow

Paul should have cringed and quavered; instead

he

presumed to speak of his good conscience and blameless conduct even in the very presence of his majesty,
the high priest. Did someone strike Paul? We do not
think so; some interpreters do. Of course, zealous
police attendants would have leaped to execute the
mighty one’s order, but no such felloWs were at hand.
The chiliarch should have interfered at this point; a
Roman could not be struck. Due to his usual brevity
Luke does not report the chiliarch’s reaction. If
Paul had been struck, the chiliarch would probably
have acted, and Luke would have had something to
say about this.
3)

Then Paul said to him:

God, thou whitewashed wall!

Smite thee shall

And thou, dost thou
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sit judging me according to the lawVand acting contrary to law orderest me to be smitten?

Ananias was facing the wrong man. The chiliarch
might hesitate, but not so Paul. Instantly he turns to
the arrogant fellow, his words charged with outraged
anger. For ourselves let us say that Ananias got exactly what he deserved. Paul’s ready reply is straight
and stunning. The Greek is far more telling than the
translation of our versions. The key word is placed
forward with the fullest emphasis: “Smite thee shall
God, than whitewashed wall I" literally, “God is about"
to do that very thing to thee. The perfect participle
has its usual present connotation (like the verb in v.
1) : still covered with whitewash. An ugly wall
smeared over with whitewash pictures a hypocrite;
Jesus used the same word in a similar ﬁgure and in the
same sense in his denounciation in Matt. 23:27.
As Jesus did when he uttered his invectives, Paul
proved the hypocrisy. “Thou” is emphatic; the structure is chiastic and more telling for this reason: the
verbs are placed outside, the participles inside, and “to
be smitten" is emphatically at the end. The word order
of the entire reply is perfect Greek. The contrast
between “judging according to the law" and “acting
contrary to law” is intense because of the juxtaposi«
tion. Here was a fellow who was pretending to be a
judge, to obey the supreme obligation of a judge, which
is to follow the law and at the very beginning in his
j udge’s seat he violates all law by the lawless order to
strike Paul in the face. Surely, that went home. “Thou
sittest judging” has been stressed to support the idea of
a formal judicial session of the Sanhedrin, but the
word need not have that implication. No chiliarch
dared to turn a Roman over even to the Sanhedrin for
trial. Some were standing, others were sitting, one of
these was the high priest. The judgment the chiliarch
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desired to secure was not a legal verdict, but he hoped
to learn something that might serve as a legal charge
because it was preferred by responsible accusers. Paul’s
words imply no more. The very retort Paul made
would have been impossible at a formal trial.
4) But those standing near said, The high
priest of God dost thou revile? And Paul said: I
knew not, brethren, that he is high priest. For it
has been written, Of the ruler of thy people thou
shalt not speak hasely.
Here “those standing near” are again mentioned.
No mere police attendants would venture to remonstrate with a defendant who was on trial before a
supreme court. These were the Sanhedrists who were
standing near Paul. They reprove him for the language he used toward the high priest. “Of God” points
to the ofﬁce as having been instituted by God himself.
Even then they venture only to ask a question.
5) Paul promptly acknowledges his fault. This
consists in the fact that he had spoken ill against the
ruler of his people in ignorance. He had inadvertently
sinned against an office. He makes this prompt
acknowledgment on the basis of Exod. 22:28 (LXX).
Even when a ruler does wrong, he must not be cursed
because of his ofﬁce, the LXX has the milder term.

'Epds is the future tense which is used in commands
(from M'yw), here it is construed with the accusative.
Paul says in effect that, if he had known that it was
the high priest, he would have quietly borne the mean
insult and committed the matter to God.

This obvious sense of Paul’s reply has not satisﬁed
all of the commentators. Paul’s eyesight is introduced
as a reason. Some attribute his weakness of the eyes
to the blazing light on the road to Damascus as though
the Lord had not fully restored Paul’s sight! There is
also the surmise that Ananias was not wearing his 0thcial robes or was not in his oﬁicial seat. But he wore
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those robes only when he officiated, and at this meeting there was no ofﬁcial seat, the meeting being informal, being held in a hall in the castle. Again, Paul
did not notice who it was that gave the order to smite
him on the mouth. Irony is suggested: “I could not
think that a man who gave such an order was really a
high priest !" The climax is the claim that Luke recorded Paul as lying.
All these views are based on the assumption that
Paul knew Ananias, knew that this individual was the
high priest, from the seat he occupied, from his dress,
from the preliminaries at this meeting, from something
else. Yet Paul himself declares that he did not know
him, the tense (the past perfect ﬁb‘ew is invariably used
as imperfect) stating that he had not known him all
along. The supposition that Ananias was not rightfully high priest at this time, was usurping the oﬂice,
holding it temporarily, is contrary to the historical
facts. So also is the claim that someone else presided.
No one presides at an informal meeting, and no one did
so here.
The casuistic efforts to clear Paul of all fault are
untenable; Paul admits such fault as there was. The
action of the Sanhedrists who reprove Paul reveals
how men like the Pharisees could remain in office in
the Sanhedrin under Sadducaic high priests such as
Caiaphas and this wretched Ananias.
6) After having sketched a scene from the beginning of the meeting arranged by the chiliarch, Luke
shows how the meeting came to an end.

The wording

plainly indicates that there was an interval between
v. 5 and 6. We accept that fact and therefore do not
try to link these two verses together. Some do this
even in quite opposite ways. Paul’s acknowledgment
is said to have satisﬁed the party of the high priest,
and this made Paul try to win also the Pharisees; but
again, Paul saw that he had lost out with the high
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priest and the Sadducees and so turned to the Pharisees as his only hope. These two views rather cancel
each other.
Now Paul, on coming to realize that the one part
consisted of Sadducees and the other of Pharisees,
Went on to shout in the Sanhedrin, Men and
brethren, I myself am a Pharisee, a son of Pharisees.
Concerning the hope and resurrection of the dead
I am called in question. Having said this, there
occurred a commotion of the Pharisees and Sadducees, and the crowd was divided. For the Sadducees
declare there is no resurrection, nor angel, nor spirit,
but the Pharisees confess both.
Since Paul had always known that the Sanhedrin
was made up of both Sadducees and Pharisees, Luke's

remark that is introduced with yvotis must mean more
than that Paul happened to think of these two parties
and with quick wit took advantage of that fact and
thus caused a division in the Sanhedrin. Something
that is not recorded by Luke but is contained in the
participle yimis, etc., had set the two parties against
each other.- This seems to be substantiated by leaCsv
iv 79') cuwspt’o; Paul had to shout (descriptive imperfect)
at the top of his voice. The Sadducees and the Pharisees were evidently engaged in a loud altercation, and
Paul was quite forgotten for the moment.
These points are clear; everything that goes beyond

them is guessing, some of it is unsatisfactory, for instance that the altercation took place in regard to the

high priest, and that the Pharisees were rather pleased
with Paul's sharp retort, or that Paul's address, “men
and brethren,” was intended to ignore the high priest
in a pointed way. Regarding the latter, what about
the same address in v. 1; and what about attributing

such a low motive to a man like Paul? Luke writes, “in
the Sanhedrin," yet some think that Paul was addressing only the Pharisees. The entire Sanhedrin was to
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know that Paul was a Pharisee. The force of the argument was this: a judicial body that was itself in large
part composed of Pharisees could certainly not ﬁnd
fault with a man for being a Pharisee and holding to
the main doctrinal contention of Pharisaism. This feature of the argument would, of course, have been just
as strong if matters had been reversed, i. e., if Paul
had been a Sadducee. In either case the one party
would not, the other could not take exception.
“I am a Pharisee, a son of Pharisees,” descended
from Pharisee ancestry, intends to say, “a genuine
Pharisee.” In this very Sanhedrin Gamaliel had sat,
a Pharisee, one of the great ornaments of Judaism
(5:34), under whom Paul himself had received his
education (22:3). If Paul had stopped with this, the
casuists might arise and charge him with falsehood or
at least with equivocation. But he at once adds in what
respect he is a genuine Pharisee, namely for holding to
the “hope and resurrection of men dead,” Totenauferstehung. There are no articles in the Greek, hence
both terms are used in their broad sense. We may
regard the expression as a hendiadys: “hOpe of resurrection.” The fact that thishope involved belief in
angels and in spirits, and that Paul, of course, included
both in his present confession, we see in a moment. All
that we must add here is that any man who has a conviction such as this, especially if he be a Jew, is properly classed with the Pharisees, the outstanding exponents of this conviction. To this day we call those
who reject the resurrection “modern Sadducees” although in other respects they may differ entirely from
the ancient Sadducees. It is true, today “Pharisee”
has come to designate another mark of this ancient

sect; it now signiﬁes a formalist or a hypocrite; but
this is a late development in the use of the word. There
in the Sanhedrin every man understood Paul's declaration exactly as he intended it: he was in no sense a
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Sadducee, he was a Pharisee who held to the hope of
the resurrection which was defended by all Pharisees
against all Sadducees. We are such Pharisees to this
day.
More must be added. This hope of the resurrection
was the ancient faith of Israel.

The claim of the mod-

ern Sadducees that the Old Testament was not acquainted with this faith is refuted by Abraham who
believed that God could raise his son Isaac from the
dead (Heb. 11:9). The Old Testament is rich in similar proof. The Pharisees were genuinely Biblical in
regard to this doctrine, and this Jewish sect dates back
to the days of the return from the Babylonian exile.
Furthermore, the resurrection was the central doctrine
of the apostolic gospel (2:32; 3 :15; 4:10; 5 :28; 13:30,
34; I Cor. 15 :4-20) . It was so essential because of the

resurrection of Jesus as the Christ.

Jesus proclaimed

his own resurrection (John 2:18-22; Matt. 8:31 ; 9:31;

10:34), promised to raise up all the dead (John 5:25),
especially his believers (John 6 :39, 40, 44, 54), rose as

promised, and gave his chosen witnesses “many infallible proofs" thereof (Acts 1 :3). The folly of the Sadducees in denying the resurrection is exposed in Matt.
22:23, etc. Gamaliel himself threw cold water on the

Sanhedrin’s readiness to slay the apostles for preaching
the resurrection of Jesus (Acts 5 :33, etc.) . The Christian teaching of the resurrection drew many Pharisees
to the faith; we note some of them in 15 :5.
Before a body that was composed in part of so many

Pharisees Paul says, “I am called in question,” I on the
matter of the resurrection, the one great thing which
makes me, too, a Pharisee. That was certainly preposterous. We may translate povopaL, “I am being judged,”
but even then the Sanhedrin is now not in a court session in a trial of Paul. The following verses answer
that assumption. Called together to furnish the chiliarch enlightenment in regard to why Paul's death was
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so violently called for on the previous day, Paul himself

tells both the Sanhedrin and the chiliarch what the
trouble is regarding him: like the Pharisees, he holds
to the hope of the resurrection. Paul was providentially led to make this declaration by something that
had once more made evident the opposition that
existed between the two sects represented in the Sanhedrin.

The charges preferred on the preceding day

(21 :28) had practically declared that Paul was guilty
of teaching a false, a new religion that was subversive

of the and; (Israel), the law (the Old Testament), and
the Temple (of what it stood for). Here in the Sanhedrin itself came this opening which enables Paul to
declare that the very central part of his teaching con-

stituted what Israel, the Old Testament, and the Temple
stood for as every Pharisee knew and maintained, the
hope of the blessed resurrection.
Various opinions have been held in regard to Paul’s
act. Was he really a Pharisee as he declares? See
what he says to the Christian Philippians among whom

there were scarcely any former Jews, Phil. 3:5.

The

whole Sanhedrin knew him to be a Christian (24:5).
Deception is completely ruled out. Was Paul shrewd

and cunning to “divide and conquer”? Did he follow
the Jesuitical principle that the end justiﬁes the means?
The answer is that the two parties of the Sanhedrin
clashed before him in some way that led him to cry out
as he did.
7)
We see this when Luke states that, after Paul
had said this, a union, a “commotion" (in 19:40 we
translate “riot”) occurred “of the Pharisees and Sadducees,” two genitives and only one article, which regards both as one body (R. 787). Our versions are
inaccurate. This was not a “dissension between” the
two but a joint commotion. This riotous proceeding
was, of course, due to the division of the parties, but
Luke states this separately.

Acts 28:8, 9
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Luke explains to his reader (yelp) that the

Sadducees maintain (Ae’youm) that there is no resurrection and, consistent with this, that there is also no
angel nor spirit. They held that no spirit exists save
God; that the human soul consisted of rariﬁed matter
and disappeared with the body (wwqbayzm) ; that God
is not concerned with our doing or not doing evil, and
that each man may do as he pleases; that death ends
everything without reward or punishment hereafter.
Josephus, Wars 2, 8, 14 adds that their treatment even
of each other was wild and barbarous; see also Ant.
18, 1, 4. A lurid light is thus cast on this ruling faction
among the Jews, which embodied the high priesthood
itself. While Sadducees and Pharisees combined
against Christ and Christianity, they were at sword’s
point among themselves. This strong opposition broke
out at this time. Paul had not caused the clash as already stated. Chrysostom speaks of three points of
diﬁerence, and it is now recognized that amséupa is freely
used with reference to more than two, in 19:16 with
reference to as many as seven.
9) And there occurred a great clamor.- And
some of the scribes of the party of the Pharisees,
having arisen, began to battle ﬁercely, saying:
Nothing base do we ﬁnd in this man!
But if a
spirit did speak to him or an angel —- 7 And when
the commotion became great, the chiliarch, afraid
lest Paul be torn in two by them, ordered the military down to snatch him out of their midst and to
bring him into the castle.
This is not a court scene. Nor is it possible that
a proper court session should terminate as here described. At the trial of Jesus a horrible scene was
enacted (Matt. 26:67) but not until the court session
had pronounced its death verdict and had adjourned.
Here no court is convened. Most of the Sanhedrists
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never even sat down. We are able to discover no trace
of formality anywhere.
Kpmnp; is the word to express a roar of voices as
when the spectators at a college football game cheer
their side on to victory. This was an exhibition, indeed: the highest dignitaries of Judaism surging in a
mass, wildly gesticulating and shouting at each other
in the most frantic Oriental fashion. The circumstantial participle ayamdme has nothing to do with getting
up from seats; it is exceedingly common as introducing
many kinds of action. Here these scribes “started up”
to ﬁght the Sadducees with their shouts. All were at
it, but Luke has preserved only the shouts of “some of
the scribes of the party of the Pharisees." One of the
regular names for the Sanhedrin was “the high priests,
the elders, and the scribes." These last named were
graduates of the rabbinical schools who were learned
in the law, “lawyers" in that sense of the word. The
most eminent were made members of the Sanhedrin;
Gamaliel had been one of these. Most of them Were
Pharisees. They functioned especially when questions
regarding the interpretation of points in the Torah
arose. Some of them now went into strenuous action
because they felt that they were the ones who were
most entitled to speak.
The imperfect is inchoative and, of course. also
descriptive: “they began to battle ﬁercely (Sui) .” Two
of their shouts were: they found nothing bad or base
(Kandy) in Paul, and a spirit might have spoken to him.
Yet we should be wrong to conclude that these scribes
of the Pharisees were greatly concerned about Paul;
they were defeating the Sadducees, and in that battle
Paul was only a pawn. It would not do to bank too
strongly on their verdict that they ﬁnd nothing wrong
with Paul.
Interesting is the aposiopesis, deliberate suppression of a part of a sentence: “But if a spirit did sneak
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to him or angel — ‘I” i. e., what about it? This was a
direct challenge to the Sadducees who believed in neither. This may have been prompted by Paul's recital
on the previous day (22:6, etc.). The word “spirit" is
more indeﬁnite, “angel” more deﬁnite. The Holy Spirit
cannot be referred to because the Sadducees were not
disbelievers in God; throughout the Gospels no Jew
ever took exception to a mention of the Holy Spirit.
Some Pharisees became converts, but we know of no
Sadducees that were converted.
10) HoMﬁs is predicative and not attributive (our
versions). The commotion rose to such a pitch that
the chiliarch became frightened lest they tear Paul to
pieces: the Sadducees were enraged at Paul, the Pharisees were trying to shield him from attack. The chiliarch promptly called up to the military force on the

ﬂoor above, where they were in barracks, to snatch
Paul out of the seething mass and to be taking him into
their castm or military quarters. The ﬁrst inﬁnitive
is properly aorist, the second present. Erpdrevﬂa is not
“soldiers" but the military, any part of the garrison;
and the aorist neuter participle xaraﬂa’y = “having come
down." It ought to be understood that the chiliarch
had no soldiers with him; he and Paul had gone down
to the meeting alone. The chiliarch did not rush out to
the fortress to get soldiers; all he did was to shout his
command at the door of the lower hall to the force on
the upper ﬂoor. Luke makes this so plain that one
wonders why some fail to understand him (see v. 1).
After Paul and the chiliarch had left. the Sanhe—
drists could ﬁght on as long as they pleased. The
pagan chiliarch must have been ediﬁed by the exhibition he had witnessed. But the chiliarch had gained
nothing by his attempt at a meeting with the Sanhe—
drin; in fact, he was more in the dark than ever about
this Roman who somehow made both the Jewish
populace and the Sanhedrin go wild by his presence.
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11) Up to this time Paul had had only the. divine
intimation that he would be bound (a prisoner) and
placed into the hands of Gentiles in Jerusalem, and this
prophecy had been fulﬁlled. Now further light falls
on his path.

Now on the following night the Lord, having
stepped up to him, said: Continue to he of good
cheer! For as thou didst testify the things concerning me in Jerusalem, so it is necessary for thee to
testify also in Rome.
The present imperative need not imply that Paul
was downhearted. It was not because “Paul never
needed Jesus more than now” that the Lord appeared
to him, imaﬂis, came suddenly upon him. This was
only the second night of his conﬁnement, and he was the
last man to lose courage quickly. The Lord is now adding more light of prophecy and doing so not through
others but in his own person. The imperative 96pm,
“continue to be of good cheer (comfort, courage) ,”
looks forward to the long imprisonment ahead of Paul.
A spirit, as full of energy as his, might not hold up
under such long inactivity as the weary months
dragged along, and the clouds did- not once lift. The
Lord is fortifying him in advance for that. He would
very often lean on what the Lord himself now reveals
to him.
The commendation of his past testimony in Jerusalem should not be overlooked That address from the
castle steps and that declaration before the Sanhedrists
have the Lord’s full approval. Both were made under
trying circumstances, and Paul is to know that he has
made no mistakes and is not to tell himself that, perhaps, if he had acted otherwise he would not ﬁnd himself in conﬁnement for so long a time. This was comfort. But far more. "It is necessary” for the Lord's
own plans regarding Paul that his wish and desire to

testify also in Rome be fulﬁlled (see 19:21; and com-
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pare Rom. 1 :10-15 which was written in Corinth before
this journey to Jerusalem). Paul will not go to Rome
in the way he had hoped to go; he will be taken there
as a prisoner. But he will testify in Rome (eﬁective
aorist) — the very thing for which he wanted to get to
Rome. The two etc are static, R. 593.
Here the great theme of Acts is brought out clearly.
The center of the great gospel work is to be transferred
from Jerusalem to Rome. We are in the year 58, in
May, just after Pentecost; in 66 the war would begin
that would end in the destruction of Jerusalem and the
abolition of the Jews as a nation. The time was getting brief during which Jerusalem would continue to
ﬁgure as the center of Christendom.
The most important thing is the Lord’s statement

that Paul is to testify in Rome the things he had testiﬁed in Jmmsalem. Not as Paul had testiﬁed in Gentile
lands to Gentiles, where he had labored so long, but as

he had testiﬁed in Jerusalem to Jews. The point of
this statement is the fact that a great work is awaiting
Paul in Rome, a work not among the Gentiles in Rome
but among the host of Jews in Rome, among whom no
gospel work had as yet been done. There were eleven
large Jewish synagogues in Rome. The Christians in
Rome had left these synagogues entirely alone. The
Lord is now appointing Paul to convey the gospel to all
these Roman Jews. This is precisely what Paul did
immediately on reaching Rome. See Luke's account in
28 :17, etc. For two years Paul pursued this task among
the Jews in Rome. He converted at least four or ﬁve
of the synagogues in Rome. To this great body of converted Jews in Rome the Epistle to the Hebrews was
addressed. See the full details in the Introduction to
Hebrews.
12) But when day came, the Jews, having made
a compact, put themselves under a curse, declaring
neither to eat nor to drink until they should kill Paul.
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Moreover, they were more than forty who made for
themselves this sworn plot, who, having come to the
high priests and elders, said: With a curse we did
put ourselves under a curse to taste nothing until we

shall kill Paul. Now, therefore, do you on your part
with the Sanhedrin inform the chiliarch that he
should bring him down to you as being about to
decide more accurately the matters concerning him;
but we on our part, hefore'he gets near, are ready to
make away with him.
One is astounded at the open criminality of the
Jews. One high priest after another, Sanhedrists, and
a large number of others become guilty of it. Read

Josephus in regard tothis period, he has much 'more to
report. A m-arpo¢rj is a compact, and ourmpoo‘ia is a
sworn pact, Verschwoerung. To place oneself under a
curse not to eat or to drink (effective aorist inﬁnitives)

is to promise under oath not to do either, and that God‘s
curse may strike those who fail to carry out the promise. This was similar to a vow with a curse for nonfulﬁllment. “Until they should kill Paul” (R. 974, etc.)
.marks the limit to which they swore to fast. If they
should fail to kill him according to the terms of their

oath they would starve to death. It was to be his death
by murder or their own death by voluntary starvation.
But what is the oath of deliberate murderers worth?
This self-anathematization sounds awful, but the rabbis could dissolve the cherem, Hebrew for dvdaqm. None
of these men starved to death.

By their murderous

oath they only brought God into their crime, so accursed were they.

13) Forty had entered upon this “swearing together,” a number that was large enough to insure
success if their cunning scheme to get Paul out of the
custody of the soldiers succeeded.
14) But they needed to have the cooperation of

“the high priests and the elders.”

The former were

Acts 28 :14, 15
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Ananias and those of high priestly connection in the
Sanhedrin, all of them Sadducees, of course; see 4 :5, 6
for “the high priests" at the time of Caiaphas. “The
elders" might include all the rest of the Sanhedrists;
but this cannot be the case here, for the Pharisees mentioned in v. 9 would not dare to learn about the plot.
We conclude that at ﬁrst a few of the leaders were
approached by the conspirators who then conﬁded in
those whom they could trust to keep secret their
scheme. This is stated outright just as though these
murderous fellows knew what kind of men their great
religious leaders were. The Hebraistic “with an anathema we did anathematize ourselves,” the dative for the
Hebrew inﬁnitive absolute, means: “we have most solemnly sworn," R. 531. We must notice the difference
between dude.” and dvdfhwa. the former denoting something devoted to God for destruction (hence “a curse") ,
the latter something devoted to God as a gift (hence “a
votive offering," Luke 21 :5). Verbs of tasting govern
the genitive.
16) These Sanhedrists are to induce the entire
Sanhedrin to inform the chiliarch “in order that he
may bring Paul down to you” (purpose clause), and
{was is modiﬁed by the following participle: “as about
to decide more accurately the matters concerning him,”

rd. mp: «257017. The addition of «2.: indicates the ostensible
reason; the real reason was far otherwise. It is worth
noting that Smywu'mxuv never means, “to make a judicial
investigation or to render a judicial decision,” C.-K.
251; nor would “more accurate” ﬁt that idea. The Sanhedrin had no power to try Paul. We have shown that
in v. 1-10 there is no evidence that a trial was held.
Paul was under Roman authority. The chiliarch had
called in the Sanhedrin in order to get data in regard
to any crime Paul might have committed; it is to this
procedure that the verb refers: “to decide for the beneﬁt of the chiliarch more accurately these matters re-
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garding Paul." The idea was to let the chiliarch know
that the Sanhedrin was now in a better position than
it had been on the day before to procure the desired
information for him. Of course, it would be necessary
for him “to bring down" Paul as the Sanhedrin Would
have need of him.
What this bringing down implies is indicated by the
promise that, before Paul gets near (aorist) to the Sanhedrin, these conspirators are prepared to make away
with him, the very verb that was noted as being so
signiﬁcant in 22:20. This time the Sanhedrists would
be approaching the chiliarch, and not he them. On his
invitation they came to him; now on theirs he would
naturally come to them. The ﬁrst meeting was held in
the lower hall of the fortress, on the upper ﬂoor of
which were the quarters of the soldiers; this proposed

meeting was to be held in the hall of the Sanhedrin
itself (see v. 1). Paul would have to be conducted
across the Temple court, and even if a few soldiers
were with him as a guard, forty resolute Jews, armed
with daggers, would soon do away with Paul. These
forty did not belong to the infamous sicarii, assassins,
that Jewish scourge which helped to bring on the war,
one of whose victims Ananias himself became (see v.
2) ; but they intended to operate in the same way with
daggers concealed under their cloaks, getting close to
their intended victim and then suddenly rushing in and
murdering him.
What a horrible plot, and these leading Sanhedrists
were party to it! Hate blinds utterly. Suppose that
Paul had been put to death in this way, was there not
a danger that the chiliarch himself might be stabbed
in the mélée?
‘
1.6) But the son of Paul’s sister having heard
of the ambush, after drawing near and going into
the castle, made report to Paul. And Paul, having
called to himself one of the centurions, said, Take
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this young man away to the ehiliarch; for he has
something to report to him‘ Accordingly he, having
taken him, brought him to the chiliarch and said,
The prisoner Paul, having called me to him, requested that this young man he brought to thee as
having something to tell the.
“The best laid plans of mice and men gang aft
aglee," Burns. Providence thwarted the plot of the
conspirators in the most simple way. Providence has
a way of doing such things.
So Paul has a sister, and she has a son who is
already a mm’ae, a young man between twenty and

forty.

That is all that we actually know.

Guesses

are, of course, built up about these meager facts: this
sister was much older than Paul who had lived at her
house in Jerusalem when he studied under Gamaliel,
and this nephew was now studying under this same
teacher and thus learned of the plot. Others think
that the sister lived in Tarsus, but that her son had
come to Jerusalem in order to study there. So also
we have no intimation as to how the young man heard
about the plot. The accusative is used to designate
what one hears. Whether he himself was a Christian
or not, he certainly was concerned about his uncle’s
imprisonment and what the Jews were doing about it.
The moment he discOVers the dastardly plot he goes
to warn Paul.
Luke's description is detailed and graphic and delightful to read. Hence he doubles the participles,
“coming near and going into the oastra,” the soldiers’
quarters in Antonia. That ﬁrst participle refers to
the outer guard or sentries who had to be approached
ﬁrst. It cannot be construed with the preceding as
explaining how he came to hear of the plot: "having
come upon them” (R., W. P.); for then it ought to
precede axoﬁcas, and the preposition used should be it?
and not wapd. As a nephew of the prisoner, a harmless
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young man at that, he had no difﬁculty in being
admitted to see Paul.
17) Paul was in charge of one of the centurions;
21 :32 shows that there were several. His request that
the young man be taken to the chiliarch naturally met
with no difﬁculty since Paul was a Roman.
18) Luke even records the centurion’s report to
his superior ofﬁcer. ‘0 86cm: is a noun, “the prisoner."
This term refers to anyone who is in conﬁnement. The
supposition that the word means “bound to a soldier,”
whether by one or by two chains, is unwarranted. In
22:29 the chiliarch was frightened to discover that
he had put fetters upon a Roman; see 22:30 on this
point. Paul was in military custody, and not even a
crime had as yet been charged against him. The centurion states the facts of Paul’s request in exact military fashion.
19) And the chiliarch, having taken him by
his hand and having withdrawn in private, began
to inquire, What is it that thou hast to report to
me? And he said: The Jews did agree to make
request of thee in order that thou shalt bring
down Paul to the' Sanhedrin as desiring to inquire
something more accurately concerning him. Do
not thou, therefore, be persuaded by them; for some
of their men, more than forty, are in ambush, such
as did put themselves under a curse neither to eat
nor to drink until they shall make away with him.
And they are ready now, expecting the promise from
thee.

The young man was a bit frightened to appear before the chiliarch himself. In order to reassure him
the chiliarch takes hold of his hand in kindly, paternal
fashion and withdraws with him in private, xa‘r' i'o‘c'av,
a set phrase. When the two are by themselves, he
starts to inquire (inchoative) about what the young
man has to report. Several questions were probably
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required, but Luke condenses the whole information.
We cannot construe “asked him privately" (R. V.),
for the prepositional phrase would then come before the verb and thus be emphatic, which. it cannot be; “went aside privately” (A. .V.) is correct,
the phrase coming after the participle and being
unemphatic.
20) In the young man's report the simple plural
“the Jews did agree" is not intended to refer to the
whole nation; as in v. 12, this is common speech even
to this day. ”Om: is again ﬁnal (v. 15) ; the request
has this purpose; Iva would not do here, for this might
refer to what is requested. We have already explained
what leading down into the Sanhedrin means (v. 15),
and how this was vital for the plot. Here the young

man says Away, the singular, as though the plea (as)
was that the chiliarch would want to know “something
more accurate” about Paul, while in v. 15 the plural
predicates this of the Sanhedrists. Both are true,
either one or both pleas could be put forward. The
masculine “map is not intended to refer to the neuter
“Sanhedrin,” an anacoluthic substitute for the neuter
”(Mom
21) When the young man tells the chiliarch not
to be persuaded by them (the Sanhedrists; aorist subjunctive in negative commands) he innocently voices

his own great fear that the chiliarch might yield to
the persuasion (aorist to express committing a single
act) and is certainly not giving directions to this chief
commander. He just begs him not to yield. With ydp he
explains the whole story as we already know it from
Luke’s account and adds only that the conspirators are
now expecting to get the chiliarch’s promise regarding
the next day.
22) Accordingly the chiliarch let the young
man so, having charged him to divulge to no one
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that thou didst give information on these things
to me.
05v refers to all that the young man had told. The

inﬁnitive after rapa'yydhas is indirect discourse, while
the Sn clause rafter c‘xanﬁam is direct discourse; but this

is not a mixture of oratio oblique et recto, (B.-D. 470,
2; R. 442, 1047) for the obvious reason that each
oratio has its owns governing verb; in a real mixture
both the direct and the indirect oration follow one verb
of saying. Paul's nephew is not to breathe a word
about what he has done. To do so would probably cost
him his own life, and the chiliarch may have thought
of that; but the chiliarch certainly also wanted com—
pletely to veil his own action.
23) And having called to himself certain two of
the centurions, he said: Make ready two hundred
soldiers in order that they may march to Caesarea
and seventy cavalryrnen and two hundred slingers,
from the third hour of the night; and to provide
beasts in order that, having mounted Paul, they
might bring him safely to Felix, the governor —
having written a letter having this form.
The more we read about this chiliarch, the less we
think of him. Here he orders out a small army, and
that during the night, in order to transfer Paul the
distance of seventy miles to Caesarea. With so large
a force he could at once have taken Paul away; and for
a swift, secret journey by night a small troup of cavalry would have been the proper thing and not a lot of
heavy infantry. These remarks are made by a nonmilitary man, but they must stand, nevertheless. The
analogy of eh m makes it certain that 8150 mi: (some
reverse the words) does not mean “some two,” no
choice being made (R.,W. P.), but as R. 742 has it:
“certain two" or “two certain ones” who were specially
selected, B.-D. 301, 1.
These two centurions are to
have the troops ready to start the march (aorist) at
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nine o'clock that night, ﬁnd, from that “third hour of
the night" on. The night starts at 6 P. M.; the day at
6 A. M., according to Roman reckoning.
It is agreed that the afpaﬂu'wal are hoplites, heavy
armed infantry of the line or legionaries, and the End:
the regular Roman cavalry. But nobody knows anything certain about the scepror, a word that is not
found again except once in the seventh and again in
the tenth century. See Meyer’s discussion. The word
says that they took something in their right hands.
Our versions guess “spearmen,” taking their cue from
the Vulgate “lancers.” Our guess is “slingers.” It is
agreed that they were afoot.
24) Here the oratio is mixed. It changes from
the direct to the indirect after the one verb chm. The
centurions are to have “beasts" ready in order to place
Paul upon them and thus bring him safely through to
Felix who is here called “the governor," thus indicating his ofﬁce by a general term. We think these beasts
were asses because anybody can ride them and almost
everybody uses them in Palestine, and because we do
not think Paul could have managed a horse, and all he
had to do was to travel as rapidly as the infantry.
Having ourselves ridden asses in the Orient and seen
them used there, we venture this opinion. Some think
of baggage, Paul’s belongings, because of the plural
“beasts"; we have our doubts about the baggage. A
change of animals was required for Paul.
Felix was powerful and unprincipled. He and his
brother Pallas were originally slaves and then became
freedmen in the house of a noble Roman lady, Antonia,
the mother of Claudius. Pallas became the favorite
and the minister of the emperor and in 52 secured the
post of procurator of Judea for his brother. Since he
was supported by his brother, Felix felt that he could
do any wrong he chose. Tacitus writes: “With all
cruelty and lust he exercised the power of a king with
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the spirit of a slave.” Suetonius reports that he had
three wives in succession: Drusilla, princess of Mauritania; another Drusilla, daughter of Herod Agrippa
I and sister of Herod Agrippa II, who left her ﬁrst
husband; the third is unknown. Felix ruled seven or
eight years until he was recalled by Nero in 60. He
lost his position when Pallas was put to death in 63.
25) The Greek can continue with a nominative
participle which is dependent on elm in v. 23. This construction cannot be imitated in English, so our versions
begin a new sentence. Roman law required an elogium,
a written statement, when a subordinate referred a
case to his superior, and this the chiliarch was now
providing. It really makes no difference whether this
document was drawn up in Latin or in Greek; in either
case we have the original and not a composition by
Luke which contained only the substance. The expression “having this form" (ray aim 'roﬁrov) , the Latin
exemplum, means “this wording,” Wortfassung (Meyer), and not merely this approximate form or content.

Rather decisive in regard to this point is the fact that
Luke does not attempt to reproduce the document
which Festus knew he had to send to the emperor
(26:26) ; that one was sent is certain, but Luke says
nothing about it. If Luke knew only the contents of
the chiliarch's letter, there is no reason why he should
not have been satisﬁed to relate just that. It would
have fully answered his purpose. Because he knew the
exact wording he gave it. The letter, too, speaks for
its own genuineness, especially the falsiﬁcation which
it contains regarding the time when the chiliarch
learned that Paul was a Roman.

It is generally con-

ceded“ that it was an easy matter for Paul or even for
Luke himself to hear the letter read and thus to retain
it word for word.
26) Claudius Lysine to the Most Excellent Governor Felix Greeting! See 15:23 for the ancient
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form of letter writing: 1) the writer, 2) the person
addressed, 3) the common xdpcw as a greeting. We
now learn the chiliarch’s name: his cognomim or
family name “Lysias” was Greek and a common family
name; his nomen gentile (indicating the gens to which
he belonged) was Roman and recalls the emperor
Claudius. This circumstance and the fact that he
bought his Roman citizenship seem to indicate that he
was a freedman like Felix himself. Lysias and his
soldiers were not Roman legionaries but auxiliaries.

Kpa’nom = “Your Excellency,” see Luke 1:4; and
“governor" was generally used as a designation for the
provincial rulers, in Luke 3:1 for even the emperor.
27) This man, seized by the Jews and about
to be made away with by them, on coming up with
the military, 1 rescued, having learned that he is a

Roman.

And wanting to know fully the cause on

account of which they were accusing him I brought
him down into their Sanhedrin; whom I found
accused about questions of their law, having no
accusation deserving death or bonds.
But a plot
having been disclosed to me, (one that) would be
against the man, at once I sent him to thee, having
charged also his accuser-s to make declaration
against him before thee.
It was the business of Lysias to report to the governor all the facts and. these in their proper order.
He failed on both scores. He says nothing whatever
about having put Paul in chains and ordering him
to be examined with scourges. We know why. He
says that he rescued (second aorist middle of We)
Paul after having learned that he was a Roman.
The Greek is beyond question. The aorist participle paddy (from may...) can express only action
that is coincident with or antecedent to that of the
main verb, it cannot express subsequent action. Lysias

says that he learned that Paul was a Roman and than
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rescued him. Bengel rightly calls this a lie. A few
shield the chiliarch by saying that his military brevity
makes his report seem inaccurate on this point. The
trouble is the great accuracy which makes the deviation from the fact stand out. A relative clause would
have told the truth: “whom I found to be a Roman.”
Lysias makes it appear that he nobly rescued a Roman
from fatal attack whereas he really imagined he was
capturing an Egyptian rebel and was squelching a
riot. He counted on the governor’s inability to ﬁnd
out these details and, in case he did ﬁnd them out, on
explaining them so as to escape blame. Among all
the Roman ofﬁcers we meet in the New Testament this
chiliarch makes the poorest showing.
28, 29) He reports correctly regarding the Sanhedrin and what he discovered about Paul from it.
Paul was in some way being accused “concerning questions of their (religious) law." So Gallio had found
and promptly dismissed the entire charge as not belonging before a Roman court (18:14, etc.). Lysias
adds that he found no accusation which, if it were
established as true, was deserving of the penalty of
death Or of bonds in the sense of imprisonment. In
other words, he writes that, as far as he could discover,
Paul should be set free.
30) Why, then, had he not set him free? In order
to save Paul from a plot. He turns the entire case over
to Felix in order that he may decide whether there is
anything worth-while in the Jewish charges. This, too,
was not honest, because he knew the question at issue
was concerning the resurrection (v. 6) and that on that
point the Sadducees opposed Paul just as they opposed
all Pharisees. The fact was, the chiliarch wanted to
get rid of this case with which he had already burnt
his ﬁngers, and with which he had from the beginning
really not known what to do. He had to have some.
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reason for sending Paul to the governor and thus getting rid of him and uses this matter of the plot.
The construction, a genitive absolute followed by a
future inﬁnitive, shows the ﬂexibility of the Greek.
The future inﬁnitive is rare in the New Testament, and
the accusative absolute has virtually disappeared. For
this reason Luke did not write pqwﬁv imﬁovhhv Eccchu,

B.-D. 424. He uses the genitive absolute, “a plot having been disclosed to me,” and then adds the future
inﬁnitive in indirect discourse, “that it will be against
the man,” which is both neat and lucid in the Greek.
So Lysias promptly sent Paul to Felix, having
charged also the accusers to make declaration (Myew)
against him before thee (common use of at, R. 603).
A few texts add the perfect passive imperative prwo
(see the plural in 15:29), a stereotyped form: “Farewell," literally, “become and remain strong.” The
question of its retention or rejection belongs to the
province of the text critics.
31) The soldiers, therefore, according to what
had been ordered for them, having taken up Paul,
brought him by night to Antipatris. And on the
marrow, having let the cavalry go away with him,
returned to the castle.

The perfect passive participle states that the orders
received from the chiliarch were duly executed; all
were to march to Antipatris, the seventy cavalrymen
alone were to go on from there. Antipatris was fortytwo miles from Jerusalem, twenty-six from Caesarea.
The question is raised whether, starting at nine o’clock,
these soldiers could march forty-two miles before morning. Even if it took them until noon, it was a strenuous tour, indeed. The old Capharsaba was rebuilt by
Herod the Great and named Antipatris in honor of his
father Antipater; it is now a miserable Mohammedan
Village.
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32) Although Paul rode he must have been exhausted. But the orders were to push right on with
only the cavalry. The foolish orders of this chiliarch
are quite ridiculous. Riding into Antipatris with 480
armed men, Paul must have been amused, indeed.
Think of a lowly apostle with such an army as his
escort! The gospel does stir up some strange actions
in the world.

33) Who, having come to Caesarea and having delivered the letter to the governor, presented
also Paul to him. And having read it and having
inquired from what kind of a province he was and
having learned that he was from Cilicia, he said,
I will hear thee fully whenever also thy accusers
shall be at hand, ordering that he be guarded in the
praetorium of Herod.

It must have been a. weary man who tattered into
the governor’s presence. napéamaav is the ﬁrst aorist
because it is transitive; the second aorist is identical in
form but is intransitive.
34) Halos (never used with reference to persons,
B.-D. 298, 2) may be general: “from what province,"
instead of speciﬁc: “from what kind of a province,”
but the thought is the same. The question was important for it referred to jurisdiction. While Cilicia
was not an independent Roman province, it was under
the propraetor of Syria who ruled it through a legate.
Paul had been arrested in Jerusalem and was thus

under the jurisdiction of the procurator of Judea; but
being a native of Cilicia, his case, if it involved insurrection, might have to be heard before the propraetor
of Syria.
35) “I will hear thee fully" (Sui in the verb)
means as a judge.

Felix expects the accusers to whom

Lysias refers to put in their appearance. Here we
have a case where the aorist participle xdcﬁaac might
be conceived as denoting subsequent action and thus
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having a future sense, for the order remanding Paul
to the praetorium certainly followed the promise to
hear Paul in due time; but the Greek implies no more
than that the order was coincident, R. 861.
Herod's praetorium = the palace of Herod the
Great in Caesarea, now the ofﬁcial residence of the
praetor Felix when he was in this city, his capital.
Here he, of course, had his force of soldiers. Paul is
merely placed in military custody and not remanded
to a prison cell. He was conﬁned to the palace which
he could not leave. He wore no manacles or chains.
This was due to the fact that he was a Roman. Up to
this point no speciﬁc charges against him were known;
he was held only because it was expected that charges
would be preferred during the next few days.

CHAPTER XXIV
PAUL HELD BY FELIX IN CAESAREA

1) Now after ﬁve clays there came down the
hight priest Ananias in company with certain elders
and a spokesman, one Tertullus, who informed the
governor against Paul.
It is natural to count these ﬁve days from the time
of Paul’s arrival at Caesarea; moreover, they have
nothing to do with the counting of the twelve days
mentioned in v. 10. It took this delegation at least two
full days to make the journey from Jerusalem. They
must have learned about Paul’s transfer the day after
it was effected. So they had moved rapidly in order
to appear already “after ﬁve days.” Ananias is the
chief accuser perhaps because of 23 :3; the [uni phrase
places the elders in a secondary position as being “in
company with” Ananias. And we translate, “certain
elders,” npcoﬁurc’pmv anI', and not “some elders," ﬂvcﬁv

1-639 «pcaﬁurépmv. This was not a committee of the Sanhedrin as such that had been duly sent to represent

that body; their spokesman does not venture to say
that. The opinion that the Sadducees had placated
the Pharisees (23:7, etc.) and had gotten together
with them in bringing action against Paul is untenable.
These few elders in company with Ananias were
friends of his. perhaps all were Sadducees as he was.

While all were Sanhedrists, their importance extended
no farther than this.
Ananias had employed “one Tertullus” (n’: is used

by Luke when he introduces new persons) to act as the

saw, orator forensis, “spokesman,” advocate, “prosecuting attorney" (R., W. P.), when bringing charges
(956)
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against Paul on behalf of his clients. These lawyers
seem to have been as numerous in those days as they
are in ours and looked for business over the entire
empire. We have not been able to verify the claim
that “Tertullus” was a common name among them. The

idea that he was employed in this case because these
Sanhedrists did not know the mode of legal procedure.
is incorrect. For years all the high priests and the Sanhedrin had had all sorts of legal affairs with the Roman
procurators and certainly knew all the formalities; it
was their business to know them.
The supposition that the proceedings had to be conducted in Latin and that for this reason Tertullus was
taken along is also groundless. Paul may have understood enough Latin to follow the address of this rhetor,
but he himself certainly replied in Greek, and if he was
permitted to use Greek in his defense, the same privilege would be granted his accusers, and all these Sanhedrists knew Greek, all understood Paul’s defense. All
the proceedings in regard to Jesus before Pilate were
conducted in Greek; so also the proceedings before
Gallio in Corinth (17:6, etc). The letter of Lysias to
Felix was drawn up in Greek. The short address of
Tertullus contains so many hapaxlegomena as to make
it certain that Luke reports the very original .and that
this was Greek. Tertullus seems to have been brought
along more as an ornament than for any other purpose.
Perhaps someone had suggested bringing him and
hoped thereby the more to impress the governor. This
is the best we are able to say.
“Came down” is the proper word, both physically
(Caesarea lying on the seacoast, compare 9:30) and
ethically (one always goes up to Jerusalem and down
when leaving it). 0mm == “they being such as,” and
often has causal force; here, “these were the ones who”

accused Paul. The aorist €v¢¢deav (the same verb used
in 23:15, 22), “they informed the governor against
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Paul," is elucidated in the following where we see how
they did this. The tense does not imply that they ﬁrst
lodged information and that Paul was then called to
appear.

Because of the context, “to inform or lodge

information" has a legal sense; the information consisted of an accusation presented to a judge.
2)
And he having been called, Tertullua began
to accuse him, saying, etc.

Luke does not need to go into detail and relate that
the delegation sent in word of its presence, asked an
audience in order to lodge their charges against Paul,
and that a time'was set for them to appear. Felix
sat as the judge. Paul was called; nothing was done
until he was present. The Romans always brought
accusers and accused face to face before the judge.
Paul “was called,” he was not brought in. No soldiers
stood beside him, and he was not treated as a prisoner,
for he was merely held to see whether any charges
would be preferred against him. Besides, as a Roman
he had to be treated with consideration. “Began to
accuse him" means only that the thing was done with
due formality.
Blass has stirred up discussion in regard to the
brevity of this address which. according to him, is “so
bungling that one might come to surmise that Luke
intended to persiﬂage this rhetor as an infantissims."
This induces Blass to adopt the longer version in spite
of the weak textual evidence in its favor (v. 6, etc.).
Others follow him or at least assume an abbreviation

of the entire address. We decline to follow this lead.
The preamble is so genuine in every word that it certainly was uttered just as it is recorded.

In v. 4 Ter-

tullus himself states to Felix that he will not be tedious
but will speak “concisely.” Exactly this he does. and
most wisely. The indictment ought to be put tersely.
The more to the point it is, the more effective will it
prove to be. 'The unsubstantiated insertion only
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weakens it and is not an indictment. Tertullus knew
his business well. Tertullus had a miserably poor case
but certainly made the most of it.
Much pence obtaining through thee and reforms
occurring for this nation through thy providence
both every way and everywhere We accept them,
most excellent Felix, with all thankfulness!

This is the so-called captatz'o benevolentiae which
is used by ancient and by modern orators in order
to gain the favor of the bearer. Some authorities in
homiletics have advised its employment even in sermons. It is always dangerous. Unless it is done
perfectly it has the opposite effect. It then appears to
beg the question by seeking to win by favor and not
by the merit of the cause and betrays in advance the
weakness of a cause which needs such an appeal. It
is vacuous in sermons, for the hearers have come for
the very purpose of gratefully receiving the pulpit
message. Tertullus chooses his wards with utmost
care. One sentence is enough, but the ﬂattery is spread
on thick.
In order to get the full force of the choice expressions used we must catch what is implied. Thus the
ﬁrst terse genitive absolute, “much peace obtaining
through thee,” refers to the special honor accruing
to a governor when he could be called Pacator provinciae. Tertullus is suggesting that Felix deserves this
high title. Here read Josephus, Ant. 20, 8, 9, etc.
Felix did put down some impostors but caused worse
conﬂicts. He used the sicarii (“assassins") who became worse than ever (see 21:38), had them murder
the successor of Ananias, caused the worst friction in
Caesarea, was ﬁnally accused by the Jews in Rome,
and removed from ofﬁce by Nero — “much peace" from
such a mentor!
The same is true regarding the “reforms occurring
for this nation (Tertullus was not a Jew) through thy
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providence both every way and everywhere.” They
existed only in the insincere imagination of Tertullus.
Here again upouola must not escape attention. It is the
Latin providentia and appears on many Roman coins
where it is combined with the name Caesar: Providentt'a Caesaris. Tertullus suggests that Felix deserves
to have his great “providence" immortalized in some
such way. In the Scriptures this word is used with
reference to man only here; in Rom. 13:14 it is used

in a diiferent sense.
Our versions construe the adverbs “both every way
and everywhere” with the following verb “we accept”;
but this construction is unsatisfactory. Tertullus could
not say with great emphasis (because they are placed
before the verb these adverbs have fullest emphasis)
that the Jews “in every way and everywhere" thankfully accepted this peace and these reforms from Felix;
he is lauding Felix and not the Jews. Nor do the adverbs ﬁt this thought. Tertullus should say 1'”ch «civrcs,
“we all" accept. Reforms may “occur in every way and
everywhere,” but accepting them is not so expressed.

The great ﬂattery consists in this that Felix is heaping
up “in all kinds of ways and places” his wonderful
reforms for these Jews who were in so bad a state

until he came with his sipovota or forethought.
3) It, of course, adds to the ﬂattery to tell “His
Excellency Felix” (see 23:25) that “we accept with
all thankfulness,” that these manifold and widespread
benefactions are appreciated. But the “we” is only
inﬂectional, is found in the verb ending, and hence is
without emphasis and does not mean, “we, the whole
nation.” (Tertullus was not a Jew) but “we; this dele;
gation,” of which Tertullus was a part as spokesman:
men such as the high priest himself, such as these great
ruling elders, such as Tertullus, their rhetor. Felix
certainly wanted to stand well with just these men. He
had married the Jewess Drusilla, the daughter of one

Acts 24 :4, 5

961

Herod and the sister of another, for this very reason.
Well, if Felix liked this sort of thing, this sort of thing
was what he would like.
4) Now comes the skillful transition. But in
order that I may not further detain thee l entreat
thee to hear us brieﬂy in thy clemency.
It took a skillful rhetor to make this expert turn.
Tertullus implies that the captatio he has just uttered,
brief as it was, which he really ought to have ampliﬁed
greatly, already cut into the governor’s precious time
more than it ought. It was a great favor on the part
of Felix to listen so long; it would be presumption to
ask him to listen to further eulogy. This was actually
cream and sugar.
Accusers have a right to be heard when they lodge
an indictment. Although these are themselves rulers
of the Jews with the high priest himself at their head,
Tertullus “entreats the judge,” makes the charges as
brief as possible, and in this relies on the clemency
of Felix, really his well-known clemency. The word
is best understood by a comparison with its opposite:
a b‘ixatos' is one who stands on his full rights; an annual:
is one who makes fair and reasonable concessions, who
is mild, clement, moderate. Was Felix surprised to
hear what a paragon he was in the eyes of these
Jews? Was he made wary by this excessive sweetness on the part of the Jews? Now we perhaps see
why they had hired Tertullus: they themselves could
never have spoken such honied turns and phrases.
Give them credit for procuring this expert!
5) For having found this man a pest and setting in motion disturbances for all the Jews throughout the inhabited earth, also a ringleader of the sect
of the Nazarenes, who also tried to profane the
Temple, whom also we seized, from whom thou wilt

be able, by thyself examining him, to know fully eon-
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cerning all these things of which we on our part are
accusing him.
The speciﬁcations of Paul's criminality begin with

ya’p.

Now the participle civpc‘vrcs‘, as someone has

well said in regard to pronouns that lack antecedents,

“has no visible means of support.” Neither subject
nor predicate follows, nor can they be supplied. B.-D.
467 charges Luke with “careless reproduction” of the
address; Moulton cancels this: “Luke cruelly reports
the orator verbatim” (R. 1135). This is. of course,
anacoluthon, which is merely a big word for saying
that the usual grammatical order is not followed. B.D. has suggestions for removing the anacoluthon. Yet
this so-called “irregularity" is really quite regular
because it is intentional, a deliberate means to an
end. Luke does report verbatim and does not give
merely “a summary of the charges against Paul” (R...

W. P.). He does it neither carelessly nor cruelly.
Tertullus, pointing contemptuously to “this man,” merely throws out his accusations against him. He is an
actor and with this anacoluthon simulates his indignant agitation: “Think of it— we having found him
a very pest," etc.

“Pest” really says it all, and Kai merely speciﬁes
Paul’s pestiferousness. He is causing commotions for
the Jews all over the world, and this he does as the
chief leader of the sect of the Nazarenes. This is the
only time the Christians are called “Nazarenes,” a
remark that proves that Luke’s record of the address
is exact. But the Sadducees, who here appear against
Paul, were themselves members and chief leaders of a
Jewish sect, see 5:17, where “sect” is explained; the
Pharisees were also a “sect.” See the cram (the very
word here used in connection with Paul) between the

Sadducees and the Pharisees mentioned in 23 :7. Any
new “sect” among Jews would naturally cause “commotions" among the members of the other sects.
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Were these troubles matters for a Roman procurator? Had Lysias not reported in 23 :29 that he found
that Paul was accused only of wranglings about the
Jewish religious law and therefore of no.charge deserving death or bonds? And now this actor-orator foolishly throws in the phrase “throughout the inhabited
world” (7') oixowu'w], sc. 777, meaning the Roman Empire).
Was Felix the emperor? Could he try a man for commotions that somebody heard about- in distant provinces? The A. V. “seditious” and the R. V. “insurrec-

tions” are too strong and misleading.

A glance at

19:40 and at 23 :7, 10 shows that “commotions” or “dis-

turbances" are referred to; and this holds true also in
regard to Mark 15:7, and Luke 23:19, 25. Our versions make the reader think of political revolts.
Tertullus made a serious error when he preferred
this his strongest accusation; Paul answers him most
crushingly.
6)

Now comes the charge about profaning the

Temple, but it is greatly reduced: “he tried” to do this.
After an investigation even these Sadducees had evidently found out that the Asian Jews who had raised
this cry and started a riot because of it (21 :28) could
not substantiate the charge; in v. 19 Paul demands that
they should be present if they had anything against
him. “He tried” — that is hard to prove. “Whom also
we seized” — but did we? The mob on the Temple
grounds seized Paul; how can Tertullus extend this

little inﬂectional “we” to include that whole mob?
At this point two texts (E, and 137, and a version)
insert: “And would have judged according to our law;

but the chiliarch Lysias, having come upon us with
great force, led him away out of our hands, ordering
his accusers to come unto thee" (see A. V.). See v. 2.
There is insufﬁcient textual evidence for the genuineness of this reading; this interpolation is based on the
remark of Felix about Lysias, mentioned in v. 22. It

964

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

weakens the address materially with its implication
that Felix had better let the Jews try Paul, and with
its alteration of the antecedent of the following relative
1rap' m" from Paul to Lysias — the latter knew nothing
prior to his own arrest of Paul.
8) Tertullus closes by declaring that Felix will be
able to verify all that Paul is accused of from Paul
himself («ap’ 05) by subjecting him to a judicial examination. In other words, the prisoner will not dare to
deny the allegations of Tertullus if he is subjected to a
proper judicial examination. That certainly concludes
the case against him. The point must be noted that
avaxplm refers to the regular judicial examination to
which a prisoner might be put (Jesus was so examined,
Luke 23 :14), but only by the judge himself. Lawyers
could not serve in such a function. The proceedings
were as follows: a full statement of the charges by the
accusers while facing the accused; the right to make a
full defense by the accused; the depositions of any witnesses; if necessary, the judges’ questioning of the
accused.
The spuriousness of the interpolation is at once apparent because it makes Lysias the one to be subjected
to a judicial examination “concerning all these things
of which we on our part (emphatic) are accusing him"
(the verb is construed with two genitives, or Jr is used
for a) . Lysias knew nothing about Paul's activity
“throughout the inhabited world” and very little of
what had happened in Jerusalem; and in no case would

he be put under such an examination; he would freely
testify without coercion. nap' of; must apply to Paul as
also the correct text shows.
9) And the Jews also joined in the charge,
alleging that these things were so. Literally, “they
with (Tertullus) put upon (Paul) as far as they were
concerned (middle voice)"; zxav with an adverb = “to
be," es verhaelt sich also. It was necessary that they,
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the real accusers, acknowledge the indictments made
in their name.
10) And Paul answered, the governor having
nodded to him to make his statement.
This was the regular course of procedure before
a Roman tribunal. The judge could also bring out
the defendant’s side of the case by questioning him;
this would be the judicial examination to which Tertullus referred; Pilate did the latter in the case of

Jesus; Felix refused to take Tertullus’ hint.

A nod

was enough; Ae’yuv means “to make a statement,” to
present his defense and not merely “to speak."
Paul’s defense is also brief, yet no one seems to
raise objection to that. 'It does not begin with a captatz'o benevolentiae and contains no ﬂattery. Since
Paul intends to refer to Jewish doctrine and practice
he ﬁttingly states that he does so the more cheerfully
because Felix is fully conversant with these matters.
He presents three points in his defense: 1) during
the twelve days he has caused no crime or commotion
anywhere, v. 11-13; 2) he describes the sect to which
he confesses he belongs, v. 14-16; 8) he challenges
the Asian Jews or any of the Sanhedrists to show
that he had done wrong. When we study this defense
we admit that we do not see how we could have improved on it in any way.
It was, of course, an easy matter for Paul to answer Tertullus as he did. The one real charge of having caused a commotion was entirely false. As for
being the ringleader of a sect and working in the
empire generally, what the sect stood for was the allsuﬁicient answer. Tertullus had nothing on the basis
of which he might construct a real accusation before
a Roman court; Paul had everything on the basis of
which he might present a genuine defense. There is
a strong contrast between the two addresses made be-

fore Felix.

This appears ﬁrst in the honesty of the
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two men, secondly, in the appeal to the judge, thirdly.
in the presentation of the facts.
Knowing that for many years thou art a judge
for this nation, cheerfully do I make defense as to

the things concerning myself, thou being able to
know fully that there are not more than twelve days
for me since I went up in order to worship in Jerusalem. And neither in the Temple found they me reasoning with anyone or causing a press of a crowd,
nor in the synagogues, nor along in the city. Nor are
they able to prove to thee whereof they are now accusing me.

Felix had been procurator since 52 or 53, and it
was now after Pentecost, 58 (see the elaborate discussion in Zahn, Introduction III, 469, etc.) ; it seems

that he also held an important position under his predecessor Cumanus. Paul does not say that he knows
that Felix has been “governor" for many years; he
says “judge,” and this includes the entire connection
Felix has had with “this nation.” These past years
as judge among Jews have enlightened him as to all
things Jewish and certainly also as to the character
of their high priests and most of the Sanhedrists. Before a judge who is so well informed and so fully experienced, Paul says, he cheerfully presents his defense regarding the things (adverbial accusative) concerning himself. Felix will understand without a
lengthy explanation. This was not ﬂattery such as
that used by Tertullus. Any innocent man would regard himself fortunate to have his case tried by a judge
of experience in the matters at issue.
11) Without a break Paul passes over into the defense by using a genitive absolute; this is a typical
Greek way of moving on to important matters. Paul
mentions the number of days he has been in Jerusalem
for a double reason: Felix will understand that he
came for the Jewish festival of Pentecost a couple of
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weeks before this (this lies in the words, “I went up
in order to worship in Jerusalem,” the future participle
denoting purpose, R. 111) ; secondly, Felix will under—
stand that Paul came in time for the festival and not
weeks before it. And all this implies that anything
of a public nature which Paul may have done as recently as this will certainly be easy to discover. Paul
goes on to deny that he did anything whatsoever of
a public nature and challenges any man to prove that
he did. The point regarding the number of days spent
in Jerusalem is thus most important, and Paul mentions this point ﬁrst. Some commentators lose the
force of this by at once trying to determine how Paul
counted the days.
“Not more than twelve days” is a litotes. Paul has
in mind eleven days. But Jews and Romans did not

begin and end the day in the same way. The Jews
start the day at sundown, the Romans at midnight.
Paul left at nine in the evening; the Jews might thus
add another day, for when they count they regard also
a part of a day, however brief, as a day. If this be
done, Paul says, they could make the number twelve,
but absolutely not more than twelve. The day of
Paul’s arrival was'one day, another was spent in
meeting James and the elders (21 :17, 18), seven more

were needed for the vow, another passed when Paul
faced the Sanhedrin (22 :30), the ﬁnal day was the one
on which the Jewish plot was reported to Lysias
(23:12) — this makes eleven days. But the Jews
might count 9. twelfth because Paul was spirited away

after dark (23 :23). 31¢”): = $4.; ﬁpe'pas 5, but is used
in the sense of “since,” R. 717.
Others count differently. Some begin with the departure from Caesarea; they generally count only ﬁve
days for the vow; they also add in the ﬁve days mentioned in 24:1, making them either ﬁve since the arrival
at Caesarea or ﬁve since leaving Jerusalem. Thus they
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have too many days; hence the number is reduced at
either the one end or the other. We object to the interpretation of 21 :27; “when the seven days (of the vow)
were about being finished.” This cannot mean on the

ﬁfth of these days but must mean on the seventh when
the ﬁnal sacriﬁces were about to be brought. The ﬁve
days mentioned in 24 :1 cannot be included because

Paul was no longer in Jerusalem.
12) And what about Paul’s activity during these
days?‘ It is plain that, whenhe speciﬁes “in the Temple," “in the synagogues,” and “throughout (Kati, down

through) the city,” he is speaking only of the days
spent in the city, i. e... since he arrived and before he
was taken away — just as we have counted these days.
Nowhere did Paul’s accusers ﬁnd him “reasoning with
anyone," starting a discussion of any kind. This Would
not have been wrong; no law, either Jewish or Roman,
forbade it. Paul went quietly about his business day
after day, did not do even what he might freely have
done. And thus he certainly never “caused a press of
a crowd." 'Eurtoram = “collecting a crowd," causing
people to halt. “At no time,” Paul says, “did I gather a
crowd around me.” Our versions misunderstand the
word as does R., W. P., who translate “onse ." What
Paul says is that he was so far removed from causing
a disturbance that at no time and at no place did he
even as much as gather a number of people around him
to listen to him.

13)

Paul drives this home: “Neither are they able

to prove to thee,” etc., maarﬁvat, “to place beside,” i. e.,
to place anything beside their bold assertions, anything
to substantiate them; and mpi 6v = ”(p2 roﬁruv mp2 arm (01'
just 6v, sin'ce “accuse” may govern two genitives). If
a man keeps making himself a pest by everywhere setting in motion disturbances among the Jews, these Sané
hedrists certainly ought to ﬁnd it the easiest thing in
the world to furnish overwhelming proof that Paul had
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done this sort of thing in Jerusalem, within the jurisdiction of Felix, during those eleven or twelve days.
Paul does not merely demand this proof, he asserts that
it cannot be furnished. He meets the charge squarely.
“No‘w” they accuse me, Paul says, now they invent
charges, but at the time to which they refer I was doing
nothing, and they know it.
14) He advances to the second point, the matter

of this terrible sect of the NazarenesT But this I confess to thee that, according to the Way which they
denominate a sect, thus do I serve the God of my
fathers, believing all things, those according to the
law and those that have been written in the prophets,
having hope in God, which also these themselves accept, that there shall be a resurrection of both righteous and unrighteous. Herein do I also myself take
pains to have a conscience void of offense toward
God and men alway.
Paul is only too happy to confess his faith before
Felix. He does this with reference to the distinction
obtaining between Pharisees and Sadducees, the two
parties who were so prominent among the Jews and
in the Sanhedrin itself (23:8, 6-9), a distinction that
was fully known to Felix. As according to Roman law
it was no crime to belong to the Sadducees, so it certainly was no crime to be a Pharisee (23:6) in holding

to the Biblical teaching which this Jewish party maintained over against the Sadducees.

Aorpaio is the service all men ought to render to God
in distinction from Auro‘upye'w, the ofﬁcial service rendered by priests; 686: is explained in 9:2; the adjective

amps" = “of one’s father or fathers.” Paul confesses
that he serves the God of the Israelite fathers according to the Way (doctrine and life combined) which
these Sadducaic accusers of his are pleased to call “a
sect.” Paul does not call it so, nor were the Nazarenes

(Christians, v. 5) a aipqcm like the Sadducees or the
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Pharisees. The word means a peculiar tenet which one
chooses and holds, and then those who hold such tenets
(5:17). But Paul maintained faith in the entire Old
Testament in its original teaching as he also makes
plain here. In no sense did he hold to some peculiar
tenets that diﬁ‘ered from the Scriptures.
The same thing applies today. Those who hold to
the true and original Scriptural teaching belong to the
great body that has held this teaching through the
ages; they are the church. Only those are a sect and
their teaching a atpqarc who advocate some teaching
that is contrary to the Scriptures. They usually also
sever connections with others, cause a separation, and

in this sense, too. form “a sect." This word naturally
came to mean “heresy" in the sense of false doctrine.

How little “the Way” was a peculiar tenet Paul
brings out in his description of it. Felix knew about
this Way and about the Christians; but Paul is missing
no opportunities since Felix may have heard only slanders. Tertullus had called Paul “a ringleader of the
sect of the Nazarenes." Very well. then Paul ought
to know what these Nazarenes stand for. If Tertullus
makes him an authority on the Nazarenes, Felix may
be assured that Paul knows what he is talking about
when he now states what he believes: “believing all
things” in both parts of the Old Testament, “those
according to the law and those that have been written
in the prophets." “The law and the prophets” was a
current designation for the Old Testament. Paul mentions “the prophets” most prominently because his
accusers were Sadducees, and the Sadducees, while they
did not reject the rest of the Scriptures, held mainly
to the Pentateuch and thereby made themselves a sect.
15) In v. 14 Paul enunciates his formal principle:
all that the Scriptures contain. Now he goes over to
the material principle, the one that is so pertinent in
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the present case: the resurrection of the dead. He
restates what he had shouted into the Sanhedrin in
23:6. Paul holds to the very hope in God which even
“these themselves” (the Jews) accept, namely (apposition to “hope"), “that there shall be a resurrection of
both righteous and unrighteous.” Mc’Mav is followed
by the future inﬁnitive and is a periphrastic future.
One does not “look for” a hope (R. V.), one “accepts” it.
Paul is turning the tables on his accusers. These
Sadducees, of course, do not accept the resurrection,
but the Jews as such most emphatically do, and the
Pharisees stand in the forefront. In this respect the
Pharisees and their great following were not a sect in
any sense, but the Sadducees who rejected this hope
most decidedly were. Like a boomerang the invidious
term “sect,” with which Tertullus wanted to discredit
Paul and the Nazarenes (v. 5) before Felix, recoils
upon the very men he is trying to represent: in regard
to this point these Sadducees alone constitute the sect.
And the worst of it was that Felix, who knew the Jews,
could not but see the point.
Here Paul deﬁnes the Old Testament teaching that
was held by all the Jews save the- Sadducees more
closely than Luke does in 23:8, or than it appears in
Matt.'22:23, etc., and in John 11:24. A resurrection
awaits “both the righteous and the unrighteous," both
terms being forensic, those who are declared thus by
the eternal Judge. This is, indeed, the teaching of both
Testaments, Dan. 12:2;*John 5 :28, 29. It underlies all
the passages that speak of the judgment, such as Matt.
25:31, etc.; Rom. 14:10; II Cor. 5:10; Rev. 20:12;
John 12:48; and others. The old Jewish sect which
denied that the Old Testament taught the resurrection
has many adherents today who generally also assail
this teaching as it is found in the New Testament. In
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I Cor. 15:1-20 Paul shows how the resurrection is the
very foundation of the gospel; those who deny it have
no hope, no gospel, no Christ.
16) From the formal and the material principles
Paul proceeds to the ethical principle. Because he
holds the two former (av 7061(9) he takes pains to have a
conscience void of offense toward God and men alway.
'Acm; means “to practice,” to exercise oneself, thus to
take pains; dwpo'oxoa’os is passive in force, for one cannot cause God to stumble (this is the active sense) but
one can himself stumble by in some way striking
against God as well as against men. The word does
not contain both ideas. Here Paul repeats what he said
in 23:1. Men who like these vicious, lying Sadducees
think that their souls die with their bodies (23:8) are
capable of any crime in life; Paul, who knows that the
unrighteous as well as the righteous shall rise to face
God at the last day, would certainly want to keep his
conscience “uninjured” (C.-K. 619, unverletzt) in every
way. He takes pains to do so even now when making
his defense. Paul speaks with reference to himself
only. Let his accusers and his judge Felix think about
themselves.
17) Coming to the third part of his defense, Paul
challenges his accusers who failed to bring witnesses
'and who themselves have testiﬁed and can testify to
nothing.
Now after an interval of several years I came
in order to do aims in my nation and offerings in
connection with which they found me as having been
sanctiﬁed in the Temple, not with a crowd, nor with
tumult — however, certain Jews from Asia who ought
to be present before thee and he accusing if they
should have anything against me. Or let these themselves stato what wrong they found when I stood hefore the Sanhedrin other than this one exclamation
which I shouted standing among them, Concerning
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the resurrection of the dead I, i am being called in
question today before you!

This is the only place in Acts where Luke mentions
the great collection (see 20:4, etc.), and now he does
so only in Paul’s address. This had, indeed, brought
him to Jerusalem. Ai' e'rciv «Azcém = “at an interval of
more (several) years” ; Paul had been in Jerusalem in
54 (18:22, see this passage), it was now 58. “In my
nation” has static :29; Paul had come “to do alms," i. e.,

to dispense them. These were “oﬁerings”; we may
translate, “to do alms, namely (mi) oﬁ‘erings.” They
were not ordinary alms but gifts that the churches had
made to God for their needy Jewish brethren. Because
c'v ais‘ follows, some are inclined to think that “offerings”
refers to Temple sacriﬁces, either those made by Paul
for the four brethren who had made a vow (21:26),
or some that he brought of his own accord. But the

latter are included in wpoaxuwjawv mentioned in v. 11.
18) Our versions misunderstand e'v dis, “whereupon” (A. V.), “amidst which” (R. V.), “in presenting
which” (margin). The R. V. plainly thinks of “offerings” that were brought as sacriﬁces in the Temple.

'Ev is to be taken in its original sense as it is in so many
phrases: “in connection with which,” i. e., the alms-

oﬁerings.

Paul is referring to 21:20, etc.

Having

come to bring alms-oﬂ'erings, he was advised to help
four brethren with their vow; so it was “in connection
with these alms” that he happened to be in the Temple,
and in helping these brethren he was naturally there
“as having been sanctiﬁed,” which is explained in 21 :24,
26. That, Paul tells the governor, is how “they found
me in the Temple" as one sanctiﬁed in connection with

a great alms-oﬁ‘ering. It was not necessary to add all
the details about helping the four brethren with their
vow. But “as one having been sanctiﬁed" for ritual
purposes of some kind Paul would be present in the
Temple “not with a crowd nor with tumul "' but as
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quietly attending to what his ritual sanctiﬁcation made
incumbent upon him. Felix knew enough about these
rituals to understand that fully.
19) “They found me,” Paul says, for the moment
omitting the subject. Now he adds it: not these Sanhedrists so found him as Tertullus made it appear in
v. 5, 6 by falsifying the fact, “but certain Jews from
Asia.” We should not disconnect this subject from the
verb “they found" and say with B... W. P., that “some
Jews from Asia” is without a verb in the Greek and
then proceed to supply one or perhaps think of an anacoluthon. Paul says: “They found me -— but some
Jews from Asia,” not the Sanhedrists. not anybody who
saw me in a tumult. This is dramatic speech, hence the
subject is placed last with a parenthetical 86.
In the Greek the relative is often emphatic as it is
here in the case of are: "they are the ones who," etc.
Most assuredly, they ought to be present before the

governor and be accusing if, indeed, they should have
anything against Paul. Why, then. are they not present? It is their absence that shows what is wrong with
these charges of the Sanhedrists. We decline to regard
this statement as a mixed conditional sentence as R.

1022 does by making (i with the optative a protasis of
potentiality and the imperfect 28a an apodosis of present unreality. Then in 886 R. makes the imperfect as“

the imperfect in an obligation that has not been met.
The imperfect could not be both the apodosis of a conditional sentence and also the imperfect of an unfulﬁlled obligation. Here 68:: is only the latter. We at once

see this when we note that Paul might have stopped
with the relative clause: “who ought to be present be-

fore thee” (in: as in 23:30, and again in 24:20, 21).
The conditional u‘ clause is merely appended: “if they
should (might) have anything against me.” This is
mere potentiality, for what could they honestly have
against Paul?
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20) But Paul covers every possibility. “Or let
these themselves state what wrong they found when I
stood before the Sanhedrin,” genitive absolute, aorist
participle to express the fact of so standing. Note
well, in regard to this incident and in regard to this
alone could the high priest and his elders testify as eyewitnesses. Then and then alone when the chiliarch had
brought him down to face the Sanhedrin (22 :30-23 :1)
had they seen him; for anything that occurred prior to
this they would have to produce the proper eyewitnesses. Paul challenges his accusers to state (aorist.
make a single deposition) any d'o‘lxypa, “wrong suﬁicient
for a judicial charge,” on his part that they had witnessed.
The apostle knew his business, and Felix saw that
he did. Where were those Asian Jews, the only witnesses who might substantiate the charge that Paul had
deﬁled the Temple by bringing Gentiles into it (v. 6;
21:28)? Their absence spoke for itself. The Sanhedrists would have had them on hand if they had
witnessed what they claimed to have seen. The Sanhedrists had witnessed only what Paul did in their
meeting in the presence of Lysias. What could they
testify?
21) What “other than this one exclamation,” etc.,
5 after the interrogative n’ (n’ a'Mo): “what other
than." The grammars discuss the absence of the article with rat‘rqs‘; B.-D. makes this demonstrative predicative and thus removes the difﬁculty; R. 702 supports
the absence of the article by evidence from the inscriptions. Some texts have exc’xpaea, a reduplicated aorist.
R. 363. Paul says that the only thing to which these
Sanhedrists could take objection was his shout in their
meeting when he stood among them and because of
their wild commotion had to shout in order to make
them hear (23 :6, Expagc, the same verb) : “Concerning
the resurrection of the dead (no articles: Totenauf-
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erstehung) I, I am being called in question today before you i" Unless the emphasis on c'yu'a is noted, the
point of Paul’s shout is lost. How could he be even so
much as called in question regarding the resurrection
when the Sanhedrin itself was full of Pharisees who

themselves believed that doctrine?

Paul says: “Do

these Sanhedrist Sadducees now want to make an
.181th or crime of that? Well, that is all they have —
some crime that would be!"
We do not see how anyone can ﬁnd an admission
of wrong in this statement as though Paul’s sensitive
conscience made him confess what others would consider venial. He was doing the very opposite. This
statement of his regarding the resurrection was all that
his accusers had, the last thing in the World which a
procurator of the Jews would call a crime unless he
wanted to make criminals of nearly all Jews. Without
knowing it, Paul was substantiating the statement of
the chiliarch’s letter that the trouble was “concerning
contentions about their (religious) law" (23:29). Paul
is delivering the climax of his defense, his strongest
point.
But what about his insult to the high priest (23 :3) ?
Why does he say nothing about that? Because the high
priest had ordered him to be struck on the mouth, and
because this was a crime against a Roman according
to Roman law. Ananias had Paul to thank for not
bringing that matter to the attention of the Roman
judge.
22) But Felix, knowing rather accurately the
things concerning the Way, put them off, stating,
When Lysias, the chiliarch, shall come down, i will
decide the things concerning you, directing the centurion that he be kept in ward and have indulgence
and to hinder none of his own from waiting on him.
Here the character of Felix begins to reveal itself.
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The second perfect participle «£86: (always used as a
present) is concessive: Felix held Paul “although
knowing” the things concerning the Way “rather accurately.” The comparative is to be understood in this
sense. He was better informed about the entire Christian movement than another man in his place might
have been (686: as in v. 14). He sinned against better
knowledge when he still detained Paul. That, of
course, was a small matter for a man who had done
things that were far worse. He, of course, had a plea
for putting the case 03, but one could not have guessed
that plea in advance. He must wait until Lysias could
come down to Caesarea. Yet he had all the information that Lysias could present; Lysias. too, as far as
we know, never came down, was never asked to do so.

The middle aorist ave/3m” is forensic: “he adjourned
them”; and suyuioopac is used as it was in 23:15: “I
will decide”; xa0’ {was is equal to a genitive but is
stronger, the phrase is made a substantive by the article: “your matters.” The aorist etnév, like the following smaéa’pnos, denotes a single action: he adjourned
them “by stating — by directing,” etc.
23) Paul was to be detained in light military custody. He could not leave the palace; a centurion had
charge of him. Yet he had 5mm, easement, release
from the rigors of close imprisonment. In particular
(mi) none of his own, relatives or friends, was to be
prevented from waiting on him. This verb is signiﬁ-

cant: any of Paul’s friends could act as bwqpém, “underlings,” for Paul, i. e., could wait on him as personal

servants, do for him what Paul might direct.

This

sounds fair and gracious, but look at v. 26. That word
about the alms-oﬂ’erings (v. 17) seems to have been
caught by Felix; his knowledge of the Way may also
have included rather accurate knowledge in regard to
Paul's being the great apostle for whose release from
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custody the Christian Jews or Gentiles might be willing
to pay a goodly sum. He was certainly putting no
obstaclein their way.
Philip, the evangelist, lived in Caesarea (21 :8), and
he surely visited Paul often. The eight who had come
to Jerusalem with Paul (20:4), also Paul’s nephew
(23 :16) and other relatives very likely came to visit
him. Whether Luke and Aristarchus, who accompanied Paul when he was ﬁnally sent to Rome (27 :2),
remained with him during his entire imprisonment in
Caesarea, no one can say. That Paul was chained is
unlikely although it is assumed by Zahn ; he was a Roman, and Felix was careful. Paul could have all the
visitors he desired. These might bring him books,

food, etc. He could take exercise in the palace grounds,
bathe when he desired, etc. Yet two lonely years lay
ahead of him here in Caesarea.
24) Many things occurred during the two years
of Paul's imprisonment in Caesarea, but Luke reports
only one episode and the attitude of the governor.
Now after some days, Felix, having come with Drusilla, his wife, she being a Jewess, summoned
Paul and heard him concerning the faith in Christ
Jesus.
Felix had apparently been absent during the interval of perhaps a few weeks and had now returned. He
brought his wife with him, who had not been in Caesarea since Paul’s arrival. 0n the three successive wives
of Felix see 23:24. Drusilla was one of the three

daughters of Herod Agrippa I (Drusilla, Mariamne,
Bernice). Their brother Herod Aprippa II and Bernice are mentioned in 25:13. According to the most
probable chronology Drusilla was born in 37; was
married to Aziz, King of Emesa, in 52, after he had
become a Jew; was induced to leave him through
the machinations of Simon, a Cyprian magus, and
to marry Felix in 54 or 55. They had a son who, at
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the age of 20-22, perished with his mother in an eruption of Vesuvius in 79.
It has been remarked that her father killed James,
her great-uncle Herod Antipas slew the Baptist, her
great-grandfather Herod the Great murdered the
babes of Bethlehem in addition to his many other
murders. She is said to have been a beautiful woman;
although she deserted her ﬁrst husband, she was otherwise an ardent Jewess. It was at her request, we
assume, that Felix summoned Paul in order to have
him tell about “the faith in Christ Jesus.” Here ”(one
is undoubtedly to be taken in the objective sense. In
this place Luke writes “Christ Jesus,” placing the
Messianic title before the personal name “on Jesus
Christ,” (see 2:38). This expression, of course, did
not come from the lips of Felix.
Paul was summoned only for the purpose of an
audience with the governor and his wife. Codex B

has 3‘9, “with his own wife."

The article alone is

sufﬁcient although two texts have airroﬁ. 0n the basis
of textual evidence we should be eliminated; the surmise of R. 692, that the word hints at Drusilla’s character as it was “at present,” leaves the textual question
unanswered and puts an implication into the word
which it does not convey. We have no reason to deny
the presence of attendants although Paul may have
been accompanied only by a centurion. While curiosity
may have prompted Drusilla’s request, her religious
interest would also move her to wish to see and to
hear this man whom so many Jews, including the
prominent Sanhedrists, were determined to put to

death. Perhaps this casts some light on the fact that
Paul was constantly given great consideration. Ramsay thinks that he must have commanded ample ﬁnancial means to make him a man of standing. True,
prisoners who are poor often receive short shrift, but
think of Gandhi in the disturbances in India. The treat-
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ment Paul received was due to the man himself, his
personality, his work and his fame, and the impression
he made on friend and on f0:= alike, and most likely not
to his command of funds.
25) And as he was reasoning about righteousness and self-control and of the judgment about to
come, Felix, having become frightened, answered,
For the present he going! And when I get occasion I will call thee unto me —- at the same time also
hoping that money should be given to him by
Paul; wherefore also, summoning him rather often,
he kept conversing with him.
Asked to expound the Christian faith, Paul does
that very thing and does it most gladly. This occasion
is different from any other at which Paul had to
speak since his arrest. Here he was at least not defending himself in any way, he was merely satisfying
the desire of these high personages. There sat Felix,
for the once not as a judge but as a bearer only, with
his wife beside him. It was Paul's life calling to
preach the gospel, and here he was even asked to
preach it. Strange providence, indeed! These two
high personages would never of their own accord have
gone to a Christian meeting to hear the gospel even
when a man like Paul would be the preacher; but here
God sends them a preacher, one of the best the world
has heard. He turns their own audience chamber into
a church. He brings about a situation in which these
two sinners give full and close attention to the gospel
sermon. Behold, the great hour of grace has struck in

the lives of these two! The door of the kingdom was
thrown open to them, salvation was reaching out to

draw them into its embrace. If they had only known,
at least in this their day, the things, that belonged to
their peace! Luke 19 .42 Heb. 3:7, 8, 15.
The assumption that Paul began his address with
a summons to repentance and expected to follow this
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with a mention of Christ and remission but got no
farther than the ﬁrst part, is unacceptable. The idea
that the gospel must always be preached in this order,
and that remission cannot be presented until contrition is effected, is contradicted by John 4 :7, etc., where
Jesus himself preached the gospel ﬁrst and then followed with the law (v. 16, etc.) and thus converted
the Samaritan woman. Either may be preached ﬁrst.
In this instance Luke says in so many words: “And
heard him concerning the faith in Christ Jesus." Luke
could not have written this if Paul had spoken ﬁrst
regarding the law (“righteousness, self-control, judgment to come”) and had then been put off. He presented, ﬁrst of all, “Christ Jesus,” the whole gospel,
and after Felix “heard” that, Paul preached the law.
It goes without saying that Paul never for a moment
thought of merely telling the story of Jesus but aimed
at the conversion of his hearers; he preached “the
faith,” the “Christ,” and then the law to bring
about contrition.
Luke presents the conclusion of this sermon because of its effect. “Righteousness” is here combined
with “self-control and judgment to come" and thus
signiﬁes the moral quality when one does what receives the approval of the divine Judge. The term
is always forensic; God judges and declares righteous
either man's conduct (as here) or his entire status
(righteousness in Christ Jesus), C.-K. 315, etc.
The law demands righteousness— could Felix and
his wife face God in regard to that demand? 'nypmta

= “self-control," the life that is governed by Iquitos,
holding all the passions and desires in check; “temperance” is inadequate. This is usually referred to the
unlawful marriage of Felix and Drusilla but it extends
much farther. Could these two face God with
reference to that part of the law? Finally, Paul
points to “the judgment about to come," impending
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(,u'va) for every man at death and at the last day
(II Cor. 5:10, and other passages). Kpt’na is neutral,
it may acquit or condemn.
Could Paul’s hearers
face this inescapable judgment?
It is this “judgment” that puts teeth into the law of God. The sinner
always ignores, hides this coming judgment from his
soul; only in this way can he sleep at night, only in
this way can he go on in his sins.
To have this
judgment clearly and effectively presented to him
is to strike the one vulnerable place in his soul and
conscience.
From Paul we may learn how to preach so as to
convert. Only one blow ever goes home through the
sinner's armor, and that is the blow of the law with the
judgment to come delivered at the conscience with full
force. Omit this, and conversion will not result. See

how Jesus struck home in John 4 :16-18; Peter likewise
in Acts 2:36, 37.. In this drive at the conscience the
sinner must be brought to accuse and to condemn himself just as God will condemn him. The preacher often
makes the mistake of doing this accusing and thereby
arouses in the people he accuses a false antagonism
against himself. Instead of confronting them with

God he confronts them with himself and thus ruins his
own work. Paul confronted Felix and Drusilla with
righteousness, self-control, and the judgment of God
and did not inject himself into the picture. He did not
preach about unrighteousness and lack of self-control
but about the positive side of the law. In all this he
was wise. He did not charge these sinners with sins.
Sometimes it is in’place to say: “Thou art the man i”
more often it is in place to let the sinner say this to
himself. Paul was the prisoner of Felix, yet he reached
this man’s conscience without arousing his anger
against himself for being presumptuous and rash.
Felix became Epipoﬂos, he got into a condition of fear.
Conscience makes cowards 'of us all. Paul had done his
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work perfectly. That fear (“trembled,” A. V., is incorrect) was produced by confronting Felix with God,
his law and his judgment, in a way which gave the man
no opportunity to turn upon Paul in rage. The terrores
conscientiae were beginning to take hold of Felix. Some
use the expression that he was “under conviction," and
the law intends to convict. The law strikes with great
power like a hammer; it pierces the sinner's armor like
a sword that reaches the Vitals. These effects are the
motus inevitabiles. When a man is struck in an unpro-

tected spot he inevitably winces even when he does not
yield. Luke’s account deals only with Felix, hence he
says nothing about Drusilla beyond the fact that she
was present. We are not at all ready to join. in the
assumption that she was not “under conviction" and

still less ready to say that “like another Herodias her
resentment was to be feared.” Even the daughter of a
Herod had a conscience.
Felix then makes the fatal turn. He bushes the
preacher’s voice; he thrusts him and his Word away;
he deliberately separates himself from the divine power
that is taking hold of him in order to save him. Compare C. Tr. 835, 12 (point 11) ; 1077, 40. Call this act
and the condition to which it led “wilful resistance" or
use some other term. in Felix we have a plain example
of breaking the hold of the Word on the heart, cutting
the heart off from the power of the Word, the sinner
himself by his own guilt preventing his conversion. In
this case the thing was done politely: ‘_‘For the present
he going! And when I get (aorist participle) occasion
(mpo’y, a- convenient season, our versions) I will call
thee unto me (middle voice) ." In 75 air Zxov we have the

accusative of time; Ext» with an adverb = to be, hence
the neuter participle: “as the thing now is.” The present imperative "pesos is mild, it is like our, “please, be

going," and not at all like the aorist, “Go!" or, "Get
out!" But this politeness must not deceive us. In his
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heart Felix had resOIVed never to give Paul another
opportunity to speak to his conscience in this manner.
He saw to it that no convenient season came. By his
own determination he cut himself of! permanently from
the Word. That was fatal. Felix deliberately destroyed himself.
26) The force of the present participle should be

noted and the fact that it modiﬁes dmxpfﬂrl. The desire
for a bribe Was already 'in the mind of Felix when he
became afraid and gave his answer to Paul. There are

two thoughts in this participial statement, “at the same
time also hoping” for a bribe. His fear was mingled
with this greedy hope. Secondly, he now saw more
clearly than ever that Paul had committed nothing for
which he deserved to be held. While the divine law
and its threat of retribution upset Felix for the moment, it failed to check his greed for criminal gain.
Although he was frightened he clung to his sin.
Roman law decreed exile and conﬁscation for a magistrate who accepted bribes, but in the provinces its
enforcement was difﬁcult. The way in which Luke
states the matter makes us think that Felix had en-

riched himself with bribes before this. The statement
Paul made in v. 17 had very likely helped to raise the
cupidity of Felix. A man with a following and a standing like Paul's would have friends who would be ready
to pay a good price for his release. And Felix would
have willingly released him for such a price. He could
easily answer the Jews that he had found no crime in
Paul even as they had failed to establish one. At another trial he could have rendered this verdict and
have given himself the airs of being a just judge.
These conversations for which he repeatedly summoned Paul had this one purpose in view and no other.
Am‘ makes this certain; “rather often” does the same.
“He kept conversing with him” means that he gave
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Paul every opportunity to arrange for a bribe; in
familiar private conversation this could easily be done,
and M implies that Felix touched on the matter. Yet
some have held that Felix gave the apostle opportunity to speak more fully about the faith; but the
purpose back of this exegesis seems to be to eliminate
the idea that Felix had deﬁnitely cut himself oﬂ’ from
the Word.
This view does not agree with Luke's
words. Nor does it gain what is desired; for even
if Felix let Paul speak about the faith, he did so only
in order to obtain a bribe for Paul’s release. This
was his answer to what Paul had said about “righteousness,” etc. Felix deliberately followed open un-

righteousness, and no word about “the judgment
to come” could deter him. Luke, however, knows
about only one topic of conversation, that directed
toward a bribe.
27) Now two years having been fulﬁlled, Felix
received as a successor Porcius Foams, and wanting
to establish favor for the Jews, Felix left Paul behind bound.
Lysias never came down (v. 22), the trial never
advanced. Paul was able to do nothing but to cultivate the great virtue of patience. Since no further
trial was held, Paul could not appeal to Caesar as he
did when Festus assumed oﬂice. Nero had become
emperor on October 13, 54. He ﬁnally recalled Felix,
but even Josephus, Ant. 20, 8, 9, assigns no special reason for this act; it was certainly not the disturbance
mentioned in 20:7, 8. After the recall Felix was
accused by the Jews in regard to the affair mentioned

in 20:7, 8 but escaped punishment through the inﬂuence of his brother Pallas.
Josephus has little to say about Festus; the gens
of the Porcii to which he belonged had obtained

senatorial rank centuries before this time.

He he-
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came procurator in 60, put down the sioarii (21:38)
and other brigands, died in 62, and was succeeded by
the evil Albinus.

Felix left Paul bound and thereby desired to deposit
a favor for the Jews, i. e., to leave a favor for them

(xépm, an Ionic and poetical accusative instead of xdpw,
R. 265). He evidently desired to placate the Jews, yet
after his recall they accused him before Nero. Felix
failed in his purpose. One lone variant reads that Paul
was left in ward “because of Drusilla." Disappointed
in getting no bribe from Paul and hoping to get some
consideration from the Jews, he left Paul “bound.”
Does this perfect participle with its present connotation, “having been and thus still remaining bound,"
imply that Paul was kept in chains, one or two chains
fettering him to a soldier? In 22:30 this verb does
refer back to 22 :25 and to the chains there mentioned.
But the chiliarch was frightened because he had
“bound” Paul with chains. He certainly came into the
hands of Felix as a Roman without chains and was left
without chains during the two years he remained in
the custody of Felix. Would Felix then, on leaving,
order that he be chained and so turn him over to Festus? For what reason? Would Felix risk such an act
when the prisoner was going into a new governor’s custody? We think not. “Bound" means “a prisoner”
and no more. Regarding 26:29, 31, and ﬁnally 28:20
see these passages.

CHAPTER XXV
PAUL COMPELLED 'ro APPEAL 'ro CAESAR
1) With the coming of Festus, Paul ﬁnally gets
action in his long drawn out case. Festus, therefore,
having set foot in his province, after three days went
up to Jerusalem from Caesarea. He came from
Rome and landed at Caesarea where the procurators
of Judea had their residence. He was new to the land
and the people. 'It was his duty to get his bearings
without delay.
For this reason he promptly visits
Jerusalem, the Jewish capital and famous religious
center.
“After three days” (Matt. 27:63; Acts
28:17), by common usage, means on the third day,
Festus rested in Caesarea only one full day. Judea
was not strictly a province (empxu’a) but a department
of the province of Syria which was under a propraetor
(legatus Caesamls) . Judea had a procurator (ém'rpms)
who, however, was also called Enapxoc, which shows that
Luke’s language is correct.
2) And the high priests and foremost of the
Jews informed him against Paul and began to beseech him, in due form asking favor against him

in order that he might summon him to Jerusalem,
they ﬁxing an ambush to make away with him along
the road.
The high priest Ananias (23:2; Josephus, Ant. 20,
6. 2) was succeeded by Jonathan who was soon killed
at the instigation of Felix (Ant. 20, 8, 5) ; he, in turn,
was succeeded by Ishmael, the son of Fabi (Ant. 20,
8, 8 and 11). Here again the plural “high priests"
refers to Ishmael, the high priest proper, and to those

Sanhedrists who had special connection with him or
(987)
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his predecessors; 4:6 names those of this ruling party
at an earlier day. For “certain elders" which he used
in 24:1, Luke now writes “the foremost of the Jews,”
most of them being the identical elders mentioned in
24:1. They were “the foremost” because they sided
with the high priestly party. They naturally waited
until a convenient opportunity offered itself during
their initial acquaintance with the new governor; then,
in order to impress him the more, they, in a body, in-

formed him against Paul (the same verb that was used
in 23 :15, 22), told the governor what they had against
the apostle. Then “they began to beseech him,” inchoative imperfect which also implies that the act was in
vain, otherwise the aorist would have been used.
3) Yet this beseeching should not be misunderstood. Luke does not write simply, “began beseeching
to summon him to Jerusalem.” He inserts the participial modiﬁer airotipwon Km, and the middle of this verb
is used with reference to asking in the way of business
(R. 805). In going over their alfairs with the governor these Jewish leaders stated the case of Paul as
being one that had been left over from the administration of Felix, and thus, as being involved in this case,

they asked in due form this xdptc, favor or kindness,
that Festus try the case here in Jerusalem and thus get
it off his hands. What reasons they advanced for the
transfer we are left to imagine. One such reason may
have been that it was much easier to bring Paul to
Jerusalem than to have them and their witnesses travel

to Caesarea.
We should not miss the force of the verb “beseech.”
These wily Jews made no demand on the new governor;
they let him feel his lofty authority and thus hoped
that he would accommodate them in this matter. Nor
should we fail to note that Luke is writing from his
own standpoint and not from theirs. So he inserts the
phrase “against him” (Paul). A trial of Paul here in
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the midst of his enemies was in their favor, and not in
Paul’s. Again, Luke adds the purpose (5mm) and not
the purport of the request — a point that is obscured
in our versions; and this purpose extends over the remainder of the sentence: “in order that," etc. Their
secret aim was to have Festus summon Paul to Jerusalem; in the meanwhile they would prepare an ambush
(23 :16) to make away with him (dvaipt'w, used with reference to the murder of Jesus). As is so often the case
in the Greek, the participle states the main feature of
the thought, here: “in order that by summoning him
to Jerusalem they might ﬁx an ambush,” etc.
They reckoned with the ignorance of Festus, who
would know nothing about the plot of two years before (23:12-30) to assassinate Paul. So the governor
would have Paul conducted by a small escort; and it
would be a simple matter to ambush this along the
road. In a quick rush of resolute men Paul would be
stabbed to death, the attackers would as suddenly dis-

perse, and the Sanhedrists would blame the affair onto
the bandits and the sicarii (21 :38) who were infesting
the country. Shrewd indeed! How could Festus fail
to fall into the trap? But Luke’s imperfect napudAow
already intimates that the beseeching failed.
Here we see the implacable hatred of these Jews.
Two years had passed, a third high priest was in ofﬁce,
but their hate is as bloodthirsty as ever. The highest
dignitaries of the Jewish Court, the supreme representatives of the Jewish religion, the greatest
guardians of righteousness and law, ever stoop to the
most vicious crimes.
Pagans could have done no
worse. But read Josephus in regard to this period of
Jewish history. They were heading straight for the
great war when this rejected nation was destroyed as a
nation. The plot mentioned in 23 :12, etc., was hatched
by the forty would-be assassins; here it is renewed by
the Sanhedrists themselves.
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It was surely divine providence that prevented

Festus from assenting. Accordingly Festus answered that Paul is in ward in Caesarea, and that
he himself is about to be leaving shortly. Therefore, let those empowered among you, says he, having gone down with me, accuse him, if there is any-

thing amiss in the man.
Thus did the cunning scheme fail a second time. 05v
merely marks the answer as being due to the request;
and amupwq has the accusative with the inﬁnitive in
indirect discourse. But why did Festus refuse assent?
It was due to his impartiality, we are told, or to the
strict order of Roman jurisdiction, or even to his
conversance with the previous course of the case. The
ﬁrst two of these are eliminated by v. 9, where the supposed impartiality and the strict Roman order are conspicuous by their absence. The third supposition is
ruled out by v. 1; Festus had not had time to investigate a pending case, the very fact on which these wily
Jews counted. While we are at it, let us also dismiss
the view of a peremptory tone in the refusal. Present
imperatives are not peremptory and sharp, and the
explanation about returning soon is anything but
sharp. Was Felix suspicious? This, too, is not indicated; these Jews were too careful. The providential
refusal of Festus was due to his being busy with other
matters during these days of his oﬂice. He had to get
his bearings especially here in Jerusalem during the
eight to ten days (v. 6) of his ﬁrst stay.
Paul was safely in ward in Caesarea (static (is; discard the older labored explanation). “Besides” (8i
adds another point) he intended to leave Jerusalem
in a few days (av rdxa, “in speed”). These are mere
statements of facts as the accusatives and inﬁnitives
so plainly show.
Festus is neither asserting “his
righ ” nor offering an excuse. Since Paul is safely
in ward in Caesarea, and since the governor will be re-
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turning in a few days, this case can wait until that
time. Festus had drawn up his program for these
days in Jerusalem and declines to send for Paul and
to sit on his case and thus dismange that program.
He was acting in an ordinary, sensible way —- something the Jews had not counted on. In ignorance of
their design the governor frustrated their plot. Moreover, many a plot goes wrong in just such a way. The
main person acts only in his own natural way and not
as the plotters surmised that he would act.
5) Festus, however, offers to take the Jews back
with him when he leaves for Caesarea and then promptly to attend to this case for them. There is nothing of
a commanding nature in the imperative; even the subject is left indeﬁnite, Festus does not say, “You.”
Awa'roi is taken to mean, “which are of power” (R.
V.). “mighty ones” (R., W. P.), or “which are able"
(A. V.).
The last comes nearest to the meaning.
Felix means “those empowered among you" (Sanhedrin), the duly empowered representatives of the Sanhedrin. He offers to take them along in his own
retinue, which is a favor to them and doubly so when
we think of the dangers along the road. The governor
was accomodating enough.
“Let them accuse him"
is, of course, what these men, whoever they would he,
would have to do; for Festus has no thought beyond
trying the casein the regular Roman fashion. Naturally, too, the conditional clause: “if there is anything
amiss (ii-mm, out of place) in the man," is one of
reality, for only in case Paul had committed some
wrong would there be any use in accusing him.
6) What could these Jews do but accede to the
governor’s suggestion? This plan was an accommodating offer by Festus himself, and the Sanhedrists had
no other way than to act pleased and to accept it as a
favor.
Now having tan-ied among them no more
than eight or ten days, after having gone down to
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Caesarea, on the morrow, seated on the judgment
seat, he ordered Paul to he brought.
The sentence is compact, the three aorist participles
present the subsidiary actions in due order as preceding the ﬁnal act of ordering Paul to be brought. “No
more than eight or ten days” means only that long.
Luke is not concerned about greater exactness. The
Jews accompanied the governor. And on the very next
day he obligingly took up the case. At the appointed
hour, with the accusers present, Festus sat down on the
ﬂip», the raised platform bearing the judge’s seat
(12:21; 18:12).
7) And he having come, the Jews who had
come down from Jerusalem stood around him, bringing many and heavy charges against him, which
they could not prove, Paul oﬁering as defense:
Neither against the law of the Jews, nor against
the Temple, nor against Caesar did I sin in any
respect.

Everything was delayed until Paul was present.
The judge occupied his elevated seat, all others stood
during the court proceedings here as elsewhere; nor
were special places assigned to them so that the accus-

ers freely stood about Paul. The point to be noted is
that Roman courts invariably confronted accusers and
accused and heard each in the presence of the other.

First the accusers Were called on to bring and “to show
forth,” i. e., prove their charges (on the rare eta-toys

'see M.-M.). This time the Jewish delegation had no
rhetor to speak for them; was it because Tertullus
(24:1, etc.) had proved a disappointment? They
“brought down on” Paul “many and heavy charges.”
Luke does not need to specify them, for they contained
nothing new (24 :5, 6). Tertullus had been brief and
for that very reason more effective. We have seen how
he made the best of a poor case. The Jews now try a
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greater length and try to make their charges sound

“heavy," severe, as criminal as possible.
Despite their extended effort “they could not prove

them,” Note the imperfect Zaxuov, “they were not (despite all their repetition and heavy words) having

strength to shew them fort ,” actually to show to the
judge that they Were real charges (note the effective
aorist inﬁnitive). It is a repetition of the story told
in 24:5, etc. The trouble with hate is its lack of good
sense. Here it blinded these Sanhedrists to the complete lack of legal and proper proof for their charges
against Paul. What was the sense of pressing a case
like this? Moreover, as Sanhedrists and members of
the Jewish supreme court they had had long years of
training and experience in this very matter of legal

proof. In spite of this they foolishly press a hopeless
case. This phenomenon occurs regularly: moral obliquity blinds the intellect.
8) The genitiVe absolute is more than temporal
(“while" our versions); it is cansal. Paul’s defense

annihilated this mass of heavy charges. When the Sanhedrists were through, Festus gave Paul the ﬂoor (as
in 24:10). As Luke does not specify the charges, so

he also omits the defense. The charges had everything
but proof; the defense, therefore, ended in the decisive
statement (recitative 61:) of Paul's innocence. Paul
sums up his own case: according to all the charges
launched by the Jews, and according to the facts presented in Paul's defense, the verdict must be that he
sinned “in no respect” (1!, adVerbial accusative) either

against “the law of the Jews" (the Scripture teaching
on the resurrection, 23:6, etc.; 24:14-16, 21), or

against the Temple (desecrating it, 21 :28) or against
Caesar (any Roman law).

Paul had had two years in which to meditate on his
case. In his hearing before Felix he had not made a
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reference to Caesar and Roman law; he does so now.
The point is that only infractions against Jewish law
and usage had been charged against him, no infractions
whatever against Roman law. This point could, of
course, be strained; inasmuch as Roman law tolerated
the Jewish religion, an act committed against that religion could be viewed as one committed against Roman
law. But the Jews had not ventured to present such
an argument; the following makes that certain. The
reason, then, that Paul mentions Caesar is to bring to
the attention of this Roman judge, whom he now sees
for the ﬁrst time, the fact that no infraction of a Roman law has even as much as been charged in this case.
The charges deal with Jewish doctrine and practice,
and even these charges are baseless. Why, then, does
this Roman want to proceed with such a case? “Nor
against Caesar” was a telling point, indeed.
9) It is this phrase which gives the trial its
decisive turn, and we thus see why Luke preserved this

one sentence from Paul’s trial.

Things are directed

into a new channel.
But Festus, wanting to establish favor with the
Jews, answering Paul said, Art thou willing, after
having gone up to Jerusalem, there to be judged before me concerning these things? But Paul said:
Before the judgment seat of Caesar I am standing,

where it is necessary for me to be judged. The Jews I
wronged in not a thing as thou thyself dost rather

well realize. If, therefore, I am a wrongdoer and
have perpetrated anything worthy of death I refuse
not to die; but if there is nothing of what these are
accusing me, no one is able to dispose of me in their
favor! l appeal unto Caesar!
We here see how Festus compelled Paul to appeal his case to the emperor himself, namely to Nero,
who ruled from 54-68.
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The Jews had no case against Paul. Paul’s statement in v. 8 should have been made the governor’s
verdict. But the famous Roman justice was dispensed
in this procurator’s court as little as it had been in that
of his predecessor. By having appeared in force and
by making so much sound and fury when presenting
their charges against" Paul, the Jews succeeded in one
thing, not, indeed, in convincing Festus of the truth of
their charges, but in making him reluctant to offend
them. Just as the outgoing Felix “wanted to establish
favor with the Jews” (24 :27), so also Festus who had
just come in was anxious to do the same. The words
employed are the same in each case save that xa'pw is
used in place of xa’pm. Not justice tipped the balance
but the personal interest of the judge. This time Luke
writes “answering he said." He adds the participle
(a coincident aorist which is used often in the Gospels)
to mark the peculiar answer Festus gave, not to both
parties, but to Paul. That answer was exactly what
the Jews wanted; they at once saw that Festus was
yielding to them.
All the evidence was in, no more could be hoped
for. The case had been pending for two years. But
instead of rendering the one and only verdict demanded
by that evidence, i. e., the lack of it, Festus proposes to
continue the trial by transferring it to Jerusalem. He
is now ready to grant the very thing for which the
Jews had besought him in v. '3.

He was, of course.

ignorant of the Jewish plot that had prompted that
request.

How the Jews must have pricked up their ears
when they heard the governor’s proposal to Paul!
Was their plot to be executed after all? But Paul
must give his consent. As a Roman citizen before
the Roman court in the proper seat of that court
(Caesarea) the procurator could not adjourn his case
to another place except with Paul's consent; hence
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the question: “Art thou willing,” etc.? Festus says,
“There to be judged before me" (e'm’ is used in this
sense in 23:30, and several times later.) We think
that he meant just what he said, not that he would
turn Paul over to the Sanhedrin, but that he himself
would be the judge. Grotius translates me praesente,
“me being present," and has found some followers; but
In” 6,405 does not mean “before me as a spectator” but
“as the j udge.”
10) Paul’s answer is a decided refusal.
More
than that. Paul's mind has been made up for a long
time. Despairing of receiving justice, he has evidently resolved at the ﬁrst ﬁtting opportunity to take his
case out of the hands of judges such as these and to
appeal to Caesar. That opportunity is now here; he
embraces it promptly. Paul's very tone is bold. Al—
ready in v. 8 he states what the verdict should be.
Now he again minces no words. He tells the governor
what the law is, what that governor knows only too
well, and what transferring the case to Jerusalem
really implies. Festus has mistaken his man. Here
is a man who looks him squarely in the eye and is
not afraid of his unjust judge. The Lord’s promise
given in 23:11 certainly had much to do with Paul’s
present step. He had come to interpret that promise
to mean that he was to testify in Rome, not as a free
man, but as a prisoner. As far as Jerusalem was
concerned, the renewal of the old plot was, of course,
unknow to Paul, but the memory of that old plot was

enough.
“If Festus was unwilling to give Paul justice in
Caesarea where his regular court held forth, what
assurance was there that Festus would give it to him at
Jerusalem in the atmosphere of intense hostility to

Paul ?" R., W. P. There is a ring in every word Paul
utters. “Before the judgment seat (v. 6) of Caesar I

am standing,” am": up, periphrastic present tense (R.
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The second perfect form ions: is always used as

a present participle.

Festus was functioning in Caes-

area on Caesar’s judgment seat, in administering Caesar’s laws. “Where it is necessary that I be judged,”
where alone my case belongs according to Roman law,
I being a Roman citizen. Did Festus have to be reminded of that? That is what the governor should
himself have told the Jews in v. 4. If he had intended
to do so he had failed to state it properly. Ari, used for
all types of necessity, here states that which is laid
down in Roman law for Romans. To transfer Paul for
a trial in Jerusalem, even one “before me" (Festus),
was, to say the least, an irregularity.

Paul is now

standing before the court of Caesar, that court which
is being held in its proper place, why is he not judged
here and now?
“The Jews I wronged in not a thing, as also thou
thyself (Kai mi, emphatic) dost rather well realize,” both
adverb and verb are strong. Ka'Miov is the comparative: “better” than Festus is admitting. No crime
against Caesar or his laws had even been alleged; the
view that 24:5 implies such a crime misunderstands
ara'am.

If the statement about the place where Paul

must be tried contained a sting for Festus. this one
that “he knew fully" (émyu'o'aa’xcis) and rather well that
Paul had wronged the Jews in no way (double accusative, R. 484) stung more deeply. Festus had to take

these rebukes in open court.

One wonders how the

Jews eyed him and took his measure when he heard

these plain facts spoken by Paul.
11) of-r draws the plain deduction.

Paul is either

guilty or he is not guilty, and both propositions are

stated in straightforward conditions of reality that are
balanced by ,uc'v and 8:. It is impossible to reproduce
the former in English. 'Asmz. is one of few perfective
presents (B.-D. 322, even better than R. 881) : “if any

past crime still stands against me}? This is deﬁned and
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speciﬁed: “and I have perpetrated anything worthy of
death," now the perfect. Paul says, “if so,” then pass
the verdict: “Guilty of death !” And as far as he is concerned, let Festus be assured, he is not refusing to die
(object inﬁnitive with 76 R. 1059). Iiapd in the verb
means “from": “to beg off for myself" and thus to escape the penalty due, the dying under the executioner’s

hands. These Jews had asked for a special favor (xdpw,
v. 3) which Festus was now eager to grant, (xdpw, v.
9) ; if he is found guilty, Paul asks no xépu; of any kind.
That was manly language.
“But if there is (exists) nothing of what these are

accusing me," then it is certainly the busineSS of Caesar’s judgment seat as represented by Festus to declare. “Not guilty 1” As in 24:8, JV may be roti‘mv 5.
Demosthenes used the verb with two genitives: of the
person and of the things charged, B.-P; 662, and others.
Certainly, “no one is able to dispose of me in their fa-

vor.” Paul says “no one,” but Festus knows that he is
referred to. “Legally able" is the thought; illegally,
of course, anything could be done. The sharp contrast
between Paul’s not begging 01? from dying and this
making a present of Paul’s life to the Jews in answer to
their begging, is often not observed. When Festus
asked about transferring the trial to Jerusalem, Paul
instantly knew that the Jews had asked this as a favor
(xdpm, v. 3 and 9), and that is why he uses the verb
that is derived from this noun, xapt'vaaaat, “to grant or
dispose of me as a favor to them." The expression is
purposely indeﬁnite. Was it only that Paul was to be

tried in Jerusalem, or was it more, namely to dispose
of his life to please the Jews? Paul conveys the truth
to Festus that be fully understands what the proposal

in regard to Jerusalem involves. And that, too, was
plain language.
Now come the two great decisive words to which
all else was but preamble: Kataapa imxaAoﬁpm, “I appeal
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to Caesar !” the technical Caesarem appello. In the
case of any criminal offense a Roman citizen had the
right to make this appeal when he felt that the lower
court was not giving him justice. The emperor then ,
tried the case himself. This is not exactly like our
present practice when appeal is taken to a higher court
by one who has lost his case in the lower; the appeal
could be made while the trial in the lower court was
still in progress. So here no verdict had as yet been
pronounced on Paul.

It is reported of Claudius that he assiduously devoted himself to this onerous task; we have no report
about Nero, the present emperor. We do not know
whether he ﬁnally heard Paul’s case in person or let it
pass through the imperial court; the latter seems to
have been the case. It is certain, however, that Paul
was acquitted. Even Agrippa could ﬁnd nothing on the
basis of which he might be held (26 :32), and Festus
did not know what to write to the emperor when he
was sending Paul to Rome (25:26). The original provision in Roman law allowed an appeal from a magistrate to the people (Romans). This was called the
provocatio ad populum. Later the emperor represented
the people in these appeals, and so they were made to
him.
When Paul says in 28:19 that he was constrained
to appeal to Caesar, this certainly does not mean that

he appealed reluctantly. It was the proper thing to
do; “constrained" points to the open partiality and
injustice of Festus. One does not escape reluctantly
from the jurisdiction of such a judge but is
glad to be able to escape. This appeal was certainly
Paul's last legal resort. but this means only that such
appeals were intended to be the last resort, and nobody would think of appealing except when this provision in Roman law ﬁnally became necessary. Paul’s
appeal was not the use of a legal technicality, turning

1000 Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles
from the real merits of justice to a mere form of
justice. The Roman law itself with its right of appeal
was wholly in support of genuine justice, and Paul so
used this right. Therefore Paul should not be faulted
on the score of Christian ethics.
12) Then Festus, having talked with his council, answered:

To Caesar thou hast appealed; be-

fore Caesar thou shalt go!
The moment such an appeal was made, the judge
had to decide whether there was any reason that the
appeal should not be allowed. So Felix withdrew to
consult in private with his “council,” a number of
councillors or legal advisers. Evpﬁoéaiov is rarely used
in this sense: M.-M. 597 furnish other examples. The
explanation as to why Felix has no council while
Festus has one, is not difﬁcult: Festus was new in
his ofﬁce, this was apparently his ﬁrst case in law, he
thus needed counsel. Moreover, the matter was grave
even for himself. To have his very ﬁrst case terminate in an appeal to Caesar was a reﬂection on his
integrity as a judge.

No wonder he conferred with

his council. We have no means of knowing who sat
in this council; the procurator most likely chose his
own men. But the view that the decision lay with this
council is untenable; the decision lay with the procurator who merely listened to his advisers before
deciding.
Paul’s appeal had to be allowed. We see that in
the announcement that is now made. This was given
in a rather sententious form: “To Caesar thou hast
appealed; before Caesar thou shalt go!”
Paul had
made his appeal with so much conﬁdence that we

scarcely think that by means of his sententiousness
and his tone Festus intended to frighten Paul because
of his own action, or that with a sneer he intended to
convey the idea that Paul little knew the seriousness
of his step. Paul’s entire bearing invited no such re-
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action. Festus is merely imitating a bit of Paul’s own
tone and bearing. He is merely holding his head high
before Paul and these Jews. Paul is taking the case
out of his hands in a rather masterful way; Festus
must yield to Paul’s demand. But we do not think
that his sententious dictum and high air deceived anyone and certainly not Paul. The perfect “thou hast
appealed” implies that the appeal stands indeﬁnitely;
and im’ means: “before Caesar shalt thou go” and not
“to Caesar.” The future, “thou shalt go,” is volitive,
peremptory, equal to an imperative (R. 597). Festus
has to send Paul and pretends that he is forcing Paul
to go.
Fasrus PRESENTS PAUL'S CASE T0 AGRIPPA

13) Despite all the high airs Festus tried to give
himself in the courtroom, it was he who was put into
a quandary by Paul's appeal. Hence this consultation
with Agrippa. He had not managed this case well;
he betrays that he knows, even as Paul had told
him to his face (v. 10), that Paul had committed
no wrong against the Jews. One feels that Festus now
wishes that he had acquitted Paul and had thus ended
this case with credit to himself instead of precipitating
this most inconvenient appeal to Caesar. Now some

days having intervened, Agrippa, the king, and Bernice went down to Caesarea saluting Festus.
This visit was a formal greeting of the new procurator and hence was made so soon after his assump-

tion of ofﬁce. Agrippa had his capital in Caesarea
Philippi (which he renamed Neronias in honor of
Nero), north of the Sea of Galilee, and he came down
from there to the procurator’s capital Caesarea.

One

ruler honors and welcomes another into oﬂice. While
each had his own domain, from the Emperor Claudius,
Agrippa had received the jurisdiction over the Temple
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in Jerusalem and the right to name the high priests.
This arrangement was still in force under Nero and
naturally prompted a formal visit such as this.
The poorly attested future participle dawaaopcvot
would denote purpose, “in order to salute," and would
remove all difﬁculty; but the best texts have the aorist
dwadipcvot, which, whether we retain it or not, brings
up the question as to whether an aorist participle can
ever denote action that is future to that of the main
verb. B.-D. 339, 1 evades the difﬁculty by preferring
the future participle. But Luke uses aorist participles
in similar connections, and R. 863 defends the use of
the aorist here; he states that all of these participles
express an action that is simultaneous with that of the
main verb and thus denies that they may have a future
force; see R. 863 for this case.
Agrippa II, the last king of the Herodian house, was
reared in Rome at the court of Claudius and enjoyed
this emperor's signal favor. Upon the death of his
father Herod Agrippa I in 44 Claudius wanted to make
the young prince, who was then seventeen years old,

king in his father’s place but met with general disapproval. For six additional years he was kept in
Rome in order to learn Roman ways, then in 50 was
given the Herodian principality of Chalcis in the Lebanons, and gradually a much greater territory in northern and northwestern Palestine. As the ruler of the
Temple he had to become conversant with Judaism and
to adopt Jewish ways (26 :2, 3).
In regard to Bernice, Agrippa’s sister, see 24:24.
She was the oldest daughter of Herod Agrippa I (Acts
12:1, etc.) , had married her uncle Herod, king of Chalcis, and after his death lived in criminal relation with
her brother Agrippa II -— she was living thus at the
time when both came to visit Festus -— then persuaded
Polemo, king of Cilicia, to marry her in order to hush
up the scandal, which he did because of her riches, but
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she soon left him to continue the incestuous relation
with her brother. Eventually, although she was aging
and the mother of several children, she became the
mistress of Vespasian (Tacitus) and of his son Titus
(Suetonius) who ﬁnally cast her oﬁ. She barely missed
becoming empress, and her Jewish religion had long
ago been abandoned although at one time she was completing a vow in the Temple (Josephus, Wars 2, 15, 1).
Her brother died in 101 during the reign of Trajan. In
this palace in Caesarea, which had been built by their
grandfather Herod the Great, and wheretheir father
Agrippa I had lived, these two, Agrippa II and Bernice,
had played as children.
14) And as they were tarrying there more
days, Festus put the things concerning Paul up to
the king, saying:
There is a man left behind by
Felix as a prisoner, concerning whom, when l was

in Jerusalem, the high priests and the elders of the
Jews informed me, duly asking an adverse verdict
against him, to whom I answered that it is not the
custom for Romans to make disposal of any man by

favor before the accused have the accusers face to
face and receive room for defense concerning the
accusation. They, therefore, having come together
here, making no delay, on the next day seated on
the judgment seat, I ordered the man to be brought,
around whom having taken their stand, the accusers
were bringing no charge of what wickednesses I
myself was entertaining suspicion but had certain
questions concerning their own divinity-devotion

against him and concerning one Jesus as being dead,
whom Paul was afﬁrming to be living.
And I on
my part, being at a loss as to the question concerning

these things, went on to say whether he was willing
to go to Jerusalem and there to be judged concerning these things.

But Paul having appealed that he

he kept in ward for the decision of the Augustus,
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I ordered that he be kept in ward until I might send
him up to Caesar.
Agrippa and Bernice paid more than a formal oﬂicial visit.

They tarried 1n\e¢'ovs ﬁnc’pas, a number 0f

days, the comparative meaning “more" than were
necessary for saluting the governor in his new oﬁice.
And it is this longer stay and the friendly intimacy it
brought about that led Festus “to put things concerning Paul up to the king,” which act led to all that follows in the next chapter. So Festus tells Paul's story
in his own way. This was surely not done to entertain Agrippa'as a guest.

We here once again see the

great importance which men everywhere assigned to
Paul -—- even as a prisoner he towered above all others.
Then his was a Jewish case, and the king was the ruler
of the Temple.
Thus Paul‘s case naturally came up

for discussion.
For some reason the commentators who at other
points ask how Luke secured his exact information do

not do so when it comes to this conversation. But
this is a place where the skeptic may step in and claim
that Luke invented this interchange and challenge us
to prove that he did not. But Luke was on the ground.
Festus and the king did not confer in secret; they were

prominent personages and moved about with their
attendants. In this address of the governor we ﬁnd
several optatives that are rather exceptional at that.
Luke wrote them, and Luke is literary! He wrote them

exactly as he wrote other sections that have a LXX
and a Hebraistic cast and each time faithfully reported
the originals. It is Festus, the educated Roman, who
uses these cultivated literary turns of the Greek when
speaking to the king, for, of course, they spoke in

Greek. All the unusual literary turns of the address
are proof that Luke has recorded the very language
Festus employed.
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So he begins by speaking about a man who was left
behind as a prisoner by Felix. It is rather farfetched
to put into this participle the idea that Paul was “left
behind as junk" and then to score the governor for
this estimate of “the greatest of living men and the
greatest preacher of all time.” A governor does not
speak at length to a king in regard to any man whom

he considers “junk." He would tell a king the story
of only a most important prisoner. “Left behind," of
course, means that Festus had received Paul as a
legacy. The perfect participle has 'its present connotation and implies that it seems that even Felix did not
know just how to dispose of the man.
15) The importance of Paul is at once made manifest when Festus states how on his ﬁrst visit to Jerusalem the Jewish rulers themselves, no less than “the

high priests and the elders of the Jews," made it their
business not only to inform Festus in regard to Paul
and their charges against him but asked in due form
for “an adverse verdict against him,” the middle
airmipmt being used whenever the request is made in
a matter of business (R. 805).
The Sanhedrists
brought up Paul’s case as a piece of unﬁnished business
in which they were involved. KaraSu'x'qr plus Kar' cam?
assume on the part of these Sanhedrists that Paul is
guilty, and their request was that Festus should render
the adverse verdict against Paul as being due him.

Yet Festus fails to mention the fact that the Jews re.
quested the favor of having Paul brought to Jerusalem
where this adverse verdict was to be pronounced (v. 3).
Agrippa could not guess that.
16) Festus puts on airs when he relates his answer to the Jews.
Having been brought up in Rome.
Agrippa was well informed in regard to the Roman
legal proceeding of confronting the accused (the sub-

stantivized present passive participle) and the accusers
(noun), especially also in order that the former might
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have “room" (nines, a proper legal place) for defense
(objective genitive) concerning the charge. Festus
makes it appear as though he had to inform even Sanhedrists about this 20o: or “custom” of Roman courts,
as though those seasoned veterans in legal matters
needed that instruction. We know what he really
answered them (v. 4, 5). The point did not concern
the confronting of the two but the transferring of the
trial from Caesarea, the seat of the procurator’s court,
to Jerusalem merely in order to please the Jews.
Rome was very proud of its court system, which it
regarded as being most just to defendant as well as to
plaintiff.

Festus uses the very verb xapt’tcaal. (present of customary action) which was employed by Paul in v. 11
(aorist to express the one act in his case). In these
connections the term seems to have a legal sense; in

3:14 it is used with reference to Barabbas in a favorable sense, here with reference to Paul in an unfavorable sense. It is difficult to translate the latter without implying something that is not intended; we venture the translation, “to make disposal of any man
by favor,” the favor in this instance being shown the
accusers. The sense is just as indeﬁnite as it was in
v. 11 and allows us to think of disposing of a man’s
life as a grant to his accusers. No; Roman justice
certainly intended to exclude this very thing, especially
in the case of a Roman, while other Oriental courts
were not acquainted with such absolute justice. Behold Festus posing before Agrippa as an incorruptible
Roman judge! And yet see how in v. 9, although he
knew Paul to be innocent, he failed to pronounce the
verdict to that effect and sought to please Paul’s accusers; in v. 20 he seeks to cover up this defection from
Roman legal justice.

Here we have the ﬁrst optatives that occur, and they
are used after rplv 7'] in indirect discourse. The direct
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would be 1rpr 7‘, av ('z‘év) with the subjunctive; and when
this is changed into the indirect after a secondary tense
of a verb of saying (d'IrCKpre‘q) it is either left unchanged
(thus in the Koine) or changed to the optative minus

5y (thus in the classics and in this the only case occurring in the New Testament). R. 970, 1030. The
change to the optatives is almost an AtticiSm and so
exceptional in the Koine as to make it rather certain
that Luke is reporting Festus' address verbatim. While
this point is grammatical it has this added importance.
17) Quite incidentally Festus states that. when he
laid down the law to the high priests and the elders,
they came together "here," namely in Caesarea. Yet
the only law he had laid down was that they must come

to Caesarea (v. 4, 5) since nothing else had been
broached. He takes full credit for making no delay,
for taking the judgment seat on the very next day
(Brim, v. 6), and for ordering Paul to be brought before
him. Why all this minor detail? It permits us to see
the character of the man and is further evidence that
Luke reported all he said exactly. Another writer
would have summarized all of this by a word or two.
18) We now get a fuller account of the points involved in the trial (v. 7. etc.) from the standpoint of
the judge who presided, and this is most valuable. The
following imperfects (v. 18-20) are beautifully descriptive and unroll the scene like a moving picture. mp: o5
might mean, “concerning whom" (R. V.; never
“against whom,” A. V.) and thus be construed with the
verb:

"concerning

whom

they

were

bringing

no

charge."
R. 619 considers the construction with the participle
doubtful: “around whom having taken their stand.”
But in v. 7 we have the same preposition compounded

with the same verb: “they stood around him.” This
convinces us that Festus here relates that in his court
the accusers surrounded Paul (see v. 7) with their
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babel of “many and heavy charges." But to his surprise, as he now tells Agrippa, they were bringing not
a single charge of the kind of which he on his part
(emphatic £76) was entertaining suspicion (inrowc'u, to
have secretly in mind) , namely something in the way of
actual criminal “wickedness” which would easily be
stamped with the verdict guilty. Not a thing of this

kind did the Jews have. nompév: no charge “of wickednesses” (partitive genitive) is incorporated into the
relative clause and also attracts a into the genitive 6v,
R. 718-719.

19)

All that the Jews could offer were the {vi-ripen:

reported by Lysias (23:29) “concerning their own
Samsqcpom'a (the adjective Occurs in 17 :22), divinityreverence.” “Religion" (R. V.) is too broad and does
not ﬁt the adjective; “superstition" (A. V.) is unsatisfactory because of its evil connotation. Festus would
not call anything Jewish a “superstition” when he is
addressing a king who had charge of the Jewish Temple. “Fear or reverence for a deity” is usually re.
garded as a neutral term, one that may be used in a
good or in a bad sense (superstition), the latter use
being a later meaning of the word (C.-K. 274, adjec-

tive).

As far as 17:22 (see this passage) and the

present use are concerned, we are unable to ﬁnd an
evil sense in it.
Kai adds by bringing a speciﬁcation: “and in particular” this question “about one (named) Jesus as being
dead, whom Paul was afﬁrming to be living.” The
participle is predicative and not attributive: “one dead,
Jesus”; and the perfect tense = “having died and thus
being dead” ; it describes a state. It was the same issue
in regard to the resurrection that had been raised two
years before (23:6-9; 24:15, 21) when the Sadducees
were on the side of the opposition. Since the Sadducees failed to raise this issue before Felix (24 :1-9) but
left that to Paul, we conclude that the same thing hap-
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pened again before Festus; among the “many and
grave" charges mentioned in v. 7 Paul’s faith in the
resurrection was omitted although the charges came
from the Sadducees. Paul himself, therefore, mentioned this point in his defense. It was crushing as far
as his accusers were concerned, for the whole host of
good Jewish Pharisees believed in the resurrection, and
what Sadducee would dare to charge before a pagan
procurator that that was a mortal crime? But that
was what Paul's Sadducaic 'accusers were doing with
him.
This point of Jewish doctrine, the resurrection of
the dead, centered in Jesus. He died, and the accusers
of Paul vehemently asserted, not only that he did not
arise, but that resurrection as such was an absolute
impossibility; while Paul afﬁrmed both, in particular
that Jesus was living, my, risen and living forever.
Festus states the whole matter correctly. He must
have been astonished to hear Paul's afﬁrmation in his
court — the ﬁrst time, we take it, that he had ever
heard it. Agrippa was better informed regarding
Jesus and the Christians. The tone in which Festus
speaks is one of entire aloofness; one Jesus -- dead —Paul asserting that he is alive — terrible agitation
among the high priests and elders in consequence.
By this very tone Festus condemns himself. What
business had he as a high Roman judge to sit in court
on a case relating to such questions of reverence for

divinity that were complicated by assertions and denials of the resurrection? Gallio, cf. 18:14-16, was a
different judge -— he drove the Jews out of his court.
Festus let them stand around Paul and keep up their
contentions as though they were legitimate legal
charges.
20) Now the confession is made outright: “And
I on my part, being at a loss as to the question (the
accusative as at times in the classics, R. 472) concern-
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ing these things," etc. “Being at a loss” —— why? We
know why. It was because this judge wanted to curry
favor with the accusers (v. 9). No, he does not say
that! As a true judge he should not have been at a loss
for one moment any more than Gallio had been.
So Festus says that he went on to say to Paul

“whether he was willing to go to Jerusalem and there
to be judged concerning these things.” He does not
say “to be judged before me” as he did in v. 9; let us
hope that he had this in mind, yet who can be sure?
But it is plain that the preamble does not ﬁt the conclusion. How can this judge propose to transfer this
case to Jerusalem merely because he knows nothing
about a purely religious question? Would he know
any more about it in Jerusalem? And if he ever
learned more on that question whether one who had
died was really still living or not, what did that matter
in a Roman court? Here there is another classical
optative in indirect discourse which replaces the indieative of the direct although at the speaker’s option (R.
1031). This is another indication that Luke reports
verbatim.
21) Another participle introduces Paul’s appeal to
Caesar but hides the fact that the action of Festus himself had forced Paul to resort to this appeal. Festus
says that Paul appealed “for him to be kept in ward
for the decision (the verb is used in 24:22) of the
Augustus,” and then that he ordered “him to be kept
in ward,” etc., the aorist passive inﬁnitive being constative, the present passive inﬁnitive durative. Just
why this being kept in ward is stressed by this repetition is not apparent since Paul would naturally be in
ward until arrangements could be made to send him to
Rome. While dva'lre'pllm can be either the aorist subjunc-

tive or the future indicative in the present construction,
we are satisﬁed to regard it as the former.
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“Caesar,” originally a family name, became a title
that was applied to the emperors. zeﬁamdc, the verbal
adjective “reverenced or worshipped," was assumed
by Octavius in B. C. 27 as the agnomen that summed
up all his various offices in preference to Rea: that was
so offensive to the Romans as to have led to the death
of Julius Caesar. It then became a title, the equivalent of the Latin Augustus, and was more imposing
than “Caesar.” The Greek Eeﬂaarés was in keeping
with the emperor deiﬁcation and worship, being derived from the verb deﬁa’topat (aiﬂopm), “to worship."
See R., W. P. Translate, “the Augustus" (A. V. without “the”) and not, “the emperor" (R. V.).
22) And Agrippa to Festus, I was also myself
wishing to hear the man. Tomorrow, he says, thou
shalt hear him.
In the Greek the verb of saying need not be writ-

ten: “to Festus” is enough.

The imperfect éﬁovko'prlv

is used for the sake of courtesy, as much as to say,
“I was just wishing while you were speaking to get
to hear the man," den Menschen, not den Mann. As
is done in the English, the statement is put into the
past although the reference is to the present. The
form is a compliment to the interesting story told by
Festus. The aorist (infant is ingressive: “get to hear.”
The present indicative would be too blunt: ,Boéxopac,
“I wish to hear.” See R. 885. 919, W. P. Festus
promptly accedes to the wish; he will arrange for
Agrippa to hear Paul on the very next day. It is difﬁcult to say whether from the beginning Festus planned
to induce Agrippa to make this request so as to be able
to stage the hearing that followed; or whether Agrip-

pa’s wish alone brought about the hearing. Divine
providence prepared this new great opportunity for
Paul to testify. Agrippa’s desire to hear den Menschen was most probably real. Paul’s fame and the
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Christian movement especially among the Jews were
surely known to the king and would arouse his interest. Beyond this the king’s desire did not go.
23) Accordingly, on the marrow, Agrippa and
Bernice having come with much pomp, and they
having

gone

into

the

audience

hall

with both

chiliarchs and men of prominence, and Festus
having given the order, there was brought in Paul.
This translation follows the Greek very closely in
order to show just what Luke conveys. There are
three genitive absolutes to express the subordinate
actions, and all the high personages ﬁgure only in these
actions, then follow the main action and the chief person, just two words and subject and predicate reversed,
this emphasizing both: “brought in was Paul.” This
sentence is a masterpiece in its description of the

scene. It depicts how the stage is gradually set, one
brilliant and impressive entrance is made after another, the king and his sister with their retinue come
in great pomp, then others (the subject is indeﬁnite),
visitors perhaps are also present to congratulate Festus
on his accession to the procuratorship, Festus, too, of
course, has not only his five chiliarchs in gala uniform
(ﬁve cohorts were stationed in Caesarea) but also the
men of highest prominence in the city —all these are

presented in their most pompous array and display.
What an assemblage! The great stage is set. Festus
gives the order. Then follow two simple words without a modiﬁer, which are in striking contrast with the

long preamble of genitive absolutes: 17x01, 5 name,
“there was brought in Paul."
For him, for this
humble apostle of Jesus Christ, for this lone, poor
prisoner, this magniﬁcent assembly of royalty, of rule,

of military rank, of highest civil prominence has been
arranged.
Thus do imperial and royal courts assemble in all their splendor, and when the grand climax
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arrives, the portals swing open, and the emperor or the
king enters.

Yes, all eyes were riveted on Paul. All had come
in grand attire in order to hear this man. Festus had
Set this stage for Paul. Such is the esteem which this
apostle commanded. When Ramsay thinks that Paul
was treated thus because he had much money at his
command, he is mistaken; for no millionaire prisoner
was such a stage ever set. What were Paul’s feelings
when he was ushered into this dxpomjpmv, the great
audience hall in the palace of Herod the Great that had
been built for just such assemblages as this?

If he

had had advance notice regarding this audience, he
surely did not expect such a magniﬁcent gathering.

We shall see that he measured up fully to the occasion
the Lord's providence here provided for him.
The greatest man present was Paul. The sacred
pages record the other names only because they tell
about Paul. He wore no insignia of rank but only
his ordinary tunic and robe, he was the one man in
common dress in glaring contrast with all the rest.
Regarding Agrippa and Bernice, Luke even mentions
“much pomp,” ¢amaza, display, which we take as a
reference to their dress as well as to their retinue.
Luke writes no articles with “chiliarchs" and “men,
etc.,” and thus stresses what they were: chiliarchs
came, men of prominence came, etc.

Kar’ €£oxv5v ap-

pears only here in the New Testament and in inscriptions of the ﬁrst century, yet it has become a standard
phrase which we still use in its original Greek just as
we employ the French par excellence. The article makes
the phrase an adjective (do not supply 050w with rote),
and c'éoxvi = a projection, an eminence.

These xara’.

phrases are stronger than mere genitives would be.
In the nature of the case Paul “was brought.” It
would not surprise us if the very centurion who had
him in charge conducted him into the hall and to the
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place assigned to him before this audience. In view
of 26 :29 we shall already here say that it is inconceivable to us that Paul was brought in wearing a chain
or chains which either fastened his wrist to a soldier
or fettered his wrists or ankles. It is inconceivable
that to this audience this Roman procurator should
present a Roman citizen and one who had never been
charged with violence, who had been pronounced not
guilty of death or bonds (23:29; 25:25; 26:31), who
had as a Roman appealed to the emperor— in chains.
When chains were used, Luke uses the proper word, as
in 21:33 and in 28:20. Were Luke and perhaps another friend or two of Paul's (27 :2) with him on this
occasion as his attendants? We wish we might be
positive; as it is, all we can say is that this is not unlikely. Festus would never think of displaying anything but fairness, yea, open generosity before this
assembly.
24) And Festus says:
King Agrippa and all
men present with us, you behold this one about
whom all the multitude of the Jews petitioned me
both in Jerusalem and here, shouting that he must
not live any longer. But I on my part understood
that he had committed nothing worthy of death.
Moreover,

he

himself

having

appealed

to

the

Augustus, I gave judgment to send him, concerning
whom I have no certain thing to write to my lord.
Wherefore I brought him before you and especially
before thee, King Agrippa, in order that, examination having taken place, I may 'get what I
shall write. For it seems unreasonable to me that,
sending a prisoner, l signify not also the complaints

against him.
It behooves Festus to open the proceedings, which
he does with this address. He had, no doubt, thought
it out carefully. It fully reveals the character of the
man. Although it is intended to be impressive and
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to justify the gathering of this assembly, it is weak
in its supposed strong point. Agrippa is to make due
dwixpum, “judical examination.” of Paul in order to aid
Festus in formulating proper “complaints" against
Paul. We have such a preliminary examination in
John 18 :33-38, but nothing even faintly like it here in
the case of Paul. Agrippa was not competent to examine; all he could do and did do was to let Paul speak
for himself.

One is surprised at the openness with which Festus
confesses the false and helpless position into which he
alone had maneuvered himself in this case. That
audience could not have thought highly of him on the
basis of his own address. On the other hand, what
he feels obliged to say about Paul, about the clamor
of the Jews for his death when he, the governor, found
no basis for that clamor, and the appeal to the
Augustus, which he, the governor, had to allow, made
Paul stand out before this audience. Here there was
a rather helpless and inefﬁcient governor and a most
unusual, interesting, and effective prisoner.
The address is simple and direct. The king is
named ﬁrst as the person who is being honored by
Festus through this occasion. Tofu-0v, used with reference to Paul, is not derogatory as this demonstrative
often is. The hyperbole, "all the multitude of the
Jews," unconsciously expresses the governor’s estimate
of Paul and is thus not mere exaggeration. Moreover.
Festus thought that the Jews generally were opposed
to Paul, and that the Sanhedrists represented their

view. The second aorist Mruxov, like the noun Evnvﬁs.
is here used in the technical sense. “petitioned me,”
plural since the subject is collective. Festus combines
the original petition which was presented in Jerusalem
(v. 8) and what followed “here” in Caesarea (v. 7)
into one, for the shouting was done “here." The inﬁnitive My expresses the demand of the Jews that Paul
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must no longer go on living (gay, present, durative).
All eyes must have turned toward Paul.

30 this was

the one for whose death “the multitude of the Jews"
clamored! A Latin and a Syriac version, especially
the latter, expand the address considerably.
25) The pride of the Roman judge now asserts
itself in the emphatic e‘yu’. and in the statement that
Festus was not swept away by this petitiOn and this
clamor of the Jews but as a judge of great insight
“grasped" that Paul had committed (perfect inﬁnitive
which is retained from the direct form of the thought)
nothing worthy of death. Festus is honest regarding
this vital point —— credit to him for that. But why
had he as a just Roman judge then not acquitted this
innocent man? Why is it that Paul had to appeal to
the Augustus (v. 21), and that Festus “gave judgmen ” (“determined” in our versions is incorrect — it
was a judicial act) to send him (present tense, the
sending had not yet occurred)? What was amiss we
know from v. 9; Festus passes over it in silence. In
private, alone with Agrippa (v. 20, 21) , he told at least
what he had done although he hid the real motive.
This he presents to the assembly: the Jewish
clamor for Paul’s death — his own conviction of Paul’s
innocence—the appeal of Paul to Caesar which was
duly allowed.
26) Now comes the difﬁculty. When a Roman
who had appealed his case was sent to the emperor,
literae dimissonhe had to accompany the prisoner,
which presented the atrial or “complaints” lodged
against him (v. 27) . Festus confesses that he has “no
certain thing” to write to Caesar. To obtain what he
lacks, he says, he has brought Paul before this company, in particular before Agrippa, M is again to be
understood (23:30 and repeatedly) in this sense.
Festus expects the king to conduct an avatxpms, to

develop “what I shall write.” '1’: is the interrogative in
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an indirect question and not the indeﬁnite 11, “somewhat” (our versions); and ypu’lpm may be either the
subjunctive, “may write,” or the future indicative,
“shall write,” for in the direct question either may be

used (R. 875).
We note how Festus makes the difﬁculty appear,
and what his difﬁculty really was. Agrippa had been
assigned a task he could not accomplish; in 26:31, 32
we see that Festus was eventually left just where he
had put himself in the ﬁrst place by seeking to acquire
the favor of the Jews (v. 9). Festus makes it appear
that without further ado Paul appealed to Caesar when
he (Festus) regarded him as innocent of a capital
crime.
He makes it appear that he was about to
acquit Paul when Paul impeded all further action by
voicing his appeal (see 26:32). Even then the fault
remains that Festus “gave judgment to send him" (v.
25), accepted and allowed the appeal. He should have
denied this appeal, promptly answered it by complete
acquittal, and thus removed all grounds for appeal.
But no, angered by Paul’s manly language and prompt
appeal to Caesar, he had accepted that appeal in a
foolish, sententious manner. So he had cast his own

fat into the ﬁre.
The truth was even worse. Festus knew in detail
what the Jewish accusations really were. that they

were not crimes but matters of faith (v. 18, 19) , things
that did not belong before a Roman court. When this
had been made clear at the trial, and when Festus then
sought to gain Jewish favor and proposed to send Paul
to Jerusalem for further trial (v. 9), Paul appealed to
Caesar. Add these real facts, and the full difficulty
of Festus becomes clear. He dared not write the true
facts to the emperor, that he had driven Paul to appeal,
and that in a temper he had accepted that appeal.

He

dared not confess his own injustice.
Now he was
helpless, without imagination enough to lie his way
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out of the tangle in some at least plausible manner.
Those Jewish “complaints” were unﬁt to send to Nero;
his own conviction of Paul’s innocence he dared not
write, for Nero would at once demand to know why
justice had not been done by Festus in accord with that
conviction, why this procurator troubled him with an
appeal that the prisoner should never have needed to
make.
Festus calls Nero,“my lord." Octavius and Ti.

berius had refused the title Kﬁpros as being too much
like res and like the master of slaves. The other
emperors accepted it, Nero among them; Antonius
Pius even put it on his coins. This title Ktpw: played
a great role in these times. Read Deissmann, Light
from the Ancient East, 353-361. Kyrios, “Son of
God,” and the adjective “divine” were applied to the
emperors when deifying them just as Kopm was applied to pagan gods. Many Christians became martyrs
for refusing to utter this deifying title in worship of
the emperor. “In the case of Polycarp, at Smyrna in
the year 155 it was a question of the ‘lord'-formula.
What is the harm of saying ‘lord Caesar’? the Irenarch
Herod and his father Nicetes asked the saint seductively." Polycarp refused and died. Another, Speratus of Scili in Numidia, replied: “I know of no

imperium of this world, . . . I know my lord, the King
of kings, and Emperor of all nations."
27) “Unreasonable" indeed, or, as we may translate, “contrary to reason," it would be to send a prisoner to Caesar and not to signify the “complaints”
or charges on the basis of which he is sent. That
sums up the difﬁculty of Festus who had no adequate
presentation of the case which he could forward without confessing his own guilt, and then he would have
no case to present. The accusative «(puma is the sub-

ject of the inﬁnitive amuiwu with p: understood.

CHAPTER XXVI
PAUL’S ADDRESS BEFORE AGRIPPA

1) Festus spoke about an (iva'xpuns', a judicial examination of one accused (25 :26). How he thought
Agrippa Should conduct such a probe we, of course, do
not know, nor what new material he hoped to gain from
such an examination for his report to Caesar. Paul
had always been free and open. Pilate gave Jesus a
judicial examination, cf., John 18 :33-38; Agrippa attempts no such questioning.

He knew the whole case

only at second hand, had not himself heard the accusers
nor any witnesses, was in no position to do at this' date
and before this magniﬁcent audience what belonged in

the courtroom in the presence of the accusers and what
Festus should have done so thoroughly as to require no
re-doing.
We must note that all the present proceedings with
regard to Paul are exceptional in the highest degree.
Paul is now not on trial.

All proceedings relative to a

trial were automatically stopped the moment Paul’s
appeal to the emperor was accepted by Festus; any
further trial must be held in the emperor’s court. The
appeal, once accepted, could not be withdrawn. That
would, indeed, seem to have been one way out of the
governor’s trouble, namely to exchange a retraction of
the appeal for acquittal and safe release. Aside from
a legal possibility of this kind, the procurator’s Roman
pride closed that avenue, for it would have been an
open confession of fault on his part, and thus in v. 32
we see that such a course is not contemplated. After
Festus drove Paul to appeal so that he had to accept
that appeal, he had to go through with the appeal.
(1019)
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What, then, could Agrippa do when Festus turned
Paul over to him for an dvdxptats before this grand
assembly in the display hall of the palace (see 25:23)?
He did about the only thing he could do.
Now
Agrippa said to Paul, It is permitted to thee to
speak in thy own behalf.
The king asks Paul to present his own case, and the
durative inﬁnitive bids him do so at length. This permission did not exclude questioning, and questioning
might have followed if Paul had created a suspicion
that he was hiding something. Paul, however, had
nothing to hide and presented his case so that no room
was left for even a single question. Thus no judicial
examination could even be started unless we call Paul’s
address itself such an examination.
Then Paul by stretching forth his hand began to
make his defense.

Paul would have been within his legal rights if he
had refused to present his case. This was not a court,
not a trial; Agrippa had no jurisdiction over him; his
appeal placed him into the emperor’s court alone. Paul
is aware of all this, fully aware of it. Yet he makes his
defense at the request of Agrippa; but its climax shows
that he has a far higher object than merely proving
his own innocence of any crime. That had to be included as being basic for his real object, the presentation of the gospel to Agrippa and to all his hearers.
Paul converted this great hall into a church and
acted as the preacher.

He made this entire assembly,

which had come here in pomp and display in order to
enjoy a novel spectacle, something of which it had not
at all thought, namely hearers of the gospel of Jesus
Christ. God had created this golden opportunity for
his chosen apostle “to bear Jesus’ name before the Gen-

tiles and kings” (9:15), and he embraced this opportunity to the full. The fact of his being a prisoner
made the opportunity only more dramatic and im-

Acts 26 :1

1021

pressed his testimony more deeply. The Lord does this
sort of thing with sinners, even with the mightiest.
When they least expect it, he confronts them with the
gospel in order to save them. Here the Lord employs
a pagan to provide a church, to bring all these sinners

together, to fetch a preacher, to introduce him most
effectively, and then himself to sit down to listen with
the rest. Alas, neither Festus nor Agrippa spoke as
Cornelius had spoken to Peter here in Caesarea:
“Now, therefore, are we all here present before God
to hear all things that are commanded thee of God”
(9 :33).
The imperfect is inchoative, “began to make his defense.” To stretch out the hand is not the same as
motioning with the hand (12:17; 13:16). The latter

is done in order to obtain silence, the former is a natural oratorical raising of the hand in a gesture toward
the king whom Paul addresses. This shows perfect
ease and mastery, digniﬁed and appropriate bearing.
With a respectful inclination of the head and a sweep
of the hand this master-speaker acknowledges and accepts the king’s permission and does, indeed, speak,
but also in that king's behalf. A number of interpreters say that Paul’s hand was chained to a soldier who
stood guard beside him; we regard that view untenable
(see 25:23, last paragraph). It seems that the fright
of the chiliarch mentioned in 22:29, which was caused
by having bound Paul with chains (22:25) and the
present status of the apostle, this gala assembly, and
other decisive considerations are overlooked.

Paul’s address is simple, lucid, straight to the point.
Dramatically it rises to its climax (v. 21-23) . The best
way to feel its power and to understand how it gripped
the pagan Festus and made him exclaim aloud (v. 24)
although Agrippa alone was addressed, is to read Paul's
words aloud while imagining oneself to be in his plaée

before that audience.

The theme of the address is
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stated in its opening phrase: mp: wévruw u'w iyxuoﬁpu tab
'stac’wv, “Concerning all things of which I am being
accused by Jews." After the introduction (v. 2, 3)
there follow ﬁve sections of biographical material in
elaboration of the reason that Paul is being accused
for believing in the cruciﬁed Christ, the Light unto the
people (Israel) and to the Gentiles. The story begins
with
1) The ardent young Pharisee who believes in
Israel's great hope of the resurrection and is now accused by Jews for that very hope (v. 4-8). It proceeds
by presenting this Pharisee as
2) The violent persecutor of all the saints who
believed in the name of Jesus (v. 9-11), who then, in
the full swing of his persecution, is made
3) A minister and witness of the gloriﬁed Jesus,
who is sent, under his protection, especially to the
Gentiles (v. 12-18) and for this reason
4) Almost killed by Jews when he is caught in the
Temple (v. 19-21) and yet is
5) A constant witness to this day of the old prophecies that have now been fulﬁlled in the suffering
and the risen Christ (v. 22, 23) .
The address is most compact. From start to ﬁnish
it presents just what drives Jews (note: not the Jews)
to accuse and to seek to kill Paul. It omits every side
issue and all points that are immaterial to the main
issue. Failure to understand this has produced the
discussion in regard to agreement with Luke’s narration in 9:1, etc., and Paul’s other address in 22:1, etc.

The biographical data are made to focus in the hope of
the resurrection which was held by Israel, which hope
was realized in Jesus who is the Christ.
Paul took the cue from Festus instantly: “especially
before thee, king Agrippa,” and addressed Agrippa
alone. But Paul did not thereby ignore Festus as
though he were through with him or disregarded the
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rest of the audience. The reverse is true. By addressing the king alone every ear was made the keener to
catch what the king was supposed to be especially able
to understand. This gained for Paul even more than
many a speaker tries to secure by centering his attention on one auditor alone. The fact that Paul gripped
every person present is clearly evidenced by the circumstance that it was Festus who cried out at last (v.
24) although Paul was not addressing him. Being the
procurator, he could interrupt Paul, others in the assembly had to restrain themselves. But into the ears
of every Gentile present sank most deeply every signiﬁcant statement Paul made about Jesus and the Gentiles
(v. 17, 18, 20, 23). And every Jew present was struck

by what Paul said about the hope of the promise made
to the fathers by God about the twelve tribes serving
God night and day in that hope (v. 6, 7), about the
prophets and Moses (v. 22), and about this Jesus of
Nazareth realizing the ancient hope by his resurrection
to glory as “the Christ" (v. 23) . Today we must struggle to feel the tremendous impact upon all that was
made by almost every, statement of this living address.
It presented the full sweep of the gospel in the life of
its greatest witness who glowed with its power as few
have ever glowed.
Add the living voice, the ring of ,profoundest conviction, the truth instinctively felt as truth. Where
had these personages ever heard such a voice and such
truth before? Paul was witnessing in supreme fashion
(v. 22, 23) on repentance, forgiveness, the inheritance
of heaven, the works meet for repentance (v. 18, 20),
for Jew and Gentile alike in the risen Christ. It was
personal, straight to the soul, the more effective for
being only biographical. Then came the dramatic end:
the cry of Festus and Paul's telling answer, the question to Agrippa, his answer, and Paul's reply. Paul
was reaching home. Who had anticipated anything
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like this from one who was nothing but a Jewish prisoner? Dignitarias in ranks, a procurator, a king —
and a prisoner! And this prisoner dominated them all.
When one now enters upon the details of the address, their variety and the discussion of them must
not dim the power that ﬂoods through them and reveals
the Lord's chosen witness at the height of his work.
What he said at his two trials in Rome where he was
acquitted in the one and sent to the axman’s block in
the other, is not reported to us. Did he face Nero himself? To what height did his testimony then rise? The
record left us does not extend that far.
2) Concerning all things of which I am being
accused by Jews, King Agrippa, I consider myself
happy as being about to make defense before thee
today, especially thou being an expert regarding
all both the customs and questions among Jews.
Wherefore I beg, patiently to hear me.
In the very ﬁrst phrase Paul strikes squarely the
subject about which Festus was in difﬁculty; Paul will
speak about all the Jewish accusations and evade none.
On 5v see 24 :8, 13. Note the absence of the article: “by
Jews"; this absence is repeated. Jews they were, these
Sadducees, not “the Jews," not even representative
Jews. When comparing Paul’s opening words with
those of Tertullus in 24:2-4, we at once see the great
difference. The latter are open and insincere ﬂattery,
the former register a pertinent and a valuable fact.
Agrippa had had the control of the Temple plus the
appointment of the high priests by gift from Caesar,
was himself a Jew as far as religion was concerned, and
thus knew both the customs and the questions of the
Jews. Paul says he is glad to present his case before
a man possessed of this information. He certainly
was. It wasfar diiferent from dealing with a pagan
like Felix to whom all these Jewish matters were new,
strange, perhaps incomprehensible.
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A few verbs have the perfect in the present sense.

Such a verb is ﬁyqpas, “I consider." When it is used, as
here, with the reﬂexive pronoun “myself," the force of
the middle voice in the verb itself is probably largely
lost, R. 690. As in 23 :80, c'm' is again to be taken in the
senseof “before.”
3) We construe mums with «in. Most interesting

is 79:50qu time in, which ED. 137, 3 calls “a constructionless accusative,” which is a meaningless term, and
R. 1130, with similar hesitancy, calls it “a possible
accusative absolute,” although it is practically the only
one occurring in the New Testament. Some texts insert bnarépms, “knowing thee as being an expert,"
which, however, fails to explain the other texts. Why
hesitate in regard to this lone appearance of an accus-

ative absolute: “thou being an expert,” yvu'mryv with the
objectiVe genitiVe, “one who knows all the Jewish customs and questions”? Ka'ra'. is stronger than a mere
genitive would be: "among (throughout) Jews" -—
again no article. Agrippa knew all the Jewish customs
or practices, likewise all the questions which divided
the Jews into parties such as the Pharisees, Sadducees,

Herodians. Paul implies that the more a man knoWs
about these matters, the more easily he will see how
innocent Paul is of any crime or fault regarding Jews.
Paul intends to present his entire case and thus begs
Agrippa to hear him (aorist to indicate complete hearing) patiently. Paul begins with perfect calmness and
dignity. We have already stated why he addressed the
king alone. One sentence sufﬁces for the introduction.
It stated Very much the right thing in the right way

both for the king and for the audience.
4, 5) First the ardent young Pharisee. With the
neat transitional pip oﬁv Paul presents this period of his
life.
Now my manner of life from youth up, as

spent from the beginning in my nation and in Jerusalem. know all Jews having knowledge of me from
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the ﬁrst, if they be willing to testify, that according to the strictest sect of our worship I lived a
Pharisee. And now on hope of the promise made
to our fathers I stand as being judged — unto which
our twelve tribes, with intentness serving God night
and day, hope to attain—concerning which hope
I am being accused by Jews, 0 king!
Why is
it judged incredible with you if God raises the
dead? Paul’s life in its earlier period was like an
open book to all Jews who knew him at the time, and
we know that these were many, including the whole
Sanhedrin of those years.
In only tw0 other places do we ﬁnd the word mum,
“manner of life,” Lebensweise; and it: designates the

starting point.

“In my nation” is general; “also in

Jerusalem” speciﬁes the Jewish capital in particular. It
was necessary to specify Jerusalem, for here Paul was

educated (22:3), and here he rose to his height as a
Pharisee. We must construe together: “all Jews formerly knowing me from the ﬁrst,” and thus need no
article, “all the Jews”; and foam is the literary Attic

form for the vernacular oi8am. The condition of expectancy: “if they be willing to testify,” assumes such
willingness, and the (in clause states what their testimony would be: “that according to the strictest sect of

our worship I lived a Pharisee,” the predicative “Pharisee” being placed last for the sake of emphasis. 0n
“sect” see 5 :17.

@p'qcxcia is the cultus exterior, and a apﬁoxos is one
who is diligent in all cultus acts. This word is eminently in place because Pharisees were most scrupulous

in regard to outward religious Observances (Matt.
23:14, etc.). In v. 7 Paul uses Aafpalw, to serve God
with sacriﬁce, a service that was obligatory for all.

Paul rightly calls the Pharisees “the strictest sect”
(one of the three superlatives in the New Testament

that end in -‘ra.ros) ; they were, indeed, most exacting in
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their formalism. Paul includes this as well as their
work-righteousness and spurious holiness when he here
says that he lived as a Pharisee.

6) Here, however, the point to be noted is that the
Pharisees ever held fast to and defended most strenuously the hope of the promise of the resurrection
against the small though powerful sect of the Sadducees (23:8). In regard to this doctrine Paul was as
much as ever a strenuous Pharisee.

He is becoming

dramatic. Every Jew who knew him in his early years
will testify that he was a genuine Pharisee. “And
now” he is being judged on the ground (e‘m’) of his hoping for the fulﬁllment of the promise made to the
fathers by God! What a contradictory situation! Paul
as yet purposely withholds the substance of this hope
and promise, namely the resurrection of the dead. It
is assumed that Agrippa the Jew at once understands.
Others will understand in a moment. "On hope” =
for hoping, for having such a hope ; and “of the promise"
is the objective genitive, hope of the promise being hope
in its fulﬁllment.
“God” himself, the God in whom Agrippa believes,
the great God of Israel to whom all Jews bow in distinction from all pagans, made this glorious promise,
made it “to the fathers," whom all Jews are proud to
acknowledge as their fathers. The Scriptures are not
mentioned but only the great fact which they report, this
glorious, this supreme promise. When Paul lived as a
Pharisee here in Jerusalem, no Jew ever dreamed of
bringing him to judgment before a court, Jewish or
pagan, for hoping in this promise; but now — here he
stands, accused and being judged, and before a pagan
judge (Festus) to whom this hope and this premise
mean nothing!
7) Two relative clauses follow; but in order to get
their force we must remember that in the Greek relatives such as these have demonstrative force. Thus.
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“unto which" = “unto which very promise (i. e., its
fulﬁllment) the twelve tribes, with intentness serving
God night and day, hope to arrive.” This accusation
against Paul is one that charges criminality against the
Swazxdqsmv of Israel itself. This substantivized adjective = dos Zwoelfstaemmegeschlecht, the twelve-tribebody.
_
It is unwarranted to say that Paul “had no knowledge of the ‘lost ten tribes’.” He certainly knew the
history of the ten tribes which constituted the northern
kingdom called Israel. Their deportation left some
few behind, who, mixed with Gentiles, became the
Samaritans, the enemies of the Jews. Some eventually
returned from exile but were amalgamated with the
Jews (Judah and Benjamin). Many remained in the
foreign land and became mixed with the Jews of the
Babylonian captivity in the so-called Dispersion. But
the bulk of the ten tribes was really “lost." They were
idolatrous in their own northern kingdom and were
absorbed in foreign paganism so that all trace of them
disappeared. Smith, Bible Dictionary 1, 387, and other
accounts. Paul uses 8w3¢xd¢von with reference to the
Jews in general who are found in the world as still
representing the original twelve tribes. James 1:1 addresses “the twelve tribes" and has in mind all Jews
who had been converted to Christianity in the Diaspora. Thus they were still more reduced in number
and yet were the representatives of the original twelve
tribes.
The neuter present participle Aarpcﬁov modiﬁes dutscxd¢w\ov and is modal: this body of the twelve tribes
hopes to attain the promise, i. e., its fulﬁllment, “by
serving with intentness night and day," by rendering
that service to God which is obligatory upon all. 'Emm’a is a stretched-out, straining effort like that of a runner making for his goal. “Night and day” (the same
order of words found in 20:31) is the usual form for
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our “day and night.” The verb “hopes” is vital in the
statement by resuming the noun “hope"; on hope Paul
is being judged, and the twelve-tribe-body ever hopes
with the same hope.
Clinching this contrast and bringing out the monstrosity involved, Paul repeats the noun hope and again
uses a relative with demonstrative force: “concerning
which hope," i. e., “concerning this very hope I am
being accused by Jews, 0 king!” The thing is almost
incredible although, alas, true. Think of it. “Jews”
are accusing one of their own race for holding to the
hope that has ever lifted their nation above paganism!
Again “Jews,” minus the article, and here especially we
feel that Paul has in mind “people who call themselves
Jews but are not real Jews at all”—Jews, renegades
to the great hope of Judaism. The simple Greek vocative is best rendered “0 king."
8) From the address, “king,” Paul turns to the
assembly in general with a dramatic rhetorical question. Whereas he has thus far spoken of “hope" and
“the promise made by God” he now mentions the substance of that promise and that hope. “Why is it
judged incredible with you if God raises the dead 7" In
spite of the marked singular vocative “king” and the
equally marked plural “with you," it has been supposed
that the king is included in this plural “you." No;
Agrippa was not a Sadducee, especially not with reference to this doctrine. This does not imply that he
was a Pharisee. He was a Jew like the mass of the
people were, an adherent of no particular party and
thus, like this mass, a believer in the resurrection, the
hope of all Israel, excluding only the small sect of the

Sadducees. Paul’s entire address to the king, notably
also its climax (v. 27-29), is not an effort to convince
a Sadducee of the resurrection but a joyful testimony
to a Jewish believer in the resurrection of Paul’s own

faith in that hope as realized especially in Jesus, the
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risen Christ. Thus understood, all is clear and convincing, otherwise all would be out of line.
We have shown why Paul makes his address to
Agrippa, but the whole audience is before him. It is
largely pagan, and therefore this Jewish hope in the
resurrection was “incredible.” Like Jesus (Matt. '
22:23-33), Paul would have met a Sadducee with the
Scriptures. These pagans he meets with the one word
“God,” the God who is God. With one crushing blow
he strikes their incredulity and ignorance. The question comes like a flash. Its answer is as plain as day.
It is not only credible that God should raise the dead,
it is wholly incredible that he should not — if, indeed,
he is God and not merely one of the pagan gods. Paul
wisely uses a question and thereby throws the burden

of answering wholly upon his hearers.
undoubtedly struck home.

That question

It was simplicity itself and

could not easily be thrown off. It staggered the pagan
mind with a thought it had never seriously entertained.
Agrippa was a Jew and as such believed in the resurrection, and before these pagans Paul was bringing
out this faith as one that was shared by the Jewish
king. This question was thus an impenetrable shield
that was suddenly raised by Paul in order to cover also
the king before these pagans. Incredible —- no, this
king is believing nothing incredible by holding to
Israel’s supreme hope!
The condition, :1 with the indicative, is one of reality: “if God raises the dead,” and assumes that he in-

deed does. This :2 is not 371., nor is it to be taken in the
sense of an (declarative), R. 1024. While either could
be used, the one is different from the other; we make
the same difference in thought between an assumption

and a mere fact as such. The present tense “raises the
dead" makes the condition general, he raises them at

any time as his will may determine. Paul includes
every resurrection, those reported in the Old Tests.
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ment, those in the New — had he not himself broughtEutychus back to life (20 :10, etc.) ?—-in particular
the resurrection of Jesus to glory and the resurrection
at the end of the world. The absence of the article with.
Wkpolie draws attention to the quality of the noun:
“dead,” such as are dead.
In this ﬁrst part of the address Paul shows that the
basic issue in his accusations is the great hope of Israel
in God’s promise of the resurrection. All these accusations fall in a heap the moment this issue becomes
clear.
9) In the second part of the address Paul presents his career as the violent persecutor of all that
was marked by the name of Jesus of Nazareth.
Although he was a Pharisee and believed in the resurrection he acted just like those who are now thirsting for his blood. Note that ply oirv marks the second
part as it does the ﬁrst (v. 4), both are only transitional, “now," not “verily” (our versions).
Now I myself (emphatic £76) thought for myself
that I had to commit many hostile things against the
name of Jesus, the Nazarene; which also I did in
Jerusalem. And I myself hoth shut up many of the
saints in prisons, having received the authority from
the high priests, and when they were being made
away with, I gave my vote. And throughout all
the synagogues, by often punishing them, I was
forcing them to hlaspheme; and being exceedingly
enraged against them, I was pursuing them to even
the outside cities. This account of Paul’s evil
activities is fuller than the statements found in 9:1
and 22 :4, 5.
Paul takes the entire blame for this mad persecu-

tion of the Christians upon himself:

“I myself

thought for myself,” etc., (personal construction of
this verb). Adv, expressing any type of necessity,
here denotes that of personal conviction; it is the
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inﬁnitive in indirect discourse. At this point Paul
introduces “the name of Jesus” and calls him “the
Nazarene" just as Peter did in 2:22; see also 3:6;
4:10. Agrippa at once understands, the rest of the
audience also. At once also that name reveals as in
a ﬂash what Paul aimed at when he spoke of the
promise, the hope, and God raising the dead, namely
this that God raised up Jesus as the Messiah. Not

until he reaches the end (v. 23) is this stated outright; here, in the second section of the address, it is
Paul’s opposition to this Jesus that is sketched.
0n the lips of Paul, even in a connection such as
this, “the name” means “the revelation" (see 2:21,
and all the other passages that have this signiﬁcant
5mm). Paul says that his overpowering conviction
was that this NAME and all it embraced and conveyed must be abolished root and branch: “it was
necessary to commit many hostile things against the
name," etc.
10) This very thing, too, he did (the relative with

the same force it has in v. 7) ﬁrst in Jerusalem and
then also in the outside cities (v. 11). With the emphatic 67.5 he again assumes the full responsibility. It
was he who, having received “the (i. e., necessary) authority from the high priests,” locked up many of the
saints in prisons. By calling them "saints” Paul confesses his great guilt; Luke uses this term in 9:13 and
elsewhere. Now follows the worst part: “they being
made away with,” the present participle being iterative to indicate the frequent trials, “I cast my vote,”
1. e., afﬁrmatively, an idiomatic expression in the Greek
(see the similar terms in 1:26; 19:19). 'Avmpe’m, “to
make away with,” is the signiﬁcant verb which is used
so often with reference to Jesus beginning with 2:23,
then also with reference to the attempts against Paul
himself. Paul voted for the death of many Christians.
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Stephen's martyrdom was followed by others. We see
no way of mitigating this fact although attempts to do
so have been made. See the remarks on 9 :1. How the
Sanhedrin managed the executions and obtained the
procurator’s assent we are unable to say.

Is na'nfn'yxa 5054'” to be understood literally?

The

ancient Greeks voted with pebbles, white ones for acquittal, black ones for conviction. The Writer has seen
this method of voting employed even at the present
time: a box attached to a long handle, had a drawer
containing white and black marbles, each voter picked
out one and dropped it through a hole in the top of the
box, the marbles used for voting falling into an upper
drawer. The verb “to blackball” is derived from this
way of voting.
The main point, however, concerns the question as
to how Paul came to have a vote in these trials, and
whether he voted by actually casting a pebble or not.

Was he himself a sanhedrist? And since this body was
composed of married men, was he at that time married
and later became a widower? We can be certain of the
main fact expressed in these questions, namely that
Paul never belonged to the Sanhedrin as one of its
members. The record shows so many contacts of Paul

with the Sanhedrin that, if he had been one of the members, that fact would undoubtedly have been stated. It
Would have been too pertinent to have been passed over
in silence in 7 :58-8 :3 ; 9 :1, etc.; 22 :3-5, and elsewhere.
This lone remark about Paul’s voting is too slender a
support to suﬂice as a basis for so great a fact. With
that falls the thought of his marriage.
The one thing we do not know is the capacity in
which Paul voted. One way out of the difﬁculty is to
regard this voting as ﬁgurative, as consenting heartily
to the death of these saints; but we see no reason for

this peculiar ﬁgure and prefer to predicate a real vote.
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Was Paul, perhaps, empowered to vote as the accredited
agent of the Sanhedrin, the agent who had apprehended
these as being the most guilty persons?

11) As the next greatest crime Paul mentions the
fact that throughout all the synagogues of Jerusalem
he often forced the saints to blaspheme, and when they
ﬂed, he pursued them even to outside cities. The point
to be decided is whether the imperfect ﬁmiyxaCW is conative (R., W. P.) : “tried to force,” i. e., without succeeding, or whether the tense is iterative: forced again
and again. The fact that Paul has already said that he
brought many to death is adduced in support of the
former idea, those who remained ﬁrm were executed;
those who yielded, blasphemed. Other considerations
point in the same direction. We have two parallel imperfects; ﬁydyxagov and ési’wxov, and it is natural to understand them in the same way. But the latter cannot
be conative: “‘tried to pursue,” for Paul did this very
thing. Now it is possible to regard one imperfect as
conative and the other as iterative, but such a construction would be very odd. The adverb: “by often

punishing them I was forcing,” etc., certainly agrees
only with the iterative sense. Finally, we have iteration in the preceding: “when they were being made
away with," and it is most natural to continue this in
connection with the next—mentioned atrocities.
As much as we should like to believe that no saint
of that time denied the faith, we fear that a good many
did. Paul uses the inﬁnitive “to blaspheme" (also iterative present tense), namely to revile Jesus as not being
the Christ. This verb is spoken from Paul’s present
standpoint. He now sees that he forced these poor
Christians to utter what was really blasphemy. The
fact that Paul went to outside cities before he attempted
his journey to Damascus is stated only here; but it is
natural to think that he would not at once leap from
Jerusalem to Damascus. It is easy to see Paul’s reason
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for so fully stating his rage against the Name of Jesus:
Agrippa is to understand that Paul was even more
bloodthirsty against this Name than his accusers now
are. They are persecuting him and him alone; Paul
was wiping out all the Christians near and far away.
But let us not lose the connection: the promise of God,
the hope of the fathers and of the twelve tribes centers
and culminates in Jesus, in his glorious resurrection.
This is the inner connection, and Paul now continues
with this.
12) In his third part Paul states how this Jesus
met and checked him in the midst of his bloody career,
yea, turned him into a minister and Mtness of this
Jesus. Even now Paul does not mention Christ’s
resurrection —he does not need to do so. That and
the glorious enthronement stand out by themselves.

Agrippa is to tell himself a few things as Paul
proceeds. Before him stands the ﬁercest enemy Jesus
had ever had, this enemy converted into the most
fervent apostle— a miraculous transformation that is
unaccountable save for what Paul now tells.
In connection with which things, while journeying to Damascus with authority and commission of
the high priests, at midday along the road 1 saw,
0 king, a light that shone from heaven beyond the
brilliance of the sun around me and those journeying with me.
And, we all having fallen to the
ground, I heard a voice saying to me in the Hebrew

language, Saul, Saul, why art thou persecuting me?
Hard for thee to be kicking against goads! And I
said, Who art thou, Lord? And the Lord said, I, I
am Jesus, whom thou art persecutingl
'Ev ols is neither “whereupon" (our versions) nor
"on this errand" (R. V. margin) but “in connection
with which matters," the relative is again used as in

v. 7 and 10: “in connection with the very things just
stated,” especially Paul’s ravaging the outside cities.
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We need not repeat what has been said in 9:2-5, and
22:5, etc. The double: “authority and commission”
emphasizes this point; the expedition was to execute a
task that had been ofﬁcially “turned over” to Paul.
13) The fact that the light appeared “at midday”
is told also in 22:6. When the Syrian sun which is
always intense was- at its zenith and its maximum intensity, this miraculous light which was beyond the
sun’s brilliance suddenly ﬂooded Paul and his companions. Note the dramatic vocative, “0 king!” at
this point.
It happened years ago but is as vivid
to Paul as it was at the time when the miracle
occurred.
14) The fact that “all” fell prostrate when the
superearthly light enveloped them is reported only
here. As regards dxouiw with the accusative (here; 9 :4;
22:9) and again with the genitive (9 :7; 22 :7), the explanation that at times no difference is intended, is
questionable. The genitive connotes the person speaking, the accusative the thing spoken. Examine these
ﬁve passages from this angle. Paul is speaking in the
presence of Romans and of Greeks and thus mentions
that what he heard spoken (accusative «#0)th Ae’youaav)
was by way of the Hebrew (meaning Aramaic) language (not “dialect,” see 2:6), which explains “Saul,
Saul" as the name applied to him who now went by the
name of Paul. The words: “Hard for thee to be kicking against goads!” belong only in Paul's present narration; copyists interpolated them in 9:5 (A. V.). The
statement is proverbial and has been traced in Greek
poetry and Greek prose through ﬁve centuries B. C. and
four A. D. A goad, a sharp stick, was used to prod
oxen to a more rapid pace; feeling its prod, they might
kick back and thereby only wound themselves more
severely, and axaqpév is to be understood in this sense.
This saying is not found in Jewish literature.
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Since Jesus spoke to Paul in Aramaic, the question
arises whether Paul gave only the sense of the Aramaic, or whether Jesus spoke these very words in
Aramaic. The former seems to be correct. But this
does not imply that in some other Scripture passages
which have the word xe’wpov or “sting" we may ﬁnd the
original Aramaic expression employed here by Jesus.
We cannot substitute the sting of a scorpion for the
goads prodding oxen (I Cor. 15:55. 56; Hos. 13:14;
Rev. 9:10). A sting that kills and against which no
one kicks his heel is far from a goad that pricks and,
when kicked against, hurts only the more.
Figurative language often becomes lucid when its
connection with the literal is noted. That is the case
here. “Why persecutest thou me ?" and the repetition,
“whom thou persecutest,” were the goads of the law
that were driven into the conscience of Saul. See 9 :5:

the force of the question aimed at contrition.

Paul

might in anger kick against these goads. They would
strike more deeply, affect him the more painfully. The
statement was thus a call to contrition by yielding to
the blows of the law. We ﬁnd no thought here which
intimates that the Lord’s will is irresistible. We likewise decline to extend the reference to the entire future
life of Paul, especially to its providential leadings. This
word refers only to the sharp, penetrating question of
Jesus, this stab of the law into Saul's tough conscience.
15) Paul's question and the Lord’s answer are
reported exactly as they are recorded in 9 :5.
16) Then, instead of narrating the rest in historical form as Luke does in 9:16, etc, Paul adds only
a summary of all that the Lord communicated to him
regarding the apostleship to which 'he had been chosen.
For this is the point Paul intends to impress: he, the
worst persecutor, is made a minister and witness by

the Lord’s own gracious act.

To tell all about Ana.-
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nias whom the Lord used as his instrument in dealing
with Paul would only complicate the narrative and
blur the chief point Paul is impressing by bringing
in unessential details.

So also in retelling what the

Lord communicated to him Paul uses language that
is largely his own, a wording that conveys fully and
precisely to this audience what the Lord said and had
in mind.
But arise and stand upon thy feet. For this did
I appear to thee to appoint the for myself as a
helper and a witness both of the things thou didst
see and of the things I will let thee see, delivering
thee from the people and from the Gentiles to whom

I myself am commissioning thee, to open their eyes
in order to turn them from darkness to light and
from the authority of Satan to God in order that they
receive remission of. sins and a lot among those that
have been sanctiﬁed by faith in me.
'AMd breaks off and turns to something else, see
9:5.
The command to arise is intensiﬁed by the
order to stand on the feet. That is all that Paul could
do; he was blind and could not walk without being led.
All this Paul omits in order to center attention completely upon what the Lord communicated to him
through Ananias.
This communication is introduced by 7d,), which is

merely explanatory in many instances. Here it explains that Paul is to get up on his feet and to move
on in order to receive these communications which
are at once stated: “I appeared unto thee” states
directly that Paul saw Jesus in the superearthly light.
To Agrippa and to all who knew how Jesus had been

cruciﬁed this simple statement conveyed volumes, following, as it did. v. 6-8 regarding Israel's hope of the

promise of the resurrection. As the risen. ascended,
gloriﬁed Christ he appeared to this persecutor Paul.
That shattered every denial of his resurrection, no mat-
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ter by whom it was made, every denial of his Messiahship, no matter by whom it was‘made.

The middle inﬁnitive denotes purpose: “to appoint
thee for myself as a helper and a witness,” etc. On
the verb see 3:20, where it is used with reference to
Jesus as being one appointed. The predicate nouns
make clear what Paul was to be. A hyping is an “underling"; the Levite Temple police were called “underlings,” and when Mark accompanied Paul and Barnabas on their ﬁrst missionary tour he was their “helper”

or “attendant," their I‘m-qpe’m. Thus Paul was to be
subject to the Lord’s orders and do what the Lord blcl
him.
At the same time he was to be the Lord’s “witness."
one who is qualiﬁed to testify in regard to what he has
seen with his own eyes. This refers speciﬁcally to
Christ as risen and gloriﬁed and puts Paul on a par
with the other apostles as the chosen witnesses (1:8).
Both terms describe Paul’s apostleship. The Lord’s
personal appearance was only mediate, namely as qualifying Paul for his ofﬁce, for the testimony he was to
bear to Jews and especially to Gentiles. Here we have
the explanation of all the work Paul had done, for
which certain Jews hated him so intensely.
Of what Paul was to be a witness is stated by two
relative clauses, each with Jw (7015er a). They puzzle
the grammarians, namely (1.: in the ﬁrst, and «iv in the
second with the future passive 6¢01§aopmh It is rather
certain that both 6v, being connected as they are with
“both — and,” are to be construed alike. So we decline
to construe 7015er 8" a (Winer) in the second instance.
The addition of “me" in the first clause does not have
adequate textual support. Read: “a witness of what
things thou didst see” (like the A. V., and the R. V.
margin) ; not: “wherein thou didst see me" (like the
R. V.). On the second clause see R. 819, etc. The

proposal to make both s... attractions from ole (“where-
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in,” R. V.) is untenable. R. 806 (bottom) notes that
Blass considers that the passive, rather than the middle, has a permissive sense. We submit the question
whether this passive is not permissive: “a witness of
what things I shall let thee see.” We note that Zahn
at least has sehen lessen wird (permissive). While
B.-P. 918 suspects that the reading is not in order, he
translates: Zeuge fuer das, als was du mic-h gesehen
hast, and fuer dos, als was felt dir (noch) erscheinen
werde, both a are regarded as being predicative. The
sense is fortunately plain. Paul is to testify in regard
to this sight of the risen and the gloriﬁed Jesus and of
other appearances the Lord may yet grant him. The
two relatives, however, stress the features or particu-

lars of these appearances as the object of Paul’s testimony.
17) The fact that iﬁatpoﬁpgvos means “delivering
thee" and thus modiﬁes the subject of 6¢9ﬁ00pm and

does not refer back to many is evident.

The New Tes-

tament uses this word only in the former sense. Luke,
for instance, does so in 7:10; 12 :11; 23 :27, Paul in Gal.
1:4; also the LXX, and Isa. 48 :10 is scarcely an exception. To introduce the classics and the papyri as evidence for the second meaning without presenting the
evidence for the other is unfair. The thought is that
Jesus promises “to take out” Pa'ul, out of the dangers
that threaten him in his witness-bearing. The idea
that the Lord is choosing Paul out of the midst of Jews
and out of the midst of Gentiles is unwarranted as far
as Gentiles are concerned. Since mortal danger threatened Paul ﬁrst from the Jews (9:23, etc., 29), these
are, named ﬁrst.
Now Paul mentions his commission: “to whom I
myself am commissioning thee" or “do commission
thee.” It need not surprise us that the Jews are included in this statement, for even when Paul labored
among the Gentiles he always began his work with the
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Jews. Agrippa and all those present are to know that
Paul went out to bear his testimony under a speciﬁc
order from no less a master than the risen Christ himself, and that the protection of this glorious Master
accompanied him in all his work.
18) The three inﬁnitives with uni denote purpose,
and the second depends on the ﬁrst, the third on the
second, connectives being out of place. Paul uses his
own language in describing the purpose that Jesus
wanted him to carry out. The aorists are eﬁective.
The Jews certainly needed to have their eyes opened as
well as the Gentiles. By opening their eyes he was to
turn them from darkness to light, from falsehood to
truth, and thus from the authority of Satan (whose
domain is darkness and evil) to God (who is light and
dwells in light). And by this turning to God (conversion) both Jews and Gentiles were to receive remission
of sins (interns, explained in 2:38) and thus “a lot
among those that have been sanctiﬁed by faith in me”
(Jesus). Kiﬁpos is “lot,” a portion or part allotted, and
not “inheritance” (our versions), which would be «Arr
poVOpt'a. An inheritance awaits its possessor, a lot is at
once his. Those who believe immediately ﬁnd their
place among the ﬁyiuawc’vot (explained in 20:32). Emphatically at the end comes m’am, to which 1-5, also with
emphasis, adds cis‘ épe’: “by faith, that (faith) which is
in me” (directed toward me). Faith is the subjective

means of sanctiﬁcation. And thisstress on faith shows
that sanctiﬁcation is here to be understood in the wider
sense as separation unto God and Christ by all that cuts
us loose from Satan (justiﬁcation and remission and
holy living).
>
Here Paul is doing his apostolic witnessing, preaching the gospel to king and procurator and all these
grandees and their attendants. Although they scarcely

realize it, Paul is making this hall a church, is reaching
out to their souls, is opening their eyes, etc., is trying
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to make the blessed lot theirs.
thing about this meeting.

That‘ is the wonderful

If Festus wanted a “judi-

cial examination” of Paul (25:26), Agrippa needed no
probing questions to bring out everything. Paul was
only too glad to tell it all himself because Jesus had
made him a great witness.
19) In this fourth part of the address Paul explains that he was almost killed for having thus borne
witness to the Lord. This is the real cause of the rage

of the Jews against him.

A: a result, King Agrippa,

i was not disobedient to the heavenly vision but proceeded to proclaim ﬁrst to those both in Damascus
and Jerusalem and as far as the country district of

Judea and (ﬁnally) to the Gentiles to repent and
to turn to. God, doing works worthy of repentance.
On account of these things Jews, having seized me
in the Temple, were trying to murder me.

With 590', “whence,” Paul states the result of all
that precedes. The renewed address, “King Agrippa,”
marks the importance of what Paul now states. The
negative statement: “I was not disobedient," is a
litotes, “I was obedient"; yet by putting it negatively
Paul intends to suggest that he might after all have
proved disobedient. For all that the Lord did and said
implies a sudden and amazing reversal for Paul: from
deadly persecution of Jesus to ardent testimony for
Jesus.
The aorist is best taken as stating only the

fact.
“The heavenly vision” intends to include the
entire revelation of Jesus. that given directly to Paul
on the road outside of Damascus plus that which came

to him through Ananias.
This passage is often interpreted in a rather narrow

manner. It refers not only to the obedience of conversion but equally and even especially to that of testifying
as an apostle.

Paul might have hesitated in regard to

the latter, might have wished only to repent of his persecutions and to live quietly as a repentant disciple.
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But he obeyed in all respects. As far as Paul's conversion is concerned, this statement of his shows that
grace does not work irresistibly (Matt. 23 :37). Faith
is often called obedience to Christ, unbelief disobedience. But there is a difference between them. The
obedience of faith, the yielding of the will in conversion, is wholly the result of the gracious operation of
God; while the disobedience of unbelief, the wilful, obdurate rejection of Christ, is wholly the work of man
himself. When Paul declares that he was not disobedient he takes no credit for himself. The credit
belongs in toto to the heavenly vision vouchsafed to
him. He does imply, however, that disobedience on his
part would have been a damnable act. To yield to
grace is normal, for it is accomplished by grotto, sufﬁciens; to spurn this grace is abnormal, a monstrous act
that is criminal in the highest degree.
20) The imperfect dmjyycMov intends to describe
all of Paul’s proclaiming of the gospel, which also was
not as yet ﬁnished. He mentions brieﬂy all the places
where he preached. But the wording has puzzled many
and has thus produced various interpretations.

Some

ﬁnd four places that are coordinated, others three,
whereas the two rats present only two, the same two

that were mentioned in v. 17: the M69 (Jews) and the
Gentiles. For many the chief difﬁculty lies in the accusative micav ray xo'lpal', which is apparently out of line

with the three datives. This disturbed even the ancient
text critics who felt that they must insert (is before this
accusative, and later commentators have followed them.

They, of course, use (is because of the accusative; they
really would like to have a- with the dative or a simple
dative.
The adverb “ﬁrst” refers not to Damascus alone but
toeverything that is mentioned up to the Gentiles. For
Damascus and Jerusalem are here a unit, they are
written after one preposition and joined by “both and.”
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And the accusative of extent is attached, not as a coordinate place, but in the sense of “as far as" (R. 469).
This is very necessary, indeed. A dative would be misleading, for it would state that Paul worked in the
country of Judea as he did in the two cities named. This
was not the case as we see from Gal. 1:18-24; Acts
9:26-30; 22:17-21. He was in Jerusalem for only two
weeks, the people of J udea did not know him. This
accusative states that Paul’s proclaiming Christ in
Damascus and in Jerusalem got to be known all over
Judea as something that was almost incredible. The
second 7ch then states the second ﬁeld of Paul’s operations, the Gentiles, to whom he ﬁnally went. Thus Paul
traces his past movements in a most exact manner.
But the chief point is what he kept proclaiming to
Jews and then to Gentiles. He told them to repent (see
2:38), to turn to God (v. 18), and to show it by doing
works worthy of repentance, 515m, of such weight as to
show that they belonged to repentance. That is what
Paul had done, and nothing but that. What was wrong
about that? Could anyone possibly say that Jews
should not repent, not turn to God, not do corresponding works? And what Jew could say that the Gentiles
should not do the same? Why, in the very address Paul
was now making and in these very statements he was
uttering he was continuing the same work, calling on

his present audience which was made up of Jew and
Gentile to repent, turn, do those works.
21)

But “on account of these things," Pa-ul tells

Agrippa, “Jews,” (no article), when they found an
opportunity, seized him in the Temple and were trying to beat him to death with their hands (21 :27, etc.) .
Yes, “Jews"—the last people on earth who should
have wanted such blessed work stopped! Here
Agrippa has the true facts of Paul’s case, what was
really behind all this business of trials, accusations, etc.
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22) Now the ﬁfth part of the address:
Paul
a constant witness to this day. As in v. 4 and again
in v. 9, so here, too, 0nt marks a new turn of thought,
one that accords with what precedes. Having,
therefore, obtained help from God, to this day I
stand testifying to both small and great, declaring
nothing beyond what the prophets did utter as
about to occur, also Moses, on whether the Christ
is subject to suffering, and whether he as the ﬁrst of
the resurrection of the dead will announce light to
the people and to the Gentiles.

It was due to the help of God alone that those Jews
did not accomplish what they tried, to murder Paul.
'meorpia is the help afforded by an ally who hastens
to support. Since these foes were thirsting for Paul’s
blood, he would have perished if he had been left

alone.‘ The article before the added phrase lends this
emphasis: it was the special help, “that from God” the
Almighty himself, who rules in the midst of his
enemies.
The second aorist participle ruxa'al' with a
neuter object means: “having obtained.”
Paul does not complain about the treatment he
received from the Jews, his own nationalists. Two
years of Roman imprisonment have not embittered him
against those who occasioned it by their murderous
attack upon him in the Temple. Not one harsh or
hateful word appears in his address. What he sees
is this wonderful help of God which came to his rescue
at that critical moment and by rescuing him then
enabled him to stand as a constant confessor to this
very day.

A note of victory is sounded in Zamxa, “I stand.”
The perfect of this verb is always used in the present
sense. Nothing has been able to move or to overthrow
Paul in his testifying.
His word recalls Luther’s
famous utterance at Worms: “Here I stand,” etc.,
and he, too, said something about God helping him.
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“To this day” is pertinent because of the illustrious
audience brought to Paul for his testimony. We
prefer the reading Mpwpdpclov, “testifying to both small
and great” (i. e., low and high, among the latter even
a governor and a king) to papn-pmiptros, “attested by
both small and great."
The double indirect object
has singulars and is individualizing. As a matter of
fact, “small and great” did not always “attest" Paul,
and therefore this reading is not acceptable. All the
apostles were witnesses (1:8), and v. 16 shows how

Jesus qualiﬁed Paul especially and appointed him as
such a witness. “Testifying” was his one ofﬁce and
business.

And he testiﬁed the same thing to all;

whether a man was small in importance or great
changed nothing of that testimony.
The important point in what Paul says about his

unchanging testimony is the fact that he declares not
a single thing beyond what the prophets have long ago
spoken, at the head of them Moses himself, regarding
what was to occur.

'Ex-n‘ne (5n: micro-r a, and yeAAévnuv

thus also becomes genitive.
Note the emphasis on
Moses because he is named at the end. “The things
about to occur" are the Messianic things. Moses and
the prophets said they would come.

Some of them

had come: redemption. the outpouring of the Spirit,
the establishment of the new covenant, and a new
covenant people; others, such as the ﬁnal judgment,

were yet to come. Now Paul spoke of these things
in absolute accord with Moses and the prophets whenever he spoke either of those features already come

or of the others that were yet to come. One of the
tremendous features of his testimony, especially to
the Jews, was this very point of actual and literal
fulﬁllment of the Messianic prophecies.

Where was the crime in clinging so closely to
Moses and the-prophets? What Jew would dare to
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condemn Paul for that?
And what Roman court
could ﬁnd a crime in that? The condemnation would
fall back on Moses and the prophets themselves. By
accusing Paul. these Jews were outlawing their own
prophets. their own Old Testament mediator.
Paul
is driving straight at Agrippa as a Jew. He is surrounding him so with these prophets and Moses that,
unless he wants to repudiate them. by believing their

Messianic utterances, he must accept also their fulﬁllment in Jesus. Here is a sample of the effective
way in which Paul operated upon Jews with Moses
and the prophets.
23) Paul is. however, never content with general
terms and statements. In v. 17, 18 he speciﬁes in detail; at the end of v. 20 he again does so. So he here
mentions the two points that are absolutely vital in telling just what Moses and the prophets foretold and
what has now actually been fulﬁlled. His wording is
such as to include both the prophecies involved and
their fulﬁllment as accomplished. This explains the two
:2 of indirect questions in part. We give up the idea that
a = 511 (R. 1024) or that these clauses are protases,
which either include the apodosis or need none. We
question whether :3 is ever equal to 51:, and that idea is
advanced here because Paul might have said “that" but
said something else instead.

Paul states the two questions on which all his discussions with Jews regarding the prophets and Moses
and the fulﬁllment of their utterances turned. Both a’
clauses are appositions to WWW yi’waoai. this genitive
being attracted from its accusative as modifying Jw,

an original 3. Both clauses are original accusatives
that have been attracted to genitives. Construe: “what
things the prophets and Moses uttered as about to
occur, as to whether," etc. The R. V. and its two mar-

ginal efforts are unsatisfactory because the case of
these clauses is not noted, their case as appositions.
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As Moses and the prophets spoke, so Paul testiﬁes.
And ﬁrst of all “on whether the Christ is subject to

suffering.” All of them plus Paul do most emphatically

so aﬁirm. The question is put in a general form by
being stated in regard to "the Christ.” ‘ In support of
his afﬁrmation Paul had all the prophecies, but he had
them as now literally fulﬁlled in Jesus, “the Christ.”
The Jews would have no Messiah who could (and did)
suffer and die. The very thought was an offense to
them.

But the prophecies and their fulﬁllment were

solidly against them. They Would have only a Christ
who would be an earthly conquering and triumphant
hero. M.-M. 473, and others, make waOrrrdc the only
verbal in 1'0? that has a weakened sense, “capable of
suffering,” patibilis (a sort of active) ; C.-K. 841, however, writes “seems” and leaves the meaning doubtful.
Regard this verbal as a plain passive: “Subject to suffering.”

Jesus was not merely capable of suffering,

he was subjected to suffering just as the prophecies
declared.
Dramatically and without a connective the second
clause is added: “on Whether he as the ﬁrst of the resurrection of the dead will announce light,” etc. Like
“9.176;, «pore-s is placed emphatically forward. And we
must read as a unit: 1rpu71'os £5 rivaa’réoews vexpm‘v (66 does

not mean “by,” R. V.; the A. V. is much truer), als
Erster aus Totemuferweckung = “ﬁrst risen from the
dead." The Greek omits the articles, and thus each
term has its full qualitative force. This “ﬁrst" conveys

a great power. As the ﬁrst he would have to break the
power of death and the tomb in order to arise. Thus
he could, indeed, announce “light" to the people (Ana's,
Jews) and to the Gentiles. Death and the tomb are
dark, “light” is their opposite. And this light is the
hope (v. 6, 7) of our own blessed resurrection through
him who is “ﬁrst.” Col. 1 :18. The Christ was to rise
by his own power, corruption was not even to touch
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him (2:27, 31). He was not to enter this life again
and, like Lazarus, to die a second time but to rise gloriﬁed, to live in glory forever. This the Sadducees would
deny emphatically. Not so the Pharisees and the people generally. Their great difﬁculty was the lowly, cruciﬁed Jesus, the fact that he should be this “ﬁrst," and
that these prophecies should thus center in him and in
this resurrection glory.
Here pc’AAa with the present inﬁnitive is a circumscribed future with prophetic force. Once more (v.
17, 20) we have side by side "the people” (Jews)
and “the Gentiles.” This kind of a Christ could be
what he was for no single nation such as the Jews.
His light (v. 18) with all its spiritual and eternal
blessings Was too great, too universal for that.
But with the term “Gentiles” Paul again touched
all the Romans and the non-Jews present. This light
of the suffering, risen, and gloriﬁed Christ was for
all of them.
24) Not until one puts himself fully into the situation can he catch just what the interruption by Festus
means.
But he oﬁering these things in defense,
Festus, with the voice elevated, says, Thou ravest,
Paul!

Much learning is turning thee to raving!

The procurator can contain himself no longer. The
intensity of feeling produced by Paul's presentation
charged Festus like an electric current which ﬁnally

leaped out in a ﬂash. Involuntarily the man explodes.
This effect, so dramatically revealed, lets us feel how
the rest of this audience must likewise have been
stirred in varying degrees. While the governor
Festus speaks, those of less authority refrain from
speaking. Agrippa among them. Festus had turned
Paul over to Agrippa (25:26), and Paul had throughout addressed Agrippa as the one to whom he had been
referred. This makes the interruption by Festus the
more astonishing.
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He at ﬁrst listened with the hope of hearing something that might serve him in writing to the emperor
(25:27). That hope vanished promptly. Paul spoke
again about the matters Festus had mentioned to
Agrippa in 25 :19 and with such power as to make the
governor react. This Roman pagan had evidently
never read the Greek Old Testament, and all the things
said about Jesus, the Nazarene, dead, risen to glory,
appearing to Paul in divine light, and commissioning
him to proclaim light, repentance, etc., were utterly beyond him, a new world that startled and crashed into
all his old pagan conceptions.
“With the voice loud (elevated, note the predicative
position of the adjective)" betrays the tension of Festus.

His shout, “Thou ravest, Paul l” is neither anger

nor resentment; it is self-defense, a thrust to remove
all that Paul was saying. In this respect it was like
that word of the fools at Pentecost, who called the
apostles and believers drunk (2:13). If. Paul is just
raving,-if his mind is unbalanced, that excuses Festus
— he may brush aside all that Paul says. It is a helpless, pitiful, foolish self-defense, the only thing this
Roman can think of in order to thrust Paul’s words
aside.
Moreover, Festus’ word is not sincere. If he really
thought Paul unbalanced mentally he would not shout
at him, he would smile in pity and try to catch Agrippa’s eye with a signiﬁcant look, gesture, or whisper. If
Paul were crazy, the case would automatically end
despite Paul’s appeal to Caesar. No governor would
send a lunatic to the emperor’s court.
It is signiﬁcant that Festus does not stop with the

shout, “Thou ravest, Paul 1" He adds the explanation
that much learning is turning Paul to raving. By rc‘:
«0M3: ypépnara he ‘cannot refer to books, for Paul had no
library while he was in prison. Festus is not mitigating his charge of raving, he is trying to substantiate it.
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And by doing so he shows that his shout is not caused
by anger. But this supposed cause of raving is the
insipid notion that, when a man devotes himself too
much, in the opinion of men, to one subject, he is off
balance, and that, when he speaks with all his heart and
soul on that subject, he shows that he is deranged. The
explanation is like the charge: a helpless attempt to

remove all that is said so effectively.

In his W. P. R.

makes the present tenses inchoative as though Paul was
starting to go mad, beginning to turn to raving. But

this idea of “going mad right before them all” as
though Festus was frightened about that, does not lie
in the tenses.
25) But Paul says, I am not raving, Most Excellent Festus.
On the contrary, I am speaking
forth utterances of truth and sanity. For the king
knows concerning these things, to whom also I
speak, using entire freedom; for I am persuaded
that not a single one of these things is hidden
from him, for this thing has not been done in a
corner.

Without speaking in a loud voice, with perfect composure and telling clarity, Paul promptly answers the
governor's excited allegations. The manner in which
Paul replies shows the wildness of those allegations.
“As long as Paul was exceedingly mad (v. 11) and
raved he passed for a bright fellow; but when he knew
that he had been raving and became a Christian, they
thought him mad.” Lindhammer.
With all due respect but with directness Paul denies
that he is raving. 0n xpdrme, “Your Excellency,” compare 23:26, and Luke 1 :4. The digniﬁed way in which
Paul accords this title to Festus could not fail to have
its effect. To the governor's shouted, “Paul !” he calmly
replies, “Your Excellency Festus.” The negation is
fortiﬁed by its corresponding afﬁrmation. Just the
opposite is the fact: Paul is speaking forth utterances
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that are marked by truth and sanity (qualifying
genitives which are far stronger than adjectives).
Luke alone uses dwodiae'yywaai (2 :4), a choice verb which
was used by the LXX with reference to prophesying,
and by later Greek writers with reference to oracles.

It ﬁts well into Paul’s digniﬁed statement. ’Ahjﬂcm =
reality, “truth” in this sense; it is objective. 2645an
= “sanity" or saneness, the direct opposite of pavta,
“insane or raving"; this term is subjective. The two
terms are straight to the point.
26) Festus tried to substantiate his judgment of
Paul by a common notion; Paul substantiates his denial
by appealing to Agrippa himself as a witness: “For the
king knows concerning these things," but the Greek re-

verses subject and predicate and thus places emphasis
on both. The implication is that Festus, who hears of
these things for the ﬁrst time, is not, because of their
strangeness, justiﬁed in thinking them the ravings of
an unbalanced mind. The addition, “to whom also I
speak, using entire freedom” (nappymazépmc), has a

causal note, for it states why Paul spoke as he did: he
was addressing the king, 3 person who was fully informed on the subject. To him, Paul says, he could
speak without hesitation or reserve, for he would understand. Although he had been reared and educated
at Rome, Agrippa adhered to Judaism. He had been
made guardian of the Temple with power to appoint
the high priests and thus was obliged even ofﬁcially to
know all about Jewish affairs, the Jewish Scriptures, etc.

Yet Paul is careful when he refers to this knowledge of the king. With a second and then with a third
ydp he explains. It is his subjective assurance that the
king knows. The emphasis rests on Aquarium and on
oesc'v: “there has escaped him of these things, I am
assured, not a single thing." The subject of Aaradvew is

:2 followed by «'66., and «My is the object.

R. 1094.
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The Greek doubles the negatives and thereby makes
them stronger in a way that seems odd to the English
ear: “I am not persuaded that not a thing escapes him."
Paul felt certain that none of the things he had referred to in his address had been lost on Agrippa. It
would have been foolish to have introduced other
things.
Paul even adds the reason for this assurance: “this
thing has not been done in a corner.” Subject and
predicate are again reversed with a strong emphasis
on “this thing.” Paul says, “these things," the plural
spreading out the details, and then, “this thing,” the
singular regarding everything as a great unit. All that
was said about Jesus was transacted in the very capital of the nation, and the Sanhedrin and the procurator Pilate were involved, and Jesus was a national
ﬁgure, whose fame ﬁlled even the surrounding lands.
“Not in a corner” is not only a powerful litotes for,
“on what for Judaism at least was the world stage,”
but it at the same time informs this ignorant governor
that what Paul has been talking about is not some
notion that was developed in his own deranged mind,
nor an obscure little affair that nobody knows anything about, but a thing that is so great and vital, so
public and far-reaching, that Agrippa has been obliged
to give it his full royal attention.
Festus resembles Lysias in making a move, now
one, now another, and each time realizing just too late
that it was the wrong move. We must not overlook
the fact that even in this august presence (see 25 :23)
Paul just naturally gravitates to the position of master
of the situation. He is a prisoner before a king and
a procurator in all their pomp of power, yet it is he
who takes things into his hands. He makes no false
moves; he keeps true to his mission, his great purpose;
be scores at every turn.
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27)

Paul had accomplished a great deal when he

had stirred Festus into excited exclamation. Now
Paul does more, he questions Agrippa, the king himself. The king was to give Paul an civu’xptms, a probing examination such as a judge gave a prisoner in
ancient days (prosecutors do it now), and Paul had
given complete information to the king so that he
found no room for a question. And now Paul has put
himself into a position where he can question the king

who was to question him.
turned.

The tables have somehow

Paul’s question is. however, pastoral, per-

sonal, spiritual as alone beﬁts Paul and his mission.
In the most natural way he turns from the procurator
with whom he has ﬁnished to the king and asks:
Dost thou, King Agrippa, believe the prophets?
Perhaps startled a bit, the king hesitates, and Paul

gives the answer for him:
believe.

I know that thou dost

“terrain: with the dative asks whether the

king believes that what the prophets say is true, is
fact and not fancies or lies. Paul is not asking too
much, he is inquiring only as to Agrippa’s assent.
When he makes answer for the king, the answer is

the only creditable one Agrippa could give as an honest
Jew. How could he reply that he does not believe the
prophets?
But we must catch the full implications. Agrippa
does not adopt Paul's answer, neither does he repudiate
it. Paul had brought out the truth that the prophets
and Moses, too, had declared that these things should
occur: the Christ suffering and dying and then as the

First-risen bringing light and salvation to Jews and
to Gentiles (v. 23).
Any Jew who believed the
prophets would thus after what Paul had said have
to face the further question as to whether he believed
these supreme utterances of the prophets.

Then the

next question would confront him, whether these
prophecies were fulﬁlled in Jesus, the Nazarene. A
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straight yes to Paul's question, Agrippa saw, led
straight into these admissions. Yet a no would repudiate his Judaism — and he was the Temple
guardian and the appointer of high priests! Agrippa
shrank from both. He is one of the many who, when
they are brought face to face with the truth by the
great alternatives of the Word, dodge the issue. Felix
did the same before this same apostle. A tertium
is always possible: the unmanly, cowardly act of
evasion.
28) But Agrippa to Paul: In short order thou
art persuading me to become a Christian!
Paul,
however, i would wish to God that both in short

order and in great measure not only thou but all
those hearing me today become such as also I myself
am, except these bonds!
The omission of the verbs of saying in these two
verses makes the narrative more dramatic even as what
they narrate is the dramatic climax of Paul’s address.
The history of the exegesis of these two verses is too
long and too varied to be surveyed here. ’Ev 6am. cannot mean “almost” (A. V.), and the revival hymn,
“Almost persuaded," loses its Scriptural basis. Agrip-

pa’s word is not a scoff, nor is it “spoken ironically and
in contempt.” To ﬁnd a twinkle of humor in it, to
which Paul replies with a similar humorous touch, is
too frivolous to need refutation. Confronted by a yes
or. no alternative, Agrippa evades both and in the presence of this high company assumes a superior tone.

In the discussion of the linguistic difﬁculties the real
point of Agrippa’s remark is lost. From the simple
question of believing the prophets Agrippa at once
leaps to the question of becoming a Christian. Paul's
question asks in regard to the ﬁrst step toward Christianity, Agrippa answers in regard to the ﬁnal goal.

He saw it all and lets Paul know this.
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He used even the word “Christian" (see 11:26)
which originated in Syrian Antioch and thus became
known to him since he ruled a part of Syria. The word
itself, as well as the whole reply, betray the intimate
knowledge Agrippa had of the things to which Paul
had referred even as Paul also was sure he had this
knowledge. Of the two preferred readings yevc’aﬁat and
”tidal. we select the former. Zahn calls it “incomparably better attested,” we think well attested is sufﬁcient. In his answer Paul, too, uses this inﬁnitiVe. It
agrees with the active mien: far better than woman. does,
which would ﬁt only the passive «dog which is found in
one text. But this point is of minor importance and
scarcely involves the sense as such.

The real question concerns iv 6M“; in Agrippa's answer, and then the combination of this phrase with e‘v
paying» in Paul’s rejoinder. Many authorities think that
this combination rules out the idea of time in ('V 6M7?

because it is certainly ruled out in t'v [.udey. But this
view overlooks two points. The phrases are combined
by mi — at, “both — and,” which the R. V. translates

“whether -— or,” but the text should then have 1'}. Combined thus, Paul’s phrases present no alternative but
the contrary, the second presents an addition. If Paul
had intended to use alternatives he would have paired
Iv 6am. with iv woMq'», and the R. V. translates as though
he had done so: “with little or with much,” i. e., Paul
would like to see Agrippa become a Christian whether
it took little or much to make him one. Or Paul would

have paired e'v tit/.9 with e'v panptﬁ; "whether with little
or with long time." Paul did neither, nor did he use 17,
“or," and have alternatives. He said e'v pqa’hp, which
is diverse and which the correlatives Kai —-— mt add:

“both in short order (time) and in great degree (measure’).” Compare Zahn.
Agrippa charges Paul with persuading him to
Christianity “in short order,” i. e., by means of his
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believing the prophets. ’Ev 6M7? has the emphasis.
The sense is: “Thou art rushing me off my feet l" There
is no inchoative or conative idea in mien: (R. 880).
Agrippa imagines that he sees through Paul’s scheme

and with an air of lofty superiority that is intended to
impress the company lets Paul know that he sees
through his plan of operation. Here we see the
man’s evasion. He turns from the prophets and their
plain, compelling utterances about the Christ by looking only at Paul and Paul's purpose. He gets rid of
the great fact that it ought to be only a short cut from
the prophets and the prophecies to faith in Christ for
any true and sincere Jew who believes these holy prophets of God. No; whatever Agrippa thinks of these
prophets, letting them point him so directly to Jesus
as the Christ is out of the question for him, a Herod,
a king, although a Jew in profession.
29) Paul’s reply meets the king squarely. Since
Agrippa centers on Paul instead of on the prophets
presented to him by Paul, the apostle bares his whole
heart to the king, yea, to all here present: “I would
wish (or pray) to God that both in short order and in
great degree not only thou but all those hearing me
today become such as also I myself am, etc. l” Here is
not a man who is by a quick turn trying to coerce the
king into becoming a Christian; here is a man whose
whole soul is wrapped up in God, whose one fervent
prayer could ever be only this, to see all men, just as
he himself is, completely won for God, for the prophets
of God, and for the Christ of God revealed by God
through these prophets—yea, see them thus “both in
short order,” the time cannot be too short, “and in
great degree or measure,” with no halfway measures

about it. Nor does Paul hesitate to make himself the
pattern for Agrippa and for all those hearing him
today. His strong c'ya': is full of holy pride. It confesses
joyfully what Paul is as a Christian. He knows in
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whom he believes. Would to God that all this company,
with the king making the beginning, might do the
same! I Cor. 7:7.
Paul repeats the king's “in short order” and completes it with “in great measure." Instead of yielding
and saying that he has no such hurry in mind he does
the opposite and adds even great measure. It does
Paul an injustice to let him say that a longer time
would also be satisfactory. Aside from the fact that
he says the opposite, delays in following the prophets

often prove fatal. The optative with «1:: is a protasis of
potentiality and in exclamations is always without an
apodosis. The aorist yeve'o'aat is in place, for full actuality is referred to. The margin “in all respects,” desired by the American Committee of the R. V., reveals
that these translators did not understand Paul’s telling

phrases.

‘

On the basis of the ﬁnal phrase “except these bonds”
the commentators feel that Paul stood before this illustrious company in chains; the author followed this lead
in his St. Paul, 222, etc. In 25:23 we have given the
reasons why we consider this idea a mistake. We here
note the plural wapexros 1'69 Swpﬁv roﬁrmv, which should
make one pause. Would Paul appear before this audience manacled with more than one chain? No one calls
this a plural of the category. Where chains are referred to we have the word for them as in Luke 8 :29 and
in Acts 22:25 and 28:20. This plural 8:0}«1’ (at times
the masculine) occurs frequently, and we submit that
in no instance does it signify “chains." Begin with
v. 31, which is rather plain, also 16:26, and then look
through the epistles. We rest on this survey.
Moms, too, means only “prisoner.” “Bonds”
(neuter plural) == bondage, imprisonment, all that

conﬁnes a man as a sewn”. Even in 28 :16 we feel certain that no chains were used; 28:20 is diﬁerent. Roman law forbade the use of chains on Roman citizens
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when they became prisoners. We thus do not think
that Paul made a dramatic gesture when he uttered
this ﬁnal phrase and held up his arm with the clanking
chain or both arms with two chains — and they have
been described as being long enough for that purpose.
30) And the king rose up and the governor
and Bernice and those sitting with them. And
having withdrawn, they continued to speak to each
other, saying, Nothing worthy of death or of bonds
is this man doing. But Agrippa said to Festus, This
man might have been released if he had not appealed to Caesar.
The king ended the audience by rising to leave. It
had been arranged at his request (25:22), and thus
he was privileged to prolong or to shorten it, the governor politely deferring to him. Agrippa had felt
Paul's touch upon his heart, and from this strange and
unexpected power he withdrew. It was his hour of

grace, and when he withdrew he left salvation behind
him. How many are like him along the road the gospel
has traveled! The others also arose according to rank.
That is why Bernice is mentioned after the governor.
It was done in state and with due precedence. Some
are ready to say that. as far as a saving effect was concerned, Paul’s eﬁ‘orts had been in vain. We hesitate
in regard to that. The gospel has its own way of not
returning void. It was lost upon the main personages,
but was it lost on all who heard Paul that day?
31) They withdrew and discussed the case. While

the imperfect is descriptive it is more; it holds the
reader in suspense for the ﬁnal aorist in v. 32. The
verdict of all the dignitaries that are privileged to
speak is unanimous: Paul is guilty of nothing that deserves either death or bonds, and here scapd certainly
means only imprisonment and not “chains.” It is the
same verdict that Festus himself had publicly pro.
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nounced at the opening of the audience in 25 :25; it was
the more readily reiterated now.
32) This leads to the ﬁnal word, which was spoken
directly to Festus by Agrippa, that Paul might have
been released if he had not appealed to Caesar. That is
all that Agrippa, to whom Paul’s case had been especially presented, could say. Small comfort for Festus
this “might have been.” It was he who has mismanaged the case and maneuvered himself into this awkward position of having to send to Caesar a prisoner
who had been pronounced innocent by himself and by
all others who had heard him. What the helpless and
inefﬁcient fellow ﬁnally wrote to Caesar no one knows;
it was certainly nothing incriminating. When the
court of Caesar tried Paul’s case, he was promptly

acquitted.

'

The condition is that of past unreality, the apodosis
without av as so often with certain verbs, R. 1014. Ordinarily aorists are used in order to place the unreality
in the past. Here this is achieved by the past in the
protasis and by the imperfect plus a perfect inﬁnitive
in the apodosis. The sentence is conditional and nothing more, past unreality even in the apodosis (R. 887
regards it as present). We dissent from R. 886 in
having the imperfect esﬁmo function also as the tense
used in an unfulﬁlled possibility. In our opinion it
cannot serve in such a double capacity. See another
case of this in 24 :19.
What prevented Paul’s release under the present

circumstances was not only the fact that he had appealed but that he had appealed effectively, Festus
having formally accepted the appeal (25:12) in open
court before the Sanhedrists who had appeared as
accusers. Agrippa puts it mildly, in reality it was
Festus who had tied his own hands.

CHAPTER XXVI!
FROM CAESAREA TO MALTA

1)

Luke’s account of the voyage to Rome is con-

sidered a masterpiece, the best record of an extended
ancient voyage, which throws more light on seafaring
matters of that time than any other description.

He

is a landman and writes as such but is well-informed
and most accurate. Consult Ramsay, St. Paul the Traveller and the Roman Citizen, 314, etc.
Now when it was determined for us to sail away
for Italy, they proceeded to deliver Paul and certain
other prisoners to a centurion by name Julius, of the

Augustan cohort. And having embarked in an Adremyttian ship about to sail to the places along Asia,
we put to sea, Aristarchus, a Macedonian of Thessalonica, being with us.

No further efforts were made in Paul’s case; it
was decided to ship him to Italy. The imperfect
1rupc8t'801'l' describes the transfer into the centurion’s
custody; it presents the course of the action (B.-D.
327) instead of merely the fact (aorist). The other
prisoners were not other Romans who had made an
appeal to Caesar but men condemned to death, who
were to be sent to Rome for the gladiatorial shows,
to die in these for the amusement of the Roman populace. Rome drew extensively on the provinces for
such victims. We imagine that they were used chiefly
to face wild animals and not as gladiators in matched
battles with each other. These prisoners may have
been pagan criminals; c'u'povs, which is not always used
as being distinct from anon, may or may not designate
(1061)
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men who were distinct from Paul. The fact that they
were distinct and in a class by themselves seems
aSSured.
While he was in custody in Caesarea, Paul was in
charge of a centurion (24:23) who was responsible
for his safekeeping; so when he was now sent to Rome
he was again placed in charge of such an ofﬁcer. Luke
gives us his name “Julius," which, like Cornelius and
Claudius, is the name of the gens, a name that was
borne by three emperors and by the dictator Julius
Caesar. “A1 Augustan cohort” is not identical with
the Italian cohort mentioned in 10:1. Ramsay, St.
Paul the Traveller, etc., 348, follows the historian
Mommsen: “Augustus had reduced to a regular
system the maintenance of communications between
the center of control in Rome and the armies stationed
in the great frontier provinces.

Legionary centurions,

called commonly frumentarii, went to and fro between
the armies; and were employed for numerous purposes
that demanded communicationbetween the emperor
and his armies and provinces. They acted not only
for commissariat purposes (whence the name), but as
couriers, and for police purposes, and for conducting
prisoners; and in time they became detested as agents
and spies of Government. They all belonged to legions
stationed in the provinces and were considered to be on
detached duty when they went to Rome; and hence in
Rome they were ‘soldiers from abroad,’ peregrini.”
What Ramsay further adds from Mommsen is without substantiation: “While in Rome they resided in a
camp on the Caelian Hill, called castm peregrinomm;
in this camp there were always a number of them present, changing from day to day, as some came and
others went away. This camp was under the pn'nceps
peregrinorum, and it is clear that the stratopedrach in
Acts 28:16 (A. V. ‘captain of the guard’) is the Greek
name for that ofﬁcer." Zahn. Introduction, I, 552,
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etc., states that the existence of this princeps castrorum peregrinomm, of his troops, and his barracks
prior to the military reorganization made by the
emperor Severus, has yet to be shown. Julius delivered Paul to the praefectus praeton'o, the emperor's
judicial deputy who administered criminal justice. It

was this General of the Praetorian Guard who ordered
Paul kept in the mild custody indicated in 28:16. All
this is of great importance for understanding Phil.
1:13 (A. V. margin) and explains how Paul was able
to come in contact with many of the Praetorian Guard.
2) The home port of the vessel boarded for the
transport was Adramyttium at the head of the bay in
Mysia, opposite the island of Lesbos. The vessel was
only a coasting vessel which intended to stop only in
different ports along the coast of Asia Minor and was
similar to the vessel which Paul’s party took for Patara at Troas (20:13-21:1). Luke accompanies Paul
on this voyage. Here for the last time the “We” appears in the narrative and informs the reader of
Luke’s presence. Paul’s second companion is Aristarchus, who is identiﬁed as the man mentioned in 20:4
by the addition, “a Macedonian of Thessalonica.” He
was one of the party commissioned to bring the great
collection to Jerusalem. We ﬁrst met him in 19:29
in Ephesus, and Col. 4 :10 and Philemon 24 show that
he remained with Paul during his conﬁnement in
Rome.
It is debated as to how Luke and Aristarchus managed to make this voyage to Rome with Paul. Ram.
say thinks that they went as Paul’s slaves, the apostle
being able to take them along as such. Would Paul
have stooped to such a pretense? R., W. P., thinks
that Luke managed to go along as Paul’s physician —
but what about Aristarchus? We do not need such
explanations.
We note how Felix treated Paul in
24 :23. 24. how Festus arranged a grand audience for
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Paul in 25 122-26 :32, how Julius treated Paul in 27:3.
Is not this enough to show Paul’s importance and
standing in the eyes of the Roman authorities? Why,
then, hesitate in regard to this privilege of taking his
two companions on the voyage to Rome? Because in
the subsequent narrative Lulre does not mention Ari-

starchus by name, some conclude that Aristarchus
went only as far as Myra where Paul was transferred
to another vessel. But Luke does not mention even
himself by name; he had no occasion to do so. The
“we” that runs through the narrative beginning with
v. 3 includes all that were in the vessel and alternates
with “they.” Read on and note the varying subjects.
Luke as well as Aristarchus recede into the background.
Paul is the man that stands out. On the nautical use

of awixaqpcv and its counterpart Kanhow (v. 3) see
13 :13. The former occurs repeatedly in these last two
chapters, the latter again in 28:12.
3) And on the next day we were brought down
to Sidon. And Julius, using Paul in humane manner, permitted that, having gone to his friends, he
obtain attention.
On the ﬁrst run “we were brought down” (from
the high sea to the harbor) to Sidon, sixty-seven miles
away. “We touched" in our versions is not quite correct, for the verb may imply a permanent stop. Here,
of course, it indicates only a temporary one.
xpéopm governs the dative,
xdm the genitive.
When Luke inserts the participial modiﬁer that Julius
used Paul in a humane way, in mensohenfreundlicher
Weise, we see how greatly he, Paul, and Aristarchus
appreciated this act. It was exceptional in every way
to permit a prisoner and his two friends to land in
a port, to go to his other friends there, and to trust
that he would return when the vessel would sail on.
One of the notable things in the records of the G05.
pels and the Acts is the fact that all the centurions
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whom we meet were ﬁne men; the chiliarch Lysias
—but he was a chiliarch—stands beneath them all.
It was this centurion’s humaneness that prompted his
act. One almost suspects that he had known Paul
for some time. How could he otherwise have trusted
Paul so much? We do not believe that he sent Paul
ashore chained to a soldier or under any kind of
military guard. A man who had to be chained and
guarded would not have been sent ashore at all. We
feel certain that after the fright of Lysias (22:29;
22:25) Paul was not chained again until in 28:10.
Paul was not under criminal charges. He certainly
could have escaped here at Sidon. But what would
such conduct have availed him? . Paul was not that
kind of man!
These friends in Sidon were Christians. and we
now hear about them for the ﬁrst time.
But we
decline to accept the idea that they had been notiﬁed
concerning Paul’s arrival, had even again and again
gone to the docks expecting the vessel, were there
to receive him as their guest on his arrival. Paul,
Luke, and Aristarchus knew that they were to sail
only when the order for Paul’s embarking was issued.
Not until then. most likely not until after they had
put out to sea, did they know the route and the places
at which they would touch.
The ”attention" Paul
obtained was hospitality. Luke and Aristarchus and
friends in Caesarea had surely provided all that ‘was
needed as baggage for the journey. Medical attention
cannot be thought of in Sidon; Luke, the physician,
was on board ship for the entire voyage, which in
itself was invigorating. The stop at Sidon lasted a
day or more and was probably made for the purpose
of taking freight aboard.
Ramsay and others explain why a coast vessel was
taken to Myra, which passed to the east of Cyprus.
No large vessel for a direct voyage from Caesarea to
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Rome via Alexandria was available. The winds from
the west necessitated the slow voyage along the coast
to Myra. The latter was a prominent port where a
larger vessel for Rome might be found. It was probably left to the centurion to determine how he would
proceed from Myra, whether, as he did, across the
open sea with the risks involved at this season of
the year or whether, continuing up the coast to Troas,
across to Neapolis, and then by land to Dyrrachium,
and thence to Brundisium and Rome.
On this
subject, as on various points involved in Luke's
account of the actual voyage, nautical authorities
acquainted with ancient sailing possibilities and practices alone are able to speak with full assurance.
4) And having put to sea from thence, we
sailed under the lee of Cyprus because the winds
were contrary. And having sailed across the open
sea. down along Cilicia and Pamphilia, we came

down to Myra of Lycia.

'

Ships had no difﬁculty in sailing from Myra to the
Syrian harbors because they could use the winds which
blew with great steadiness from the west or the northwest. Paul and his party that had the great collection
had come this way, from Patara to Tyre (21:1-3).
This route left Cyprus on the left and passed the tip of
the island at Paphos. But these very winds prevented
sailing in the opposite direction, from Syrian ports
to the Lycian coast; so they hugged the lee of Cyprus

on their left and were sheltered from the contrary
western winds by the island.
5) Then they followed the coast of Cilicia and
Pamphilia by availing themselves of temporary local
land breezes and the steady westward current that
runs along the coast. This was often accomplished
with slow progress and necessitated anchoring along
the winding coast when the winds from the west were

too contrary.

Luke does not say how long it took
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to reach Myra. A few authorities insert “through
ﬁfteen days.” Someone apparently made this estimate. While it is not from Luke's pen it may be a
correct comment.
6) And the centurion having there found an
Alexandrina ship sailing for Italy, he embarked us
in it.
No stop had been made since leaving Sidon. Myra
lay inland about two and one half miles; its port, Andriace, had an excellent harbor and did a large shipping
business, Alexandrina grain ships for Rome making
this port. We hear about no Christians at Myra. Here
transshipment was made by the centurion into an
Alexandrian freighter bound for Italy. This was a
large vessel; we ﬁnd that it carried 276 souls (v. 37),
it was a grain ship with accomodations also for passengers. The presence of this Alexandrian vessel in
Myra is explained by commentators (landmen) as being due to the same contrary winds, the ship being
driven off its course. Ramsay assures us that the contrary is true, that these winds had given the ship a
direct run from Alexandria to Myra at this season of
the year (autumn), and that only exceptionally could
a run have been made directly from Alexandria to
Crete. The vessel was ready to sail, and the transshipment was made without delay.
7) Now sailing slowly in many days and having
come with difﬁculty down along Cnidus, the wind
not letting us forward, we sailed under the lee of
Crete down along Salmone; and withdiﬂiculty coasting along it, we came to a place called Fair Havens,
near to which was the city of Lasea.
The city of Cnidus lies at the angle of the coast
where, in turning almost northward, the coast no

longer protects against winds from the north. That is
why the vessel turned southward toward Crete. The
distance from Myra to Cnidus, thirteen miles, was
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made slowly. They again passed Rhodes (21:1) but
had to anchor and wait for opportunity to proceed so
often that days were consumed thereby.
The genitive absolute is to be construed with the
statement in regard to sailing under the lee of Crete.

Hpoa’aiw is one of those words that are found nowhere else in the Greek (M.-M. 547) although its
sense is plain: 1rp6§ + aim, “to let toward"; Ramsay:
“as the wind did not permit our straight course on-

wards.” They made for the southern coast of the
island of Crete and passed its eastern promontory,
Cape Salmone. To pass to the north of Crete was
too hazardous because they would be exposed to north
winds along a coast that afforded only a. few harbors
for shelter.
8) As it was was, they coasted along the southern
side Of Crete with difﬁculty; wapahc'yopal, to coast along,

M.-M., 487.
When Luke writes, “a certain place
called Fair Havens," he means that it was not a
signiﬁcant place. This place was not well known.
Luke mentions the city near it; but neither harbor
nor city are otherwise mentioned in Greek literature. The former, however, has been identiﬁed as
a small bay two leagues east of Cape Matala, at
which point most of the protection from the contrary
winds ends.
9)
Now considerable time having elapsed, and

the voyage being already dangerous because also the
Fast had already gone by, Paul went on to advise

them by saying: Men, I take the view that the
voyage will be with injury and much loss not only
of the cargo and the ship but also of our lives. But
the centurion was persuaded more by the sailing
master and the captain than by the things being
stated by Paul.

The “considerable time” that had elapsed refers,
not to a long stay in Fair Havens, but to the total time
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consumed since leaving Caesarea. If the stay in Fair
Havens were referred to, Luke would have spoken of
“days" and not of “time." The stay in Fair Havens before the decision was made as to going on must have
been very brief.
The second genitive absolute explains that the time
had already come when any voyage was considered
dangerous. so also this one. “Dangerous" is speciﬁc,
for it refers to the period between the middle of September and the ﬁrst part of November; after November 11 all navigation ceased until March 10

(see

18:18). “The Fast" was well along in this period
which was considered dangerous for sea voyages. If
the year was 59. it would be October 5; if the year 60,
near that date.
What causes comment is the fact that Luke here
mentions a Jewish festival, "the Fast," 3 name for the
Day of Atonement as a designation of time for Theophilus, both he and Luke being Gentile Christians.
But this is not so strange. Paul and Aristarchus
had most likely kept the Fast by fasting that day,
and thus the day was noted by Luke in his diary (if

he kept one) and in his memory.
We can thus
also approximate the date when the voyage from
Caesarea began, it was after the middle of August.
The Feast of Tabernacles, .which came ﬁve days after
the Fast, need not be taken into account so that a
date after the Fast and before Tabernacles must be
assumed.
Tabernacles could not be celebrated on

a vessel, and it was a festival that was far less likely than the great Fast to be observed by Jewish Christians.

The

imperfect

«apjm plus

imam, which

are

descriptive, prepare for the aorist Eomo Boy/Viv; we

are told what was transpiring up to the moment when
the decision was made.
Luke fails to record how
Paul came to make his statement so that we are left
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to our imagination. Did Paul introduce the subject
by stating his own view, the others then getting together for a decision? Or was a council held to which
Paul, although a prisoner, was invited? In either
case we see how Paul gravitated to the front. He
was that kind of man. In this case he also had his
past experience as a seafarer who had been shipwrecked three times and had been adrift on wreckage
in the sea (II Cor. 11:25) for a day and night to
draw on.
10) With agape; Paul states his view:
“I take
the view.” He is not offering a prophecy. What he
says is that a continuation of the voyage so late in
the season is sure to end in disaster. We have 51"
followed by the accusative with the inﬁnitive, which
is called a mixture of two constructions (B.-D. 397, 6;
R. 1047) although it is used in the classics and in the
papyri.
Paul sees injury and loss ahead; both of
cargo and of vessel as well as of the lives of those
in the ship. Me'Mctv Eceaoat is a circumscribed future
which is found three times in the New Testament,
R. 887. According to Paul's view the proper course
to follow was to remain in Fair Havens. He probably said so outright but in a deferential and a ﬁtting
manner.
' 11) The centurion carefully weighed Paul’s words
yet felt that what the'sailing master and the captain
said had greater weight and so sided with them.
The xupepmims is the chief pilot or “sailing master,”
and wimp“, “the captain," (examples from the papyri
in M.-M.). Correct the terms found in our versions.
The view is mistaken that the centurion had the ﬁnal
decision in the matter, that he presided at a council,
that he was merely taking the advice of the others,
and that he had charge of the delivery of the cargo

of grain. He was only a centurion, he had charge
only of the prisoners and their delivery, he was sent
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from Caesarea, and no one knew that he would be
able to secure passage on a grain ship. He did
not have the decisive word, nor was the decision
made by him. This was a government vessel, the
government was its owner.
The sailing master is
named before the captain, his word certainly counted
as much as that of the latter. All that Luke says
about the centurion is that he eventually agreed with
these two.
12) Now since the harbor was not well situated
for wintering, the majority resolved to put to sea
from there if somehow, after having arrived at

Phoenix, they might winter (there), a harbor looking down the southwest wind and down the northwest wind.

The compound awﬁozros, which is found only here
in the Greek, means “not well placed." It was “commodious" (A. V.) enough but did not provide sufﬁcient
protection against winter storms. 0: «Adam = “the
majority." Now we see] why the centurion is men-

tioned.

If Paul had succeeded in persuading him, it

would have been a case of two against two. Now it
was three against one. The supposition that other
persons besides these four had a part in the matter
is excluded. These three resolved for the reason
assigned, if possible, to reach the better harbor of
Phoenix, to put to sea from Fair Havens. 'Eomo
ﬂouhiv does not mean “advised” (our versions). “To
take or to give counsel” (R., W. P.) is also incorrect.
They had no one from whom to take it, no one to
whom to give it. Bowhﬁ is a resolution, and some
means, “they set it for themselves," thus, “they
resolved."
And the aorist states the ﬁnal outcome
of the two preceding imperfects, Paul’s advising and
the centurion’s refusal to be persuaded by that advice.
'Amx017m is used at it was in 13:18; 27 :2; etc.
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Etna»: with the optative is not a condition of potentiality (Robertson’s fourth class condition, W. P.), be.
cause it occurs in indirect discourse. “Here after
primary tenses we should have Edy and the subjunctive,
or (E with the future indicative” (R. 1030), for this
is a condition of expectancy (Robertson’s third class)
or of reality (Robertson’s ﬁrst). The change to the
optative in the indirect discourse is optional with the
writer. “The indicative or the subjunctive could have
been retained,” R. 1044. Nor do we think that this
clause expresses purpose.
Conditional clauses are
distinct from purpose clauses. They said (direct discourse) : “If we may somehow be able to winter,” etc.
They expected to but took some risk. «min; = Phoenix
(named from “palm”) = Penice (two syllables, A.
V.) , a harbor on the southern coast of Crete opposite
the little isle Cauda (v. 16).
What does th'wowa Kai-(‘2. N'Ba. Kai Kai-d xu-JPOV mean?
The point is a quite minor one.
The vessel never
reached this‘harbor. It makes little difference to us
which way it faced, and whether the coast is now
altered or not. To say that Luke never saw it is beside the mark, for this sailing master and this captain knew it so wellthat they left the one harbor
for the other. The debate is keen, and not only on
the part of the commentators, but even on the part of
ofﬁcers of the navy who have surveyed this coast and
others who have examined it with charts, pictures, and
debate resulting.

Air]: is the wind that blows from the southwest.
xapo: the one from the northwest; there is no debate
regarding this. There appear, however, to be two
harbors in question, one that is now called Lutro,
which one enters from the east; the other which by
some is called Phineka, which one enters from the
west (Zahn, a bight named “Plaka B." on the latest
maps). We see the clash in our versions: “lieth to-
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ward the south west and north west,” A. V.; “looking
north-east and south-east," R. V., the one version
looking Kurd, “against" the wind, the other looking
and, “down" the wind and thus translating the supposed sense of the Greek words. For ourselves we
can say only this: "A harbor into which the so prevalent western winds could blow would be far worse than
Fair Havens, into which these winds do not blow.
How could a northwest wind reach a harbor on the
south of Crete?” And now let us leave this question.
See Smith, Bible Dictionary, III, 2481, for one view,
and Zahn for the other.
13) Now, when the south wind started to blow
gently, supposing to have achieved their purpose,
having weighed anchor, they began coasting along
Crete rather closely.
After they had decided to get to Phoenix, some
forty miles for Fair Havens, the ﬁrst opportunity that
offered itself was when a gentle south wind started
to blow; the gentleness lies in {mi in the participle,
and its aorist is ingressive. The sailing master, the
captain, and the centurion at once supposed that they
had achieved the purpose they had set, namely reaching Phoenix; xpan’m is followed by the genitive. Since
this wind was blowing, they thought they were as
good as there. So they quickly weighed anchor, alpu,
“to draw up,” “to lift,” in the nautical sense. Then
they started to coast along the shore of Crete (inchoative imperfect, the verb being the same as the participle used in v. 8) “rather closely," well inshore,

6am, comparative of am.

The tense, of course, im-

plies that something unexpected intervened.

But the

venture itself seemed to have everything in its favor:
only forty miles to go, and ugly westerly winds
changed into a gentle southern breeze which could
be used to good advantage in slipping along the
coast.

1074 Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles
14) Not long after, however, there beat down
from it a typhonic wind, the one called Euraquilo.

And the ship having been seized and not able to face
the wind, having given way, we were driven on.
The description is terse and graphic. The gentle
south wind was deceptive. “Not much after” is a
litotes for “quite soon." The totally unexpected happened. “Down from it" (feminine, Crete), from the
Cretan mountains, 7,000 feet high, a typhonic wind,
for which the sailors had the name Euraquilo, struck
the vessel. The adjective is derived from Topsy, “the
malignant demon par excellence of magic" (M.-M.
646), from which we still have “typhoon.” When Luke
adds the name of this hurricane he conveys the idea
that this type of wind was well known. We see what
made sailing so dangerous at this season of the year,
and what Paul. meant by his warning in regard to
going on. The resolve to winter in Phoenix was really
a compromise. It had been proposed to go only to
this point.
But even while traversing this short
distance the vessel was promptly caught in the gale.
The name capaxﬁm (cipoc, east wind and the Latin
aquilo, northeast) is unimportant as far as its hybrid
etymology is concerned; this name was given the wind
because of its terrible character.
The variant
capoxaﬁsw, textually weakly supported and probably
a corruption = northeast wind causing great waves.
The aorist Span reports wherein the preceding imperfect ended.
15) The vessel being thus suddenly seized (aorist)
and not being able to face the wind (to look it in the
eye, nautical for beating up against it; swapivou present
tense to denote the condition), “having given way, we
were being borne on,” the aorist participle to indicate
the act of giving the vessel over to the typhoon, and
the imperfect verb. the continued result, and aorists
to tell what the outcome was. Here Luke’s “we?
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includes the entire group on the ship.
They were
helplessly swept onward in the grip of the hurricane.
They simply ran with the wind and did not in- any
way beat up against it as they could and would have
done inan ordinary gale.
16) And having run under the lee of a small
island called Cauda, we succeeded with difﬁculty to
secure the boat; which having hoisted, they started
using trappings, undergirding the ship; and fearing

lest they fall off into the Syrtis, having lowered the
tackle, they were thus borne along.
Note well how Luke writes: in v. 14, 15, he tells

how the typhoon struck until ('tﬁtpéﬂcoa. “we were borne
on”; then v. 16, 17, how they got into the lee of the
island, did what they could,'and thus still c'qbe'povra,
“they were borne on."
These two imperfects are
mates: borne on and still borne on.

Cauda or Clauda,

called Gaudo by the Greeks today, Gozzo by the Italians, twenty-three miles from Crete, is a little triangular isle, one side facing east, the second southwest,

the third north. They managed “to run under the
lee" of this isle; note in v. 4. “to sail under the
lee."
This lee was the southwest angle of the isle
which shielded the vessel somewhat from the north-

west hurricane.
With diﬂiculty they managed to secure the ship’s
boat here. When they left Fair Havens, this only
boat which they possessed was towed. Then the sudden typhoon swept down on them and afforded no
opportunity to take the boat in.

It had been promptly

swamped and was thus now hauled in with considerable diﬁiculty. Luke Writesiaxiia’aptv, “we succeeded,"
as though he had been one of those who helped to

secure the boat.
Some imagine that, when the
typhoon struck, the boat had been put out (even
loaded dowu) in order to act as a drag. But if this
had been done, Luke would have mentioned the fact.
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He writes instead as though the boat had been towed
as a matter of course. The boat was too valuable
to be cut adrift; in case of the ship’s foundering it
afforded some means of escape. It was probably of a
considerable size.
17) The ﬁrst task was to hoist the boat. This
done, they began to use frappings to undergird the

ship.

Boqoa’m is to be construed with expovro, which

always has the dative, and the present participle
describes how the frappings were used. Luke now
uses the third person, for this task the sailors alone
could perform, and the imperfect pictures the work
as consuming some time. These Bovﬁcim were imaCépara,
strong cables that were passed under the ship transversely around its waist in order to support the tim-

bers lest they spring their joints and let in the water
and cause the ship to founder. The Athenian triremes
used such frappings. Some speak of passing these
cables around the ship horizontally, from stem to stern,
an idea that is unacceptable, not only because the thing

could not be done, but because, if done, would be quite
useless.
The planking of the hull was horizontal,
and a transverse cable alone would help to secure it
against springing joints. Ancient ships generally
foundered because of the spreading of the planks of
the hull; frappings were thus carried as regular
equipment. The straining of the heavy mast in a
violent storm often, forced timbers to spread. Even
in the case of modern vessels severe storms force open

the steel plates and cause foundering despite powerful
pumps.
The next step was to escape a different danger,

that of being driven into the Syrtis. There were two,
one a smaller (now the Gulf of Cabes), and the other
the larger one here referred to (now the Gulf of
Sidra). These were sandbanks which shifted be-
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cause of wind and waves. This Syrtis lying between
Carthage and Cyrene was so dreaded by all ancient
sailors that “Syrtis” became a common expression with

the poets. These northeast hurricanes were known
to blow for days as we see that this one did. When
they were ﬁrst caught on the coast of Crete, nothing

availed but to run before the wind; but to continue
thus involved being driven into these sand bars with

a fatal ending. The ship's course had to be changed
at all hazard.
When this is understood, we shall reject the explanation of the German commentators who think that
xaAéa'avres 16 axeﬁos means lowering the gear into the
water in order to slow down the scudding vessel.
Some think of stones or weights that were dragged
by ropes; Zahn names rudder, sails, ropes, anchors,
but does not mention further details except to state
that the sails were furled, and the anchors were

thrown out. But this would not have changed the
ship’s course' it would only have delayed the calamity
of the Syrtis. And the ship’s course was changed;
see the maps. It was driven westward and a little
northward so that it eventually (the hurricane lasted
fourteen days) reached Malta. The indispensable book
for a proper understanding of the entire voyage and
most of its details is that by J. Smith, The Voyage and
Shipwreck of St. Paul, 4th ed., 1880.

What was lowered in the lee of Cauda was the
mainsail; the yardarm and this sail were brought
down. The ship was laid to, pointed into the wind as
closely as possible, having only a small topsail to help
to hold it there; she was laid on her starboard tack,
the right side slanting acutely to the wind, so that

the gale sent her westward and a little northward.
The resultant drift 8° north of west, according to the
strength of the gale, would be between % and 2 miles
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per hour. Taking the mean rate of 1:} miles per hour,
36 per day, would bring the ship the 480 miles to
Malta in about 13 days, exactly as Luke has described
its course. These calculations of Smith are certainly
most satisfactory. “Thus they were home on” in the
new course.
18) And we being exceedingly tempest-tossed,
they started jettisoning, and on the third day with
their own hands they hurled out 'the furniture of
the ship. And neither sun nor stars appearing for
a number of days, and no small tempest continuing
to hold on, as for anything further, there began to
be taken away all around every hope of our being
saved.
The hurricane did not abate in the least as the
genitive absolute (causal) states.
Thus jettisoning
started the next day in order to lighten the ship (A.
V.), literally: “they began to make an outthrow," imperfect, inchoative.
Luke fails to state what was
heaved overboard.
Those who think of the grain
are mistaken (v. 38); it was probably some of the
heavy supercargo, pieces of freight that were, perhaps, lashed to the deck or easily reached through the
hatches. The tense implies that not all of it was jettisoned.
19) But on the third day with their own hands
they heaved overhoard n‘qv cmniv of the ship, its furniture (R. V. margin) and not the tackling (our versions). The latter would be rd «main or n‘. dm’ta. Because of atvdxupee the A. V. translates, “we with our
own hands," which Ramsay thinks more graphic.
Everybody lent a hand, even Luke. But the text has
the third person, and now the aorist to indicate a complete job. Beds, tables, chairs, chests were thrown
overboard. Desperation was growing. But they did
not cast overboard the tackling, the spars, broken
masts or the anchors. We note four anchors in v. 29
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and 40. and the hoisting of the mainsail in v. 40,
which means that the mast held, and that the spars
were in place. Moreover, the ship was held to its
course and not abandoned to drift helplessly.
20) Neither sun nor stars appearing for days
(thieves, “more," i. e., a number of them), it was impossible to make a reckoning and to establish the
position of the ship. “No small tempest continuing to
hold on,” literally, “to lie on,” means that the severity
of the gale had not abated. Luke does not name the
number of days; he had lost count. In this desperate
condition, “as for anything further," Aourév, “furthermore," Deissmann, Light, etc., 176, (16), 188 (5 and
20), “there began to be taken away all around
(mpiypri‘ro, imperfect Of ftplalptlw) all hope of our be-

ing saved” (mac, not. “as far as we were concerned,"
R., W. P., for it is the subject of the inﬁnitive).
We need not ask whether Paul, too, was losing hope,
for Luke uses the inchoative imperfect which even
in the case of the others doesnot imply complete loss
of hope.
21) And there having been much going without food, then, having taken his stand in their midst,
Paul said:
It was necessary, 0 men, for you by
obeying me not to put to sea from Crete and to
escape this injury and loss. And as to you, I exhort
you to be of good cheer, for there shall be not a
single loss (by sea) of life from among you, only
of the ship. For there stood beside me this night of
the God, whose I am, whom also I serve, an angel,
saying, Fear not, Paul! It is necessary for thee to
stand before Caesar. And lo, God has graciously
granted thee all those sailing with thee. Therefore
be of good cheer, men, for I believe God that it shall
be thus according to what manner he has spoken to
me.
However, it is necessary for us to fall onto
some island.
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Since the conditions during these days were as

described, even the preparation of food had scarcely
been attempted to say nothing about eating sufﬁciently.
'Am‘ria is “foodlessness,” and there had been much of
this, namely men going without food, perhaps eating
a bite only at great intervals, giving way to despair,
and being weak and exhausted. This completes Luke’s
picture of the desperate condition of vessel, crew, and
passengers.
We have already seen so much of Paul’s strong
character and of the leadership and the mastery with
which he was endowed, that all this does not need
again to be introduced. Of course, he had lost none
of this during these desperate days. Now, however,
it is not this strength of soul that makes him “take
a stand in the midst of them,” but the divine message
God sent him by an angel during the night. He is
not attempting to put new heart and courage into all

these despairing men merely by his own personal
power but chieﬂy by this divine revelation which he
has received, which, indeed, concerns all on board the
ship. He had made no special move until this time;
the one he now makes is undertaken by God’s own
direction. Luke records Paul's words in full.
The imperfect 58¢: expresses a past necessity or obligation that was not met. This idiom is difﬁcult to the
English and the German ear, starting, as it does,
in the past and reaching to the present. R. 886 and
919-920 describe it Well although we doubt the statement on p. 920 that this imperfect is practically an
apodosis of a second-class conditional sentence (present unreality) without av; we think only of one function, not of this second one of a conditional thought.
Back there in Fair Havens they should have obeyed
Paul when he urged them not to put to sea, but they
failed to do so.
Ad always takes the accusative with the inﬁnitive,
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and here the inﬁnitive dvdyca'aal, “to be putting to sea”
(nautical, see 13:13), has its implied accusative subjECt {Jpn-s modiﬁed by the participle necﬂapxﬁaawcic pot.

The thing they ought to have done as being right and
neCessary was: “by obeying me not to go on putting
to sea from Crete." KepSﬁa'at adds what the result of
not putting to sea would have been: “and escape
(aorist, the one act of escaping) this injury and loss.”
The verb means “to gain” but is used idiomatically
with terms such as injury and loss; the gain lies in
escaping the loss. Our versions draw the negative
p15 also to this second inﬁnitive: “not to gain this
injury,” etc., which is incorrect (B.-P. 672, and
others).
22) This reminder of the past great mistake was
not intended in the sense of, “I told you so," as is the
manner of petty natures. Paul reminds the authorities
of the ship in regard to what they now see, that they
should have obeyed him, in order that they may not
again. disbelieve and disobey.
One serious mistake
was enough. So now (ravﬁl', “as to present affairs,”
complement of My in v. 21) he exhorts them to be of
good cheer and to drop their hopeless despair. But
this is not a rallying of the last bit of desperate courage, at least to die ﬁghting. Paul has more, far
more: God’s own positive assurance that not a single
loss (dwoﬁoM, nautical: "loss by sea,” by being thrown

overboard, Smith, Bible Dictionary, the nautical vocabulary, IV, 3009) of life among all of them shall occur
although the vessel itself shall be lost.
Paul thus
states in brief what God had communicated to him.
Looking at that communication, we see that it
promised nothing cheering in regard to the ship, and
the outcome, too, shows that Paul understood correctly that the ship would not be saved.
23) And now, in explanation (yap) of this so
positive assurance and prophecy, Paul tells all his ship-
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mates what God himself promised him by one of his
angels in a vision during the past night. As soon as
possible Paul announced the news in the morning. The
genitive “of God” with its two modiﬁers is placed forward for the sake of emphasis. All these men were
pagans although there may have been a Jew or two
among them. That makes clear the reason for this
emphasis. And Paul’s tone and bearing must be added,
his joy in confessing the. one true God before these
pagans, “whose I am,” who is my God, to whom alone"
I belong with heart and soul, who holds me in his hand
as his very own; “whom also I serve,” Aarpeﬁu (in the
service due him from everyone, not Amoupyéw, ofﬁcial
service as an apostle), serve faithfully as his true worshipper. What were pagan gods in comparison with
this “God"? Let all these men understand well this
great confession of God on Paul's part. Whether these
pagans understood dyycAoc as .“angel,” in the way Paul
meant the word, or only as “messenger," in the general
sense, made little difference, for only a spirit from
God and from heaven could stand beside Paul during the night and speak the message which Paul now
repeats.

24) In prohibitions the present imperative often
means to stop an action already begun ( R. 851, etc.),
yet here the sense is scarcely, “Stop being afraid I”
but, as in various other instances, “Remain unafraid l”
for the angel's message was, indeed. a blessed one.
It was brief and consisted of two decisive statements.
The ﬁrst is that Paul must, indeed, appear before
Caesar. The necessity implied in 8:2 is here that of
God’s will which was plainly intimated to Paul already
in 23:11, so that before Festus he had also appealed
to Caesar (25:11, 12). With regard to God it had
been settled, and he would bring it to pass that the
apostle should stand before Caesar. We hesitate to
stress the angel's statement to mean that Nero himself
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was to hear Paul’s case and not merely Nero's imperial judge in Rome.

More than this, and no small addition, as “10”
makes clear. God has graciously granted Paul the
lives of all his shipmates. May we not assume that
Paul had earnestly prayed for them, and that this was
God's answer? The angel does not say so as he does
in Luke 1 :13, and Acts 10:4, hence we cannot be cer-

tain. But this is beyond question: it was for Paul’s
sake that God spared the lives of all these men. They
had him, under God, not themselves to thank for the
extension of their day of grace. God has often done
similar things for the sake of his children. “Graciously granted” to Paul, with its perfect tense implying
that this was now their condition, is a word to cause
us to pause although so many pass over it lightly. All
might have perished in the waves, and God might have
saved Paul alone, or Paul and Luke and Aristarchus.
Surely, it was not the keeping of all alive that is so
important in this divine grant. They now hear that
they belong to Paul by the gift of the Almighty who
will save them from this tempest when their hope was
almost gone. And Paul belongs to God as one who
truly serves him.
Is God not telling them that
through Paul’s mediation they, too, like him, are to
be this true God’s own in order to serve him? They
were to see and to hear much more about God, and
we may, indeed, conclude that many of these men
“sailing with Paul” came also to be saved in the higher
sense.
'
25) Calamity, the imminence of frightful death,
is one of God’s means for opening men's ears to his
Word and to the thought of eternity. Paul’s words
found willing hearers. No one scoffed at the vision of
the angel and the message. Again, and for the mighty
reason assigned, Paul bids them take heart by assuring
them that he trusts what God has said (ma-aim with
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the dative of the person). In xuo' 3v rpémw the antecedent is drawn into the relative clause. The Greek
is more cumbersome; we say, “just as." Paul con—
fesses his conﬁdence in God and in the message. He
does it in order to awaken a like conﬁdence in all his
shipmates. One man's faith and conﬁdent confession
are to aid other men in joining him. The strong faith
is to support the weak, hesitant, timid.
This was
more than a star of hope in the black night of death;
this was God himself, his angel, his great message, a
burst of sunlight. “I believe God.” This word is
placed on each man's lips in order to confess it with
Paul.
26) From the angel’s words Paul makes the deduction that “we must fall onto some island," 8:: to
indicate the necessity lying in the situation. On
r'nmniv (is note v. 17, in v. 29 this verb is used with
«uni; our versions translate interpretatively, “be cast
upon." Paul’s judgment was correct. It was so in
v. 10, where he spoke without revelation or inspiration.
Where he speaks of the loss of lives in addition to the

other loss, he was right; for the fact that no lives were
lost was due wholly to God’s intervention and gracious
gift. We take it that Paul spoke on the morning before the fourteenth night (v. 27) .
27) But when the fourteenth night came, we
being borne on through in the Adria, along the
middle of the night the sailors began to suspect that
some land was drawing near to them. And on
sounding they found twenty fathoms; and on standing through a little and having sounded again, they
found ﬁfteen fathom. And fearing lest, perhaps,
they fall along rough places, having thrown out
four anchors from the stern, they kept praying for

day to come.
In regard to the time, the fourteenth night as com-

pared with the distance covered from Crete to Malta.
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see v. 17. This protracted tempest which continued
unabated after fourteen days and nights shows the
danger of navigation at this season (September 15November 11), and why all navigation ceased from
November 11 to March 10. We see no reason for
“to and fro” as a translation of sat in Staditpoye'mv;
“through" is sufﬁcient, for they held their course in the
same direction as before.
“The Adria" (not “the Adriatic" in our sense) is
the sea between Malta, Italy, Greece, and Crete; later
“the Adria” was extended to the coast of Cyrene.
About midnight the sailors on duty began to suspect
that some land was approaching. It is an interesting
textual question whether to accept the reading wpoad'yew,
or with one codex and a Latin version or two the
reading wpoaaxciv, resonare sibi, the Doric for wpoa‘qxeiv.

The former is, indeed, used intransitively in the sense
of “to approach,” and the commentators explain that
the verb is subjective, the sailors thinking of the land
as coming toward them. But, in reality, during the
thick, starless night (v. 20) they detected the nearness
of land by the ﬁrst sound of the breakers and the surf
beating on the coast. This new sound was at ﬁrst
faint because of the storm, hence 9mm, “began to
suspect some land sounding toward them.” One also
sees how this more unusual inﬁnitive by a slight alteration became, “was approaching,” when landmen copied
the text. See M.-M. 546 for Moulton’s opinion that
“resounding toward them” was a technical nautical
term.
28) The sailors promptly cast the sounding lead
and found the depth to be twenty fathom, the «5de
or “stretch” being the distance between the tips of the
middle ﬁngers with the arms outstretched. “And when
they had gone a little further" (A. V.). like, “after
a little space” (R. V.). is interpretative for “having

stood on through a little,” Sui being used to indicate the
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interval.
Then the sounding showed only ﬁfteen
fathoms, which indicated that they were rapidly approaching land. The noise they had begun to hear was
certainly the roar of the breakers.
29) They now feared that “they might fall out
down on rough places,” the verb EKm'm'w being used as
it was in v. 17 and 26.
Those breakers sounded
ominous in the dead of night as though the coast were
full of rocks and reefs toward which the ship was

rapidly drifting.

Forthwith they threw out four

anchors from the stern, all the anchors they had in the
stern, in order to prevent the ship, if possible, from
going straight onto the rocks. We see no reason for
calling this anchoring from the stern “unusual" under
the circumstances. This was not an anchoring in a
calm bay or in waters where a position could be chosen
but in a storm. The effect of the anchoring from the
stern seems to be ill understood. The ship was not
driving head on, i. e., running before the wind. This
would have carried it southwest into the great Syrtis.
Under the lee of Cauda the prow had been pointed
north or- north by east. The impact of the wind on
the starboard side drove the vessel west by north.
Thus it was now in danger of being hurled port or larboard side onto the rocks. The moment the stern
anchors held, the ship swung to the left as on a pivot,
its prow pointing down wind, southwest, more or less
directly toward the shore. With the casting of the
anchors the rudder was released, and the topsail was
quickly taken in.
All this was done in the dark while the booming
shore was wholly invisible, and only its general direction was being indicated by the sound. To say that
anchoring from the prow would have caused the ship
to swing about and to snap the anchor cables is unwarranted. The stern would have swung about and
not the prow, nor would there have been more danger
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of snapping than by causing the prow to swing around

by anchoring at the stern.

It is not easy to show just

why the stern was chosen. The assumption that it
had already been determined to beach the ship, and
that the calculation had already been made that in
doing this with the prow down wind the ship might
be controlled enough to choose a favorable spot ashore,
overlooks the total darkness. All that can safely be
said is that, if the anchors would not hold, it was
’ thought best to head inshore at some kind of an
angle. But the anchors held, and all now prayed for
day to come so that they might be able at least to see.
30) But the sailors seeking to ﬂee out of the
ship and having lowered the boat into the sea on
pretext as though intending to lay out anchors from
the prow, Paul said to the centurion and the soldiers,
Unless these remain in the ship, you yourselves cannot be saved. Then the soldiers cut away the ropes
of the boat and let her fall of.

This scheme of the sailors was cunning, indeed.
Once in the boat under the cover of the dark night, who
could tell but what they were swept away from the ship
by accident? They thought that they had more chance
of getting ashore alive by means of the boat than by
risking their lives in the ship, whose stern anchors
might not hold the ship until daylight. Those who
think that the sailing master and the captain (v.
11) were not party to the scheme forget that these
oﬂ‘icers of the vessel alone could order more anchors
lowered.
The scheme progressed as far as lowering the boat
into the sea (aorist to express the fact). One of the
main oﬁicers gave the order and added the second regarding the additional anchors. It is Luke who calls
this “a pretext." With an and the participle (genitive,
continuing the genitive absolute, R. 966) he states
what was used as the pretext, namely “intending
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(Mama) to lay out anchors from the prow.”

’Exra'm

.d'ykvpav is used in this sense, Smith, Bible Dictionary,
vocabulary IV, 3009. This was really an excellent
plan. By means of the boat the anchors of the prow
would be carried as far back as possible on each side
of the ship so that, if the four stern anchors began to
slip, these others would grip, and all of the anchors together would hold.
81)
It was the keen eye of Paul that detected the
treachery. His speaking to the centurion and the soldiers and not to the ship’s ofﬁcers shows plainly that
the latter were party to the scheme, in fact, were the
very men who were trying to effect it. One word from
Paul is enough: “Unless these remain in the ship,
you yourselves (twig, emphatic) cannot be saved.”
Paul says nothing about himself and all the other
passengers. It was enough that the centurion and
his soldiers (who heard Paul) should lose their lives,
But had Paul, by God’s own revelation, not declared
that not a single life would be lost? He had, indeed; nor
was even one man lost. But God uses natural means,
was even now using Paul, the centurion and his soldiers, and these wicked sailors. After the desertion of
the latter no man would have been left to manage the
ship (as in v. 39-41). It is idle to ask the hypothetical
question as to what really would have happened if the
scheme of the sailors had succeeded. Nearly all of
such “if" questions are useless. When God foretells
the future, he does so by foreseeing every detail and
every means with the same certainty as though they
had already occurred. Thus Paul's frustration of the
wicked scheme of the sailors was known to God when
he gave him the prophecy.
32) Upon the centurion’s orders the ropes that
held the boat were promptly slashed through by the
soldiers and the boat let go (into, nautical, see Smith
above).
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33) Until day was about to come, Paul was
beseeching them all to partake of food, saying: For
the fourteenth day today you are continuously waiting foodiess, having taken nothing to yourselves.
Wherefore l beseech you to partake of food, for
this is in the interest of your own safety, for of
not one of you a hair from the head shall perish.
And on having said this and having taken bread,
he gave thanks to God in the presence of them all
and, having broken it, he began to eat. And having
become of good cheer, all also themselves took food.
Now we were in the ship to the total number of souls
two hundred seventy-six.
What a scene! It is still pitch-dark night, the storm
is still howling as it had done during thirteen other
nights, the surf is roaring on the uncertain coast, dim
lanterns afford the only light, a vessel full of despairing people is expecting to be drowned in the wild sea!
It is Paul who once more steps to the front. He connects the prophecy with the present situation: all lives
will be saved, but the vessel will be lost. What could
and should now be done? Here was a true leader in
an emergency. He made all these people eat in
order to hearten and to strengthen them for what lay
ahead.
We may take it that little food had been served during these two weeks. Few had cared to eat beyond
snatching a bite now and then, many of those who
were not sailors had been seasick and had given up
entirely. It was no small task to rally all of them.
How Paul had borne up during the long ordeal we do
not know but he had by God’s help and had courage
enough for all of them. And had not God himself
“graciously granted” all those sailing with him to Paul
as a special gift to him (v. 24)? Had God not thus
placed them in his charge? Just as it had been the
case with regard to the sailors, whom God would use
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and who must not abandon the ship, so now it was the

case with regard to the food which was to hearten and'
to strengthen all of them: this was another means in
God’s hands, and Paul was God’s agent. God achieves
so many of his ends by blessing the proper, sensible
means.
Luke has preserved Paul’s urgent words.

The

accusative “for the fourteenth day today” states the
extent ‘of the time of their having continued foodless.
As is done so often in the Greek, the participle expresses the main idea, and the verb the adverbial
thought: wpoaSovarcs 81a7¢.\¢i'r¢, ihr wartet ununterb-ro-

chem (B.-D. 414), “you wait continuously" (AbbottSmith, Manual Greek Lexicon, 112), and “foodless” is
not to be taken absolutely, but as “having taken to
yourselves nothing" in the way of a real meal.

Since

they were expecting death at any moment, who wanted
to eat, how many could eat?
34) Paul rouses them out of this despair. He
urges them to partake of food, for this is in the interest (wpo'v, “towards”) of their own safety or deliver-

ance.

It is safety that lies ahead, not death; and the

possessive adjective ivnere’pus is stronger than the pronoun i-pau, “your own safety.”
“For of not one of

you shall a hair from the head perish" intensiﬁes the
assurance of coming safety and is based on the
prophecy mentioned in v. 24. The sense is that,
without the least bodily injury, every person on the ship
shall be saved. The word is the same as that used in
Luke 18:21. A variant reading has, “shall fall from

the head,” in agreement with 1 Sam. 14:45; II Sam.
14:11; I Kings 1:52; compare Matt. 10:30; Luke 12:7.

Paul’s faith dismisses all doubts and questions; he
voices it in the strongest language in order to hearten
all the others.

35) To his words he adds his example, for acts
always speak more effectively than words. He took
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bread, gave thanks to God before them all, broke it,
and began to eat. This action said more than Paul’s
words; it showed all of them how to eat, namely with
thanksgiving to God. It must not escape the reader
that “he gave thanks" is a main verb which raises this

act above those expressed by the participles. “In the
presence of them all,” perhaps all pagans, is important.
Of course. this was grace before meat, but it was the
confession of the true God before pagans, it was
preaching this God to all of them as the fount of every

blessing, as their one Deliverer in their frightful danger. So simple and yet so signiﬁcant an act! No, Paul
did not just break and eat; praying before eating was
no formality with him, one that might be omitted at a
time such as this. Prayer and thanksgiving were more
essential in this hour than in more normal ones.
It is strange to ﬁnd Blass and some others introducing the Lord’s Supper or at least the Agape because
Paul took the bread, gave thanks, and broke it. Bread
was always taken, broken, and eaten, and all Jews
were taught to eat with thanksgiving. Our method of
biting into sliced bread was never used, nor was bread
sliced in those days. Paul did not ask all to give thanks
with him; he did not regard all these men as a Christian or a Jewish family for the reason that they were
nothing of the kind. Luke and Aristarchus regarded
Paul’s thanksgiving as intended also for them; the

rest listened, and even that was good for them. They
saw a man of God acting like one even under dire
circumstances.

36) Cheered and heartened, at least to some degree, they all also themselves took food. So much Paul
had gained.
Because v. 21-26, and again, resting on them, v. 33.
35, introduce the supernatural element, critics eliminate them. This critical canon, applied to Acts generally, would leave it a senseless wreck. As regards
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this one chapter Ramsay writes to the point: “In the
voyage Luke pictures Paul on a higher plane than common men, advising more skillfully than the skilled mariners, maintaining hope and courage when all were in
despair, and breathing his hope and courage into
others, playing the part of a true Roman in a Roman
ship (let us rather say of a true Christian in a heathen
ship). looked up to even by the centurion, and in his
single self the savior of the lives of all. But the interpolation-theory would cut out the center of the picture.” Yes, it would do worse.
.
37)

Ad is parenthetical because of the nature of

the statement. On the size of ancient vessels see Smith,
Bible Dictionary IV, 3004. Josephus was wrecked in
the same part of the Levant in a vessel which carried
600 souls. The average ship was between 500 and
1,000 tons, carrying one man for'every 15 tons.

We

need not trouble about the variant reading “about
seventy-six” in place of “two hundred seventy-six.”
But micrm is attributive and thus means “the total
number." It is Paul who towers above them all.
38) And having been satisﬁed with food, they
proceeded to lighten the ship by throwing out the
wheat into the sea.

This was done before daylight. Everybody had
eaten well. New life and vigor promptly showed themselves. After verbs of tasting we have the genitive.
It was a real task to bring up the wheat from the holds
and to heave it overboard, but the work was done with
zest.

The verb xau¢i§u is nautical (Smith, cited above),

and the tense indicates the action as being in progress.
The lighter the vessel, the higher she would ride, and
the farther up on the shore would she be thrown. That
ship and cargo were doomed had been plain for some
time.

39)

But when it became day, they recognized

, not the land; but they were aware of a sort of bay
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having a beach, into which they resolved, if they
could, to drive the ship. And having cast loose the
anchors, they let them go into the sea; at the same
time having loosed the yokes of. the paddle-rudders
and having hoisted the foresail to the blow, they
held for the beach. But lighting upon a place between the seas, they grounded the vessel; and the
prow having become ﬁxed, remained immovable, but
the stern began to break by the violence.
The climax is reached, and Luke is both detailed and
most accurate. Any careful reader sees this, but
those who have investigated the actual locality where
Paul’s ship was wrecked are astonished at Luke’s wonderful account. It is well to note how he records only
the vital points, each just brieﬂy but so as to furnish
a perfect picture.

One must carefully follow the im-

perfects from v. 38 on to v. 41; they are like a moving
picture. It is difﬁcult to reproduce them in English
but they are beautiful in the Greek. Only in v. 41 the
aorist stands out, c'm'KcLAav; they “beached” the vessel.
With one heave it grounded.
Day ﬁnally arrived, the shore began to become visible through the spray, but though the sailors strained
their eyes, they “were not recognizing" (imperfect)
the land. But “they were noting” (again imperfect)
a sort of (fwd) bay or inlet (not “creek,” A. V.) with
a beach. The ship had been driven just past Koura
Point on the northwest slope of Malta, this Point
forming the east boundary of what has since been
called St. Paul's Bay. Today the water is twenty fathoms deep at this place, and in a storm breakers beat
upon this point. The west side of this bay shows a decreasing depth. After passing the Point breakers
would sound also from the opposite direction but in
time to allow casting anchor. The English government
survey states that anchors will hold here.

On this

western side of the bay there lies the island Salmon-
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etta, so that from the vessel it would look like part of
the mainland. But this west coast is made up entirely
of high rocks, against which it was'hopeless to beach
the ship. That is why the sailors were so happy when
they saw an indentation with a beach, one place where,
by driving the ship ashore, they might hope to save at
least their lives. So “they were resolved (imperfect),
if they could (protasis, condition of potentiality), to
drive the ship" into this inlet (we prefer the reading
éeoam, from iﬁwaém. There was no hope of saving the
ship, imam, a variant reading). The translation of
the A. V. is far better than that of the R. V., for Bot-Ado
does not mean, “to take counsel whether,” etc., but, “to
resolve that,” etc. (B.-P. 228; also others.)
40) The things that were thus done are grouped:
an aorist participle with an imperfect verb, then, con.
nected by a’pa (“at the same time”), two aorist participles and another imperfect verb. After casting
loose the four anchors at the stern they let go of them
for good (dew, from Mn), is nautical; probably also
mpqu‘ms, from mpmpc’w). The ship was thus adrift,
was head on with the wind. At the same moment the
tivo paddle-rudders were again ﬁxed for use. Ancient
vessels had no hinged rudder but had two long oarlike rudders, one on each side of the stern. The two
were often operated together by being joined by crossbars, {cﬁyhay the same aStwKr-priai, “yokes” (Cf. Liddell

and Scott on these words and on mﬁa’mw). While the
anchors at the stern held the ship, the rudders were
drawn up and fastened so as to be out of the way. Now
the fastenings of the yokes were loosed (dyévm, second
aorist participle), and the rudders slipped into the

water and once more controlled the ship. At that moment, too, the foresail was hoisted to the blow of the
wind. While dpfe’pmv is very rare, all nautical authorities are agreed that it means top foresail, which could
be hoisted from the deck.
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Thus “were they holding for the beach," the foresail
and the rudders controlling the vessel so as to head in
the direction desired. Ti) ”(6507] is the present feminine
participle converted into a noun: “to the blow," B.-P.

1090. This was not a “breeze,” a599, Abbott-Smith and
R... W. P., but a howling gale. Equally unacceptable is
the supposition of Breusing and the German commentators that the rudders were released in order not to be
used; for without them the ship could not have been
pointed toward that inlet beach. That certainly was
a swift run for the shore!
41) But instead 'of reaching this goal they fell in
with (mpwlmw, “encountered,” M.-M. 507) “a place
dividing the sea,” a sand bar that either projected from
the beach or lay in front of it, the sea washing up from
both sides (Siddhaaoov) .

James Smith thinks this sand bar was the submerged isthmus between the isle Salmonetta and the
coast, and his word carries great weight. Nevertheless, we question this view, for Luke makes it very
plain that, while running for the inlet beach, they
unexpectedly struck this sand bar “between seas.” It
seems to be this adjective which our versions translate,
“where two seas met” (following Luther’s der auf
beiden Seiten Meer hatte), that favors this view of the

submerged isthmus, for any isthmus has sea on both
sides. But the word means, “between seas,” between
deeper places on its two sides, thus “through the sea"
and across the course of the ship which was making
for the main shore and the inlet beach. This is the
view of the German naval men reﬂected in B.-P. 304
who translates 16m: 8:9:1'Aaaaos‘ Aussengrund. So we do
not say with Ramsay that the ship could not have
struck a more fortunate place. It was not fortunate,
it was unavoidable. “They grounded the vessel" on this
bar and were still some distance from the beach. This
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is the only place where Luke changes from «Malay to ref-c
in referring to the same vessel.
With [.u'v and 8t balancing the statements the effect
is described and imperfects are again employed. The
prow, ﬁxed fast in the sand bar, continued to remain

immovable, but the stern began to be broken by the
violence, certainly not of the shock, but of the pounding
waves. The imperfects leave us with this situation
while the next incident is told.
42) Now the resolution of the soldiers was to
kill the prisoners so that not one, by swimming out,
escape. But the centurion, being resolved to save
Paul, hindered them from the project and ordered
those able to swim, by going overboard, to get out as
the ﬁrst to the land, and the rest, some on boards,
some on whatever things from the ship. And so
it came to pass that all came safe through to
the land.
The soldiers were accountable for the prisoners
with their own lives (see 12:18, 19). It was in order
to protect their own lives for their accounting to the
emperor for their prisoners that they resolved to kill
all of them so that not one, by escaping, might cause

them ,to be held accountable with their own lives. To
say that they “owed this to their honor” is unwarrant-

ed. Here again poo»; is not “counsel” but an actual
resolution; see the verb in v. 39, “to resolve.” The
soldiers did not merely advise this but agreed on it and
told the centurionabout their resolution. The texts
vary between the subjunctive Smitty” and the optative
8m¢15yot, either being correct (R. 987).
43, 44) But the centurion vetoed the project (m7
BovAﬁpa-ros, more than “purpose"), not because he was
“more humane,” but for a different reason. He was
personally more in danger of forfeiting his own life
than his soldiers in case one of his prisoners should
manage to escape. Under other circumstances he him-
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self would have ordered the prisoners killed. His soldiers counted on that. It is generally assumed that his
“being resolved to save Paul" implies the alternative of
killing all the prisoners, Paul included, or of killing
none. But he certainly could have ordered all killed
except Paul. And this the more readily because all the
other prisoners had been condemned to death and werebeing sent to their death in Rome (see v. 1), while no
sentence whatever had been passed on Paul. This centurion was grateful to Paul as the man who had practically saved his life by his courageous actions. But
more is implied. This centurion was impressed by
Paul's prophecy that God had “graciously granted" to
Paul (v. 24) all his shipmates, including himself (the
centurion). That word of prophecy gripped the centurion and made him veto the entire proposition of the
soldiers; for Paul’s sake he spared all the prisoners.
Verbs of hindering take the genitive.
So he gave the command that all the prisoners and
the soldiers who eould swim should, by dropping over~
board (am‘ in the participle), get to the land as the ﬁrst
ones (VPU'ITDIJS), so that they might help also any of the
rest in getting to land. The sailors, of course, were
able to swim and take care of themselves. The passengers, including Luke and Aristarchus, used boards
(planks) or anything else that served to keep them
aﬂoat. The gale drove the waves ashore so that all of
these had only to keep aﬂoatin order to be thrown
toward land. The aorist MAM: implies that the order
was promptly carried out.
“And thus it came to pass” (this e'yémo which is
often. used by Luke after the fashion of the LXX)
marks something weighty and notable. The entire 276
“came through safe to land” (were brought safely
through, passive). The angel's word was fulﬁlled (v.
24), and that in spite of everything that worked to the
contrary even to the very last.

CHAPTER XXVI"
FROM MALTA T0 ROME

1) The terrible experience on the sea was over
at last. Exhausted, dripping, yet glad to be alive,
sailors, soldiers, prisoners, passengers dragged themselves onto the beach. And having gotten through
safe, then we knew that the island was called Melite.
And the barbarians went on showing us unusual
kindness, for, kindling a ﬁre, they took us all to
themselves because of the present rain and because
of the cold.
Not until this time did they know where they had
been wrecked. KaMEmL, “is called,” is retained in the
indirect discourse. Main, is correct, not Liam-15m, a

clerical error. This is our present Malta with its great
harbor Valetta. The author visited this harbor and
had rough seas on leaving and only sailed past St
Paul's Bay. Just how the sailors realized that they
had been wrecked on Malta is not indicated. The fact
that the inhabitants told them seems to be ruled out
because they are not mentioned until the next sentence.
Although Malta has been made important and populous by the British, even in ancient times it had trade,
and its great harbor Valetta was known and often visited by sailors since it lay on the route of vessels bound
for Rome.
2) “The barbarians" means neither savages nor
barbarous people. In the language of the day mankind
was made up of three groups of people: Jews, Greeks,
and barbarians. All who did not speak Greek but
native languages were termed “barbarians” in the
sense of foreign people. These Maltese were a colony
(1098)
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of Phoenicians who thus spoke Punic. Yet we should
not think that none of them were at least to some degree conversant with the Greek. As far as the Punic
itself was concerned, its relation to Hebrew is close
enough so that Paul who was master of Hebrew (as
distinct from Aramaic) could understand and could
make himself understood even without relying on such
knowledge of the Greek as the natives may have had.
To the credit of these people Luke reports their
unusual humanitarian kindness, Menschenfreundlichkeit, literally, “not the kindness that happens” right
along. Haprixav = “they went on furnishing” this
exceptional kindness. To have 276 shipwrecked people
suddenly thrust upon them during the wintry season
with a storm still raging, in rain and cold, was no small
visitation. Without hesitation “they took them to
themselves.” “Us all,” Luke writes, stressing the great
crowd. They took charge of the whole sorry lot and,
in order to do what was most necessary ﬁrst, kindled

a great ﬁre (1rvpci. is found only here and in the next
verse in the New Testament) to help dry and warm
them. The protracted gale must have brought much
rain during the past fourteen days. It is not mentioned
until now because it, together with the cold, was the
reason for the kindling of the ﬁre. The second perfect
participle i¢cwu37a, which is always used in the present
sense, “standing upon them” = the “present” rain. We
may think of some kind of shelter under which the ﬁre
was made. Luke restricts Himself to this evidence of
humaneness because of what follows and leaves it to
his reader to think of further kindness, for the shipload of 276 persons remained among the natives for

about three months and needed practically everything
that was necessary for their sustenance.
3)
Now Paul having packed together some
pile of brushwood and having placed it on the ﬁre,

a viper, on coming out from the heat, fastened to his
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hand. And when the barbarians saw the beast
hanging from his hand they went on to say to each
other, Surely, this man is a murderer whom, though
brought to safety outof the sea, justice did not let
live! Now he, having shaken the beast off into the
ﬁre, suffered no harm.
But they were expecting
him presently to swell -or to fall down suddenly

dead; but expecting (this) for a long while and beholding nothing amiss occurring to him, having
changed their minds, they went on to say that he
was a god.

It is worth noting that Paul is among those who
gather fuel for the ﬁre. It was a sensible procedure
to keep bestirring oneself in such a wet and cold condi-

tion, but it also reveals the spirit of the man. See him
with a big lot of brushwood (the plural ¢ptiyava) in his
arms, placing it upon the ﬁre! Just such traits help to
reveal his greatness. Somehow there was a viper
among the wood that was burning, whether among the
brush Paul had brought or in some other.

Torpid from

the cold, on getting warm it became active and struck
its poisonous fangs into Paul’s hand. The claim is
made that Malta has no woods and has no vipers or
poisonous snakes but only a small non-poisonous constrictor, that clings and bites. Hence Luke’s story is
not true. Until recent years wood was found at St.
Paul’s Bay; in 1853 Lewing believed he saw a viper

near this very bay. But the population is now 1,200 to
the square mile, which means that woods and poisonous
snakes may have disappeared.

4)

The viper hung from Paul’s hand; all of the

natives saw it hanging there.

It had struck its fangs

into the hand. It did not merely coil around the hand
so that some might think the fangs were inserted, while

in reality they were not. Take the miracle out of this
record and a pointless story is left. But these natives

Acts 28:4, 5

1101

saw what they saw, and not only they, for Luke mentions them only because of what they said. The imperfect away (again in v. 6) describes instead of merely
stating the fact. And these natives knew the full eﬂ‘ect
of a viper’s strike, knew it from sad experiences in
their own midst. On vipers compare Matt. 3:7; Luke
3:7; Matt. 12:34; 23:33.
Here we have a case of the natural sense of justice
even among heathen men, conscience is'still working in
them. They are sure that crime is overtaken by retribution, and that this retribution often comes in a strikingly visible manner.

These natives spoke in Punic,

which Paul understood. But they probably did not
speak at this moment but afterward; at this time they
most likely just whispered to each other and eyed each
other signiﬁcantly. ndvrm, “looking at this in every
way” = “certainly.” They were sure that Paul (dieser
Mensch) was a murderer and mentioned this crime as
being most worthy of the doom of death. Although he
had been brought to safety out of the sea (concessive
participle), justice did not let him live, the aorist
speaking of Paul as already being virtually dead.

Perhaps we may capitalize “Justice” as being personiﬁed, but it was scarcely a pagan deity that was
worshiped on the island; it is enough to think of “justice" in the abstract sense. The idea is that justice
always claims its victim; one may escape it now and
again, in the end escape is hopeless. Justice works in
its own strange and mysterious ways; one can never

tell just when and how it reaches its victim. We.should
not call this superstition.

Superstition is mentioned

later and in a different way.

To this day men know

the workings of justice, in fact, cannot escape thinking
of them.
5) ‘0 prev oily is balanced by the following at 86, and
m'w returns to Paul after telling about the natives. Paul
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just ﬂipped the viper into the ﬁre and suffered no ill
consequences whatever, the aorist expressing the permanent fact.
6) What the natives expected was that he would
presently swell as a result of the poison, or that he
would suddenly fall down dead. Mc’AAch is to be construed with both inﬂnitives and expresses what was impending: “him about to be swelling or falling suddenly.” They kept looking for either result to occur at any
moment. In their experience this had always come
about without much delay. The imperfect “were expecting” conveys the idea that in this case the expected
did not eventuate.
For a long while they kept on expecting and yet
observing “not a thing amiss happening to him." This
was a marvel in their eyes. It was, as we know, a
manner of fulﬁllment of the promise of Jesus stated in
Mark 16:18, and in Luke 10:19. The miracle was
wrought by the' Lord in the interest of the gospel. Paul
would remain in Malta only three months. Although
276 were cast on the island, the Lord at once directed
the fullest attention to this one man Paul. In his own
miraculous way even on this mere island the Lord
opened the door for the apostle. It is for this reason
that Luke makes a record of the miracle.
After waiting until their own expectation was com-

pletely dead, the natives ﬁnally turned their thoughts
completely around. Meraﬁaxépevoi is the second aorist
participle, and properly so, since the change of mind
was one act.

Since deadly serpent poison had no ef-

fect whatever on Paul, these pagan natives knew only
one alternative, they declared “him to be a god," i. e.,
some one of their gods appearing in human form. This
was a strange repetition of Acts 14:11, 12. And here

is where we ﬁnd the superstition above referred to.
Now what did Paul do to correct these natives?
How did he succeed, and what happened? Has not

‘/"
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written enough about Paul so that we may anr these questions ourselves? Although he was a
isoner, Paul did much for the gospel in Malta. Luke
'ves us just a glimpse. Paul reached even the headman on the island and many others besides, for the
door had been opened to him at once.
7) Now in the neighborhood of that place
estates belonged to the Proton of the island by name
Publius, who, having received us, lodged us in friendly-rninded manner for three days.
'Ev 1on mp2 75v 115er e'xeivov, “in those (parts) around

that place,” i. e., in the neighborhood of the locality
where the natives had ﬁrst tried to help the shipwrecked crowd. The xopt'a' (plural) were estates, perhaps an extensive villa with other buildings. They belonged to the upon: of the island, and this was his ofﬁcial title as the governor under the praetor of Sicily, to
whose jurisdiction Malta belonged somewhat as Judea
belonged to Syria. The reality of this title is established by a Phoenician-Greek inscription bearing the

Greek title Hpém Mammy. This Protos was the Sicilian praetor’s representative or legate, one of the permanent residents who had been appointed to this ofﬁce.
“Publius” was his praenomen, and its use by Luke in
place of the cognomen may indicate the intimate relation with the man into which Paul and his companions
came.
As is so often the case, here, too, the relative has
demonstrative force: “it was he who,” no less a person
than he. We understand ﬁns: to include the entire 276.
That is why his “estates” are mentioned. He found
room to lodge and to feed the entire number; and he
did this “in friendly-minded manner," in the same
spirit which the natives had manifested (v. 2), and for
three days, i. e., until other provisions were arranged
for the prolonged, enforced stay. The wreck occurred
in the early morning, and the three days must have

/
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begun with that day. Luke wants us to understand
that this was a noble act on the part of Publius although as the governor of the island he, no doubt, felt
it incumbent upon himself to take care of the personnel
of a government grain ship and of the soldiers of the.
emperor.
8)

Now it was that the father of Publius was

lying afﬂicted with fever attacks and dysentery, to
whom Paul entering in and, on having prayed,
healed him by laying on his hands.
This case was serious, for the man was lying com—

pletely prostrated, afﬂicted (M.-M.) with fevers (plural, fever attacks that recurred) and dysentery (our
very word which is derived from the Greek itself).
The claim that this ailment is unknown on Malta is unwarranted, for it occurs everywhere. When feverish
conditions develop, the patient may easily lose his life.
Here we have an instance in which the ﬁrst participle is used with almost the force of a ﬁnite verb,
for “to whom” applies only to Paul’s going in and not
to the act of healing, which has its own pronoun.

Paul

evidently asked to see the sick man and so went in to
him. Many interpreters pass lightly by Paul’s praying
as if this conveyed nothing special regarding Paul and
the miracle, as if it was similar to a pastor’s prayer
for the sick. But Paul prayed exactly as Peter did
in 9 :40 (see that passage) in order to learn the Lord’s
will concerning this desperately sick man. The apostles never healed at will ; they performed miracles only
on the Lord’s or the Spirit's intimation. So here Paul
prayed not for the sick man but for himself: did the
Lord intend to heal this man through Paul or did he
not? And the Lord directed Paul to heal. Forthwith
the miracle was Wrought. The laying on of hands (see
6:6) accompanied this act as in so many instances

recorded regarding Jesus.
Paul's work in Malta.

The Lord was furthering

Acts 28:9, 10
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9)
And when this was done, also the rest, those
in the island having diseases, proceeded to come and

to be cured; who also honored us with many honors,
and they added for us on putting to sea the things
for our needs.
In view of the rest of Acts it is impossible to believe
that on Malta only miracles were wrought and that no
gospel was preached in connection with them. What
happened as a result of the shipwreck was that the
gospel with its great seal of miracles was spread
through the island. Paul could, of course, not go about,
being a prisoner; so the miracle caused the people voluntarily to come to the place where he was. The two
imperfects describe what occurred continually. We
have no report on the part of Luke and no other record
of a church in Malta except the tradition that Publius
became the ﬁrst bishop. The gospel never returns void.
Malta could be no exception. Neither here nor any-

where else does Luke even intimate. that he himself
also wrought miracles. To say that “he no doubt had
his share in the cures" by working miracles or by using
his medical skill, is without warrant.
10) The benefactions that came to them through
Paul (Luke and Aristarchus helping him with the
preaching and the teaching) evoked the strongest gratitude. “They honored us with many honors.” Luke
uses the personal pronoun freely in this last ”we” section, beginning with 27 :1, sometimes with reference to
Paul, himself, and Aristarchus alone (some think the
latter went only as far as Myra, 27:5), again with
reference to all the voyagers. Here the context suggests that “us” is to be taken in the narrow sense.
What the “honors” were is not speciﬁed. But when
they put to sea again, the grateful people supplied them
with all that they needed for the further voyage. We
take iréaswo to mean, “they added”; the A. V. is better
than the R. V. on this point. We ﬁnd it misleading
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when R., W. P., intimates that “honors” has the sense
of payment for professional services, honorarium.
When did an apostle ever regard his healings as “professional services" or accept an honorarium?
11) Now after three months we put to sea in
a ship that had wintered in the island, an Alexandrian one, with the sign Dioscuri. And having been
brought down to Syracuse, we remained there for
three days; whence, on having gone around, we
arrived at Rhegium, and after one day a south wind
having come on, we came on the second day to Puteoli, where, on ﬁnding brethren, we were urged to
remain with them for seven days. And thus we
came to Rome.
The regular shipping season opened on March the
tenth (see 18:18). Some think that the start from
Malta was made a little earlier, but Luke is not concerned about ﬁxing the exact day. The Alexandrian
ship had wintered in the grand harbor of Valetta,
which is now heavily fortiﬁed by Britain and enclosed
by heights, all save the entrance. This Alexandrian
ship was quite likely also a government grain vessel.
Whether the entire 276 took passage on this ship or
only the centurion with his soldiers and his prisoners
is left undetermined.
This is the only vessel whose name Luke records:
“Dioscuri,” Aerie (genitive of 2:139) plus Képot = “boys of
Zeus” (the Attic used the dual form, the Koine the
plural), meaning the twins, Castor and Pollux, born to
Leda. These two were the tutelary gods of sailors, and
their images were either painted or carved on both
sides of the prow; wapavripqp (either a noun or an adjective) is like the appositional name in the dative because
of the construction after iv although the vessel's name
might have been given in the nominative. Ramsay
thinks that Luke has given this vessel's name because
on previous voyages he saw the names of the ships for

Acts 28:12, 13
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the ﬁrst time when he embarked in them, but in this
case he heard the name long before embarkation.

0n

the verb “put to sea" and its opposite see 13 :13.
12) The run of eighty miles to Syracuse on the
east of Sicily was accomplished without incident. In
regard to the history that makes this harbor interesting see Conybeare and Howson, Life and Epistles of the
Apostle Paul, and other writers. This reference applies also to the other localities and to their histories.
Why the vessel remained for three days, whether Paul
went ashore, and what the tradition is worth that he
founded the church in Syracuse, are questions on which
Luke does not offer a hint.
13) Two uncials read nepiaémg (alpi'w), which is
thought to mean, “having cast off”; but even if we supply the noun “anchors,” as we have it in 27:40, this

reading is unsatisfactory.

nepiewéwec, “having gone

around,” is correct and means, “by tacking” we arrived
at Rhegium, on the toe-tip of Italy, the city whose
tutelary gods were the same Dioscuri, Castor and

Pollux. Only by tacking were these seventy miles
negotiated.
Here, however, after a wait of one day, the south
wind began to blow, the very wind that was needed to
get safely through the Straits of Messina. The very
next day they were ably aided by this most favorable
wind in making the 182 miles to Puteoli, the magniﬁ-

cent harbor of Naples, Puteoli lying on its northern
side eight miles from Naples.

Paul thus saw three

famous volcanoes, Aetna on the island of Sicily, and
after passing the straits, Stramboli rising like a cone
out of the Mediterranean, and Vesuvius near Naples.

They still stand out in the writer’s memory, for he saw
them on his voyage from Naples to Malta. At Paul’s
time, however, Vesuvius was inactive, and its westward
slopes were covered with vines; at that time no one
dreamed that in but a few years (A. D. 79) a ruin
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similar to that which came upon Sodom and Gomorrah
would descend upon the fair cities about its base.
During this awful eruption Drusilla, the wife of Felix,
and their son were destroyed.
Puteoli was one of the great harbors for ships coming from Alexandria. Luke's exactness has been remarked, for the old sailing vessels would require just
about twenty-four to twenty-six hours with a good

south wind in making a straight run. The Greek uses
the plural adjective: we “as second-day people," instead of the adverb, “on the second day."
14) It is not a surprise that Paul found “brethren',’ at Puteoli. A strong colony of Jews lived here;
the distance to Reme was not great. Christianity naturally spread in various directions from Rome. “We
were urged to remain with them for seven days” is cancise for the urging to stay as long as possible; the time
was extended seven days by permission of the centurion. The idea does not commend itself that the centurion left Paul in charge of a few soldiers in Puteoli

for a week while he and'the other soldiers took the
other prisoners on to Rome; for on his arrival in Rome

he had to turn over all his prisoners with all documents
relative to them plus his own complete report. _0ne
does not see how he could have left Paul behind. Yet
Luke’s aorist “we were urged" implies that this urging
brought about the stay of a week; and we must note
that “we” includes the entire party, the centurion as
well as Paul, Luke, and Aristarchus, Let us take it
as a signal favor to Paul that the centurion delayed so
long in Puteoli. He regarded Paul as the one who had
saved his life and surely was attracted to the apostle
for other personal reasons. » Luke leaves this to his
reader’s inference in an account which, in these last
two chapters, quietly but plainly reveals the full power
of the apostle’s wonderful personality.

Acts 28:14, 15
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“Thus,” after this gracious delay of a whole week
in Puteoli, “we came to Rome." The emphasis is on
the adverb “thus" and not on the phrase. It conveys
the idea that, although months had been required for
the voyage from Caesarea to Rome, the centurion did
not now hurry Paul onward. Because the arrival in
Rome is again mentioned in v. 16, some let the two
statements say different things — an unnecessary
effort. In v. 16 the clause is of minor import and
merely resumes v. 14. The idea that in v. 14 f‘to Rome"
means “Rome” in a wide sense, including the entire
territory of the city, the whole ager Romanus, “the
state Rome,” while in v. 16 “to Rome" means “the walls
of Rome,” is supposition. No reader would discover
that the same phrase had such diverse meanings. Moreover, Luke has done this before, taking us to the goal
and then adding something that transpired on the way.

Paul is reaching his great goal Rome. This getting
to Rome is also the climax of Acts. Luke has every
reason to emphasize this fact by a repetition. In
regard to the journey overland to Rome with all the
old historical ornamentation read Conybeare and Howson (above), chapter XXIV.
15) And from thence the brethren, having
heard the things concerning us, came for meeting
with us as far as Appii Forum and Three TaVerns;
whom having seen, Paul, giving thanks to God, took
courage.

It was a distance of 125 miles from Puteoli to Rome.
The brethren who came to Appii Forum went some forty
miles, about one-half of the distance; those who stopped
at Three Taverns went thirty. miles, one-fourth of
the distance. We need not wonder how word got to
Rome during the week of Paul’s stay in Puteoli. This
city was on one of the great Roman roads that had
heavy traﬂlc of all kinds: “We are on the most crowded
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approach to the metropolis of the world, in the midst
of prsetors and proconsuls, embassies, legions, and
turms of horse, ‘to their provinces hasting or on return,’ which Milton, in his description of the city enriched with the spoils of nations, has called us to ‘behold’ in various habits on the Appian Road." It was a
very simple matter to send word to Rome.
This action on the part of the Christians in Rome,
delegations coming out thirty and forty miles to meet
Paul, is exceedingly signiﬁcant. They had heard rd. up:
may, “all about us,” and that brought them to meet and
to greet the great apostle. The fact that he was a prisoner for the sake of the gospel increased their estima-

tion of him. We know, of course, how brethren loved
to go great distances with Paul when he bade them
good-by — some Bereans went all the way to Athens.
But here they come out to meet him and to bring him
in, and two delegations at that, the one either starting
sooner than the other or traveling at a faster pace and
thus meeting Paul the sooner. We take it that. both
delegations were numerous as, indeed, the church in

Rome was not small.
Three years before this time
great epistle to Rome by the hands
ber of brethren who had known
Rome. They were most likely also

Paul had sent his
of Phoebe. A numPaul were now in
a part of these del-

egations that came out to meet him. Paul was the ﬁrst
apostle to reach Rome. The church in Rome had been

founded long before this time. Christians who found
each other in the capital had just gotten together and
established a congregation in this great center. Peter
got to Rome after Paul had been there. No event as
great as this coming of Paul’s to Rome had transpired
in the history of the church. No wonder that we hear
about these delegations. 'Axpu: marks the points to
which they came.

Acts 28:15, 16
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The Forum of Appius was named after the Censor
Appius Claudius who built this part of “the queen of
roads" in 312 B. C. Paul most probably reached the
Appian Way at Capua. Appii Forum was a rough
place; R., W. P., reports that it was the haunt of
thieves, thugs, and swindlers. If Paul was happily
surprised at meeting a delegation from Rome so far
from the city, what were his feelings when he met
another ten miles farther on at Three Taverns? This
was only a village on the Appian Way. The centurion’s party traveled afoot, and it must have taken some
ﬁve days in getting to Rome. Paul did not travel that
distance in chains. See the discussion in 25:23, and
again in 26:29. Add all that we have seen of the ﬁne
treatment accorded to Paul by this centurion. The fact
that Paul was a Roman would keep him free from
chains although there is much to be added. After
22:25 we do not read about a chain until in 28:20,
which see.
Luke writes that when Paul saw these delegations
“thanking God, he took courage.” Paul’s heart was
too devoted to the gospel to lead us to think that Luke
implies that he thought only of himself. Since he had
landed in Puteoli and found brethren there he had no
special cause for discouragement. He certainly had
not forgotten the Lord’s promise that, as he had testiﬁed at Jerusalem, so also he would have to testify in
Rome (23:11). He now thanked God and took courage because in these delegations from Rome he saw
how the Lord was beginning to prepare the way for
him that, although a prisoner, he might, nevertheless,
do his part in bearing witness in Rome. In a few days
the Lord's guidance in this matter was fully revealed:
Paul was able to testify daily for two years.
16) And when we came into Rome, it was permitted to Paul to stay by himself with the soldier
guarding him.
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All that Luke says is that the authorities at Rome
treated Paul with great consideration. Since all the

other prisoners had already been sentenced to death
they were conﬁned in the castra, «upcpﬁoxﬁ, i. e., barracks of soldiers, but Paul was granted permission to

live by himself, in his own rented house, with only a
soldier to guard him until his case could be disposed of.
This statement conﬁnes itself to the main fact, the mild
form of the custodia. militaris. The soldier guard was
changed at regular intervals so that during the space
of two years Paul became acquainted with many of
these men. Phil. 1:13 shows that the impression made
upon these men was far-reaching. While Paul was
conﬁned to his dwelling, many kept coming to him
daily, which enabled him to keep on testifying, and each
soldier guard heard everything that was said during
his hours on duty, to say nothing about the conversations which Paul had with such individual guards.
What has caused the main discussion in regard to
this passage is the poorly attested reading which inserts: “The centurion delivered the prisoners‘to the

Ofpa‘rorreb‘dpxqs." This seems to be a comment which the
A. V. regards as a part of the text. Now it is undoubtedly correct that the centurion completed his commission by turning over his prisoners to the imperial ofﬁcer and not to the emperor Nero in person, who: cer.
tainly would not himself attend to such minor matters.
The centurion would hand over the documents regard-

ing the prisoners which had been entrusted to him by
Festus in Caesarea. At the same time he would make
a complete report on his voyage, including all that we
know about Paul’s actions. We lack all knowledge as
to what Festus ﬁnally put into his report to the emperor’s court, but he could not have reported anything
resembling a serious charge. Paul, moreover, was a
Roman. Add the centurion’s favorable account. and
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We see why Paul was treated so mildly until his case
could be considered.
But who was this ofﬁcer to whom the centurion
reported and who gave Paul this permission? We
have already answered this question in connection with
27:1. It was the praefectus pra'etorio (or praetan‘i),

in the Greek the arparowesdpxys (or ~09) . Under Tiberius
and during the ﬁrst years of the reign of Claudius and
again during the last years of Nero’s rule there were
two such commanders of the Praetorian Guards, but
during the years 51-62, which period includes the time
of Paul’s arrival at Rome, there was only one, Sex.
Afranius Burrus, an excellent man, who was very
inﬂuential in young Nero’s court. From what is known
it does not seem likely that Nero himself handled the
cases of appeal, but that Burrus was delegated to do
this (Zahn, Apostelgeschichte 851, etc.). Claudius attended to these duties in person. These ﬁndings, rest
on such evidence as there is; even the variant reading
has the singular. The barracks of the Praetorians were
located at the Porto. Viminalis in the northeast part
of the city. Paul was brought in through the Porto
Capem and thus passed through the busy part of
Rome. From the time of Tiberius until that of Vespasi an the Praetorian Guards consisted of nine cohorts
of 1,000 men each (Zahn, Introduction I, 554).
We assume that Luke and Aristarchus lived in the
same house with Paul. It seems to have been spacious
enough to receive many visitors. We can only surmise
who paid the rent. We note the gifts received from the
Philippians through Epaphroditus (Phil. 2:25; 4:1014). Many Christians from the Orient visited Paul,
brethren who had stood near to the apostle and loved
him. Here he wrote his letters to the Ephesians, Colossians, Philippians, etc. He was a busy man during
these years, and his work began at once.
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PAUL 1N ROME

17) Luke might have added v. 30, 31 or their substance and thus brought his record to a close. The

reader notes that the intervening section, v. ' 17-28,
does no more than to state how Paul established contact with the many Jews at Rome. Yet v. 17-28 is a
vital part of Acts. It states far more than that Paul
ﬁnally arrived in Rome where he then spent two whole
years. Acts describes how the gospel moved from
Jerusalem to Rome. This was not accomplished by
the mere fact that Paul reached Rome. The main point
is that this apostle performed a most important work
among the Jews in Rome, the capital of the world.
See the exposition of Acts 23 :11. Paul had attempted
to do work among the Jews in Jerusalem, but without
success (Acts 9:26-30); The Lord appointed him to
do the great work among the Jews in Rome. In a few
years Jerusalem would be destroyed, not one stone
would be left upon another; but here in Rome, in the
very capital of the destroyers of Jerusalem, a multi-

tude of converted Jews, whole synagogues, were to
continue. Thus from Jerusalem the church moved to
Rome in the person of these converted Jews — by the
work of Paul.
The importance of this section at the close of Acts
is thus evident.
And it came to pass that after three days he
called together to himself those that were foremost
of the Jews. Now, they having come together, he
proceeded to say to them: 1, men and brothers,
though having done nothing adverse to the people
or to the customs, those pertaining to the fathers,
was delivered a prisoner from Jerusalem into the
hands of the Romans, who, having judicially examined me, were resolving to release me for the
reason that no cause for death existed in my case.

Acts 28:17
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But the Jews objecting, l was forced to appeal to
Caesar, not (however) as having anything whereof
to accuse my nation.
For this cause, therefore, I
called you her to see and to speak with you, for
on account of the hope of Israel I hear on me this
chain.
The immediate task was to ﬁnd a proper house and
to rent it, to get the necessary furniture, etc. That
took three days. We should not think that Paul thereupon ﬁrst formed contact with the Jews and did not
form contact with the Christians until later. The contact with all the foremost Christians had already been
made when these went to meet Paul at Appii Forum and
at Three Taverns and traveled with him the last two
days of his journey. That was loving contact, indeed.
So now the apostle thinks about the Jews. The middle
implies that he called them together to or for himself.
and call together is correct, for we have a record of no
less than eleven synagogues in Rome, and there may
have been even more. “Those being foremost of the
Jews" (the participle is placed correctly, R. 777) are
their leading men, a few from each synagogue. Christian friends at Rome very likely helped Paul to draw
up a list and then went to these Jews with the apostle’s
invitation, he being a prisoner. So they came together,
and with am, the imperfect, Luke describes how Paul
proceeded to address them. Introductions were, of
cou rse, in order as the men arrived singly or in groups,

and Paul’s statement to them was made after all were
assembled.
This statement is a brief account of Paul's present
status, ﬁrsthand information from Paul himself in
regard to his being brought to Rome as a prisoner. It
is made solely for the purpose of giving information.
On the address “men and brethren” see 1:16; the apostles always used it when addressing Jews. 'Eyu’: is em-
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phatic and forward because these JeWs needed to be
informed in regard to Paul: “I, as far as I am concerned.”
“As having done nothing adverse or hostile to the
people (Aao‘s meaning the Jewish people) or to the customs pertaining to the fathers (meaning the religious
practices derived from the fathers of ancient Israel) ,"
I was delivered as a prisoner.- It is an understatement
because, when Paul was arrested, he was engaged in
one of these very customs (21:23, etc.). Understate—
ments such as this — we ﬁnd them frequently — are
most wise. When a man claims too much, especially in
his own case, he is doubted in regard to all that he may

say; but when he claims less than he might he is the
more readily believed. This is something that many
forget. These Jews soon learned the full details in
regard to what Paul was doing in the Temple when the
Asiatic Jews caused the awful riot on the basis of their
utterly baseless surmise.
'
Paul says that he was delivered as a prisoner “from
Jerusalem” (not “in”) into the hands of the Romans
and thereby refers to his transfer to Caesarea under
Felix. “Romans" is the right word, for he was a prisoner of the Roman authorities.
18) We have more than the ordinary relative oz,
for oirws' = “who were such as." Paul summarizes
the judicial examinations to which he was subjected

(note a'vdxpto'is', the noun, the examination Festus asked
Agrippa to make, 25:26). The imperfect iﬂoﬁhovro,
“they were resolving” (A. V. is again better than the
R. VJ, conveys the idea that this resolution was not
carried out. Aw: with the substantivized inﬁnitive
states the reason why the Romans wanted to release
Paul: “because that no cause for death (no crime of
that nature) existed in my case (3» epoi’, see R. 587,
paragraph 6).” Paul says only, “no capital crime,"

but the willingness “to release” him implies that also
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no lesser crime could be charged against him, one

deserving “bonds,” imprisonment (23:29; 26:31).
19) But “the Jews” objected, which refers to those
in authority, Sanhedrists, the present participle denot.
ing continued objection. Then in order to end the mat-

ter (that expressed in the imperfect apoéAouro and in the
present participle, the two actions that Were hanging
ﬁre) Paul made his appeal to Caesar. But he at once
adds that this was not done “as having something for

which to accuse his nation.” These Jews in Rome
might leap to the conclusion that Paul had this intention. Charges against procurators and against ofﬁcials
were often lodged with the emperor.

And Paul cer-

tainly could have lodged charges against the Sanhedrists. He does not by any means exonerate them, he
says only that he made his appeal to Caesar without
such an intent.

20) 05v refers to the result. So Paul is now here
in Rome on this appeal of his. And for this reason he
invited all the Jewish leaders in Rome in order to see
them himself and to talk to them himself so that they
might get everything at ﬁrsthand and not in some garbled manner in a roundabout way. But all this is not
done because of Paul’s personal interest. Why should
he trouble all these leading Jews in Rome with that?
With 7d,; Paul introduces the real reason that he tells
them about himself ; it is “on‘account of the hope of
Israel that I bear this chain." We have Paul’s own
commentary regarding this “h0pe" in 23:6; 24:15;

26:6, 7. It is the promise of Moses and the prophets
(26:22), the resurrection of the Messiah which was
fulﬁlled in Jesus, against which the Sadducees of the
Sanhedrin raged, which the Pharisees, however, also
ﬁrmly held (23 :6-9) . It was because of this very heart
of the gospel that Paul was a prisoner. Because the
gospel with its crown of hope was so bound up with
Paul’s arrest and appeal to Cesar he wanted no mis-
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understanding regarding it among the Jewish leaders
in Rome lest the gospel cause receive damage through

false reports. Note that ﬁcpt'xetpat is used as the passive
of «smiling: (R. 815), the accusative of the thingis retained from the active of the latter verb (R. 816) ; all
of which the English cannot duplicate or imitate: “I
have lying around (my wrist) this chain.”
See v. 15 in regard to Paul's having been chained
previous to this time. When Burrus (v. 16) placed
him into this mildest form of military custody by permitting him to live in his own house with only a single
soldier to guard him, this Prefect, the emperor’s direct
representative, ordered that Paul be fastened to the soldier guard with a chain. It was done as a simple precaution, to obviate the necessity of increasing the
guard. Also, and this is often overlooked by those
who have Paul in “chains" (nearly always plural)
since in his fright Lysias removed the two with which
he had fettered Paul (21:33; 22:29), the order of
Burrus was something entirely different from chaining
as carried out by other magistrates, all of whom dared
place no fetters on a Roman. Roman law forbade that.
The confusion on this point needs clearing up, and the
assumption that, because Paul was chained to a soldier
in Rome, he had been in chains since Lysias transferred
him to Felix, is without warrant.
21) And they said to him: We for our part
neither received writings concerning thee from the
Jews, nor did one of the brethren, on getting
here, report or tell anything wicked concerning thee.
But we deem it proper to hear from thee what

thou thinkest, for as concerning this sect, it is known
to us that it is spoken against everywhere.

The emphatic ﬁmis, “we for our part," matches
Paul’s emphatic e'yé. We need not discuss the question
as to whether the Sanhedrists had been able to send
letters or documents to the Jews at Rome prior to the
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time of Paul’s arrival, when we consider the difﬁculties
Paul had encountered on his voyage. The fact is, the
Sanhedrists did not pursue the matter any farther.
As a body they themselves were divided in regard to
Paul (23:6-9) and thus could take no united action;
moreover, they had already failed twice, in the case of
both Felix and Festus. All the leading Jews thus state
that they are without ofﬁcial information about Paul
and his diﬁiculty with the Jewish authorities at Jerusalem.
But they are also without private information. No
Jewish brother, “on getting here,” (taper/(Wynne) has

made a private report in any synagogue or has talked
in private Jewish circles, concerning anything wicked
in regard to Paul. Hov'quv is more than “harm” (our
versions), it denotes something vicious or wicked, actively so. We take it that this statement covers the
whole period of Paul’s imprisonment in Caesarea (two
years), for the participle refers to actual arrivals in
Rome of individual Jews from Jerusalem, and there
had been not a few such arrivals. Some of the many
Jews residing in Rome had certainly gone to the great
festivals and returned, and others had come to Rome
from abroad. The statement is thus rather important. After the riot precipitated by the Asiatic
Jews (21 :27, etc.), and after Paul was rushed to Caesarea, the Sanhedrists who were opposed to Paul had

not advertised their opposition in Jerusalem. Their
two attempts against Paul in Caesarea before Felix
and before Festus had not become known. The Jews
in Rome had heard nothing.
22) But these admissions pertained only to what
Paul had just told them in regard to his arrest and his
appeal to Caesar. These prominent Jews in Rome had
a general knowledge in regard to Paul, had probably
heard much about him and his work. We note how, on
Paul's invitation, they had at once come to him. So
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they say that they deem it worth-while (dﬁwam) to
hear from him himself what he holds in his mind, what
. his ideas and convictions are. Not, however, as though
they as yet knew nothing on that score; what makes it
seem proper for them to hear Paul is the fact that “this
se ” (see 24:5) is spoken against everywhere. They
mean “everywhere” among Jews; they are not thinking
of Gentiles as some suppose.
We are warranted in concluding that no apostle
and, in fact, no outstanding exponent of Christianity
(such as Apollos, for instance) had as yet appeared in
Rome. Paul is the ﬁrst to appear, and his great reputation has preceded him. We conclude furthermore that
no special mission work had as yet been attempted in
the synagogues of Rome. All these prominent Jews
deem it worth-while to come and to hear Paul expound
his teaching to them. We know that in all the cities
in whose synagogues Paul had preached sometimes a

decisive schism had been very soon effected, and the
unbelieving Jews turned to vicious and implacable hostility. Nothing similar to this is evident in Rome on
Paul’s arrival. All these leading Jews are ready to
hear the apostle.
We ﬁnally conclude that the Christian congregation
at Rome had quietly organized itself through the believers’ just getting together of themselves without a
clash with the synagogues. No conﬂict had taken place,
no Jewish persecution had ﬂared up. These leading
Jews looked only askance at the Christians, knew only

that the Jews in all other cities spoke against the Christians. This is a situation that is entirely new in the
story of Acts and is most interesting on that account.
It promises at least something.

Paul ﬁnds a great

work to do. Although he is the special apostle to the
Gentiles, this work inviting him is to be done among
Jews. In other places the work always began with
the Jews before a Christian congregation could be
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formed. Here in Rome matters are reversed: a strong
Christian congregation already exists, yet the Jewish
work is not done. We must, however, not expect too
much; these leading Jews look at “this sect” as one that
is everywhere spoken against. Paul must know that
this fact counts heavily with them. His work will

be uphill.

'

23) And having appointed a day for him, there
came to his lodging even more, to whom he proceeded to expound, earnestly testifying regarding the
kingdom of God, persuading thern concerning Jesus
from both the law of Moses and the prophets from
morning until evening. And some were being persuaded by the things said, but some were unbe-

lieving.
It surely says much concerning Paul that these lead.
ing Jews, after hearing Paul’s story about his imprisonment, appointed a day when they would hear him at
length on the great subject of the gospel of Christ.
Although the church had existed in Rome for so many
years, these Jews had not as yet been fully confronted
with the gospel. Paul has been there only three days,
and the beginning of this great and most necessary
work has already been made; Let us notcharge the
Christians at Rome with negligence. Think of the difﬁculty of the task, the power and the ability required
to do it in the proper way. God has his man for it, he
had brought him in his own good time, it is now that
he sends the hour of grace to the Jews in Rome. mai’om
means that even more came on the appointed day than
had come in answer to Paul’s ﬁrst invitation.
Textual evidence is divided between the aorist wow
and the imperfect ﬁlmy, the former stating only the fact,
“they came," the latter being descriptive. We must
note that all of the main verbs that follow in the narrative (not, of course, in the quotation from Isaiah and
in Paul’s ﬁnal word) are imperfects, all of them being
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descriptive of the actions, all of them unrolling the
scene like a moving picture. If the ﬁrst main verb
were an aorist, this would constitute an exception.
Moreover, ﬁaoov would be the common verb, ﬁxer one that
is more unusual which was likely exchanged for the
other by some scribe. We see the reason that a special
day was appointed. The Jews probably came in the
afternoon in answer to that ﬁrst invitation. Paul
wanted an entire day, “from morning (early) until
evening." While the foremost Jews had come on that
ﬁrst day, their number probably did not include all the
men of importance. Rabbis of learning and importance who had been absent from the ﬁrst meeting were
also desired even by Paul himslf. On the day appointed
they were all on hand —- a most notable gathering,
indeed!
Paul's rented house was certainly ﬁlled to capacity.
He was face to face with the entire Jewish leadership
of the capital of the world. God wanted a man like
Paul for this. One wonders about the Roman soldier
to whom the apostle was chained, the one pagan witness to this great conference. It was also his hour of
grace. What did he report about it to the other soldiers and to his superior ofﬁcer after he was relieved
and returned to the Praetorian barracks?
Luke records only the subject and the general line
of thought of that day’s discussion. Paul “proceeded
to expound" (imperfect). The two present participles
are just as descriptive as the imperfect. Both participles expand the imperfect tense of the main verb.
The three form a close unit. Paul’s work during that
whole day was a setting forth (adorns), but with most
earnest personal testifying (8nd in the participle for
earnestness) and with loving persuasion. That was
Paul’s way of dealing with all Jews, but Luke records
it here because of the great occasion. The was apos-

tolic testimony (26 :16). When we copy Paul’s method
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of expounding, testifying, persuading, we can testify

only in a limited way, on the basis of Christian expe~
rience and not on the basis of direct vision of Jesus and
a direct revelation to us. All that we can do with the
apostolic testimony is what alone Paul could do with
Moses and the prophets, namely expound it.
On the kingdom see 1:3. Paul testiﬁed about the
whole rule of God’s grace, that rule which culminates
in glory, in which he made Jesus both Prince and Savﬁ
ior (5:31), both Lord and Christ (3:36). It was the
entire plan of salvation. The Jews had it in “the law
of Moses and in the prophets.” This expression refers
to the entire Old Testament which is so commonly

called “Moses and the prophets.” It is here that Paul’s
persuading of the Jews concerning Jesus comes in.

He

attempted to move them to accept what Moses and the
prophets had foretold and what had been fulﬁlled so
completely in Jesus, in his sacriﬁcial death, in his
glorious resurrection, and in his eternal exaltation.
The appeal was most effective in the case of Jews who
lived in their glorious Scriptures.
24)

Here Luke might have used aorists when re-

porting the ﬁnal outcome, namely, that some were
actually persuaded, some not. But he continues with
descriptive imperfects because the outcome of this
day’s work was not complete at the end of this day.
Paul scored a great success, but what he had said this
day continued to work for a much longer time. It was
not a matter of the Jewish leaders alone but of all
Judaism in Rome. What Luke presents is the fact that
the things Paul was saying (note that this is a present
participle and not an aorist) were making some nod
their heads in assent while others were shaking their
heads in incredulity. And he leaves it at that. Paul
had started on his great success, and it was only a question as to how far it would extend. And Luke writes
oi ply — o: 8¢’, “some —some,” and not, “a few—but
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mos ." He certainly does not overstate. Paul won perhaps half of these Jewish leaders On that ﬁrst day,
probably more than half. Imagine what that means to

the Jews in Rome; a stream of them would pour into
the Christian Church. Here we see what the Lord had

in mind when he told Paul: “Thou must bear witness
also at Rome” (23:11).
25) “From early until evening" sounds as though
there was no interruption for eating food; all were so
taken up with what Paul was presenting. And being disagreed with each other, they were withdraw-

ing after Paul spoke one word: Well did the Holy
Spirit make utterance through Isaiah, the prophet,
to your fathers, saying:

Go to this people and say:
By hearing you shall hear and in no wise
understand;

And seeing you shall see and shall in no wise
perceive.
For this people’s heart did become thickened,
And with their ears they heard heavily,

And their eyes they closed
Lost, perhaps, they perceive with their eyes
And with their ears hear
And with their heart understand
And turn again, '
And I heal them.
Be it therefore known to you that to the Gentiles
this saving thing of God was commissioned; they on

their part, too, will hear.
”Om: only describes and does not state a cause.
They did not leave because they were disagreed, as
though they would otherwise not have left. They were
leaving while they were disagreed with each other.
Since this is evident already in v. 24, its being stated
here means that there had been discussion not only
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with Paul but also with each other. some seconding
Paul’s exposition, others bringing objections. Since the
situation was thus, “they were loosing themselves,” i.
e., were leaving. The imperfect tense is not inchoative,
“were starting to leave," but merely descriptive. Since
it is the last imperfect used in this scene, the force of .
this ﬁnal verb and tense is both important and unmistakable. One might expect an aorist: “they left,” and
the last imperfect used in this scene, the force of this
ﬁnal verb and tense is both important and unmistakable. One might expect an aorist: “they left,” and
think that that was the end of the matter; but no, it
was by no means the end, this imperfect (an open

tense) states that leaving was not the end but only a
move that was followed by much more.

What did fol-

low? The spurious v. 29 anSWers by adding that after

Paul’s ﬁnal statement “the Jews went away (am-1A0»,
note this aorist) while having much dispute among
themselves.” But this really says nothing beyond what
is already fully implied in the participial clause in regard to being disagreed. But the aorist used in this

v. 29 is misleading, for it conveys the idea that this
leaving with dispute ended the matter.

It did nothing

of the kind. Luke has his own statement as to how
this thing proceeded and ended; he has it in v. 30, 31,
which see.
Luke’s aCcount is misunderstood when it is supposed that, while the Jews were leaving, Paul detained
them for an additional moment until he uttered this
ﬁnal word; or that this ﬁnal word brought about the
leaving. 'Owcs' is to be construed with the imperfect
arcxéovro plus the aorist (bréwos.

be going.

It was evening, time to

Paul closed what he had to say on this day

with the ﬁnal statement which Luke has preserved.
Then the leaving of the Jews in disharmony with themselves took place. There is no thought that Paul tried
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to have the last word. There was much animated talk
among the Jews as they left, and we have seen what the
open imperfect conveys in regard to the future.
In order to get the force of Paul’s citation from
Isaiah (6 :9, 10) we must not forget that Paul’s whole
exposition was a persuading from the law of Moses and
the prophets. Passage after passage had been used,
and it is thus that Paul adds one more as the last one.
Its intent is like that of the rest, to persuade. But it
would persuade by means of the warning example of
the unbelieving fathers. Paul does not say that Isaiah
prophesied concerning his present Jewish hearers. God
sent Isaiah with a dire message to the Jews of the
prophet’s day (“to your fathers") . Paul intends to say
to his present Jewish hearers: “It will pay you to think
twice about what God had Isaiah tell those fathers of
yours 1” Why? History at times repeats itself. Paul
means: “Let no Jew today repeat the mistake of those
fathers so that Isaiah’s words would apply also to
him 1” For this is true as we see from Matt. 13 :14, 15,
and again from John 12 :40, 41, where Jesus used this
same word of Isaiah’s: it includes all those who in later

years did and still now do what those obdurate Jewish
fathers did in Isaiah’s day. All later obdurates place
themselves into the same class with those fathers and
thus bring on a new fulﬁllment of the prophet’s words.
When Zahn thinks that Paul avoids identifying himself
with Isaiah so as not to leave the impression that the
prophet had Paul in mind in his effort to convert the
Jews, his view is unacceptable. Paul uses Isaiah’s
word as history, mighty grave history. There stands
the mistake of the wicked fathers. Let no man repeat it!
Paul quotes just “one utterance”; he might have
used more, but this one was enough. He names “the
Holy Spirit” as though the Jews knew this Third Person of the Godhead fully. They did. The Old Testa-
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ment revealed the Trinity. In the days of the Baptist
we ﬁnd no Jew objecting to the Three Persons. The
Jews had not yet become Unitarian.
Here we again have the entire doctrine of Verbal
Inspiration in most simple language. “The Holy Spirit
made utterance through Isaiah, the prophet, by saying.” The thing is a, fact, just a. fact. “Theory”? no
theory nor hypothesis appear. The Holy Spirit is the
speaker. He “made utterance, saying.” He used
Isaiah, the prophet, as his medium, for Sm’. states the
medium. At times we read, “through the mouth of the
prophe ," which makes Verbal Inspiration still clearer.
The Spirit spoke what he wanted to say by using the
prophet as his mouthpiece, the entire prophet with
mind, heart, will, and tongue, in a way so dynamic
(favorite term), so removed from anything mechanical
(favorite term in objections), so little like one uses an
automaton (another objection), that human language
has never more clearly expressed this simple fact. If
you ask how the Spirit did or could do this, we refer
you to Isaiah himself or to some other man whom the
Spirit inspired verbally; but we doubt that he could tell
you just how the Spirit did what beyond the least question he did.
26) Luke quotes the Spirit’s preamble (this is
omitted as not being necessary in Matt. 13:14, 15):
“Go to this people and state” (ezm’ or ¢i1ro'v, the imperative being written either way, B.-D. 81, 1). Note that
Isaiah is told verbally just what to state and, of course,
stated that and only that. By hearing they are to hear
and not to undersand (awr'rre from Miami, second aorist
subjunctive); and by seeing (participle) they are to
see and not perceive (ﬂme, looking at something, and
Edy, actually seeing what something means; the difference in meaning is due to the tenses). The negation

at p15 is the strongest negation the Greek has and is used
with subjunctives as here and with future indicatives.
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The subjunctives are here used in main clauses and are
simply volitive futures, aorists that convey ﬁnality.
Through Isaiah the Spirit is pronouncing judgment
upon the Jews of that day. So long had they refused to
understand, refused to perceive. Their day of grace
was at an end, judgment alone was left them. And the
form of the judgment matches the form of the obdurate
sin. The Word they heard and would not understand
they are now not to understand; the miracles and the
grace they saw and would not perceive as such they are

now not to perceive. The Word that was sent to them
as a savor of life unto life is now sent to them as a
savor of death unto death. This is the subsequent (not
the antecedent) will of God, namely the will which
takes into account man’s actions and attitude and is
based on these. It is the judicial will and it pronounces
judgment. It is the Spirit's act of hardening the sinners. This is always judicial, always subsequent. The
outstanding example is Pharaoh. Five times he hardened his heart, and not until then did God harden his
heart for him. This is terrible, indeed, to hear the
divine verdict that we shall not understand or perceive
but be forever excluded from the saving grace of the
Word. Paul quotes the prophet’s word that was addressed to the fathers in order to make these Jews in
Rome aware of their owu danger.

27)

The A. V., like the Vulgate and Luther, trans-

lates the Hebrew of Isaiah as though it had the vowel
pointing of imperatives, whereas the LXX, the Syriac,
and the Arabic versions render it as though it had the
vowel pointing of indicatives. Matthew 13:14, 15 and
Luke follow the latter, which, therefore, must be correct as far as the original Hebrew and its proper vowel
pointing are concerned.

for his verdict (ydp).

The Spirit states the reason

Those fathers had exhausted

their day of grace. The aorists state the awful facts as
facts. “This people‘s heart did thicken,” i. e., perma-
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nently so. Because it was encased in a thick, gross
mass of fat, no eﬁ'ort of the Spirit reached it so as to
move it in any way. It would be futile for the Spirit
to try to penetrate that thick wall. He has no power of
grace that is able to pierce through it. Judgment alone
is left. The aorist states that the case is settled.

First the heart, and in the Scriptures this is always
the center of the personality, the seat of mind, emotions, and especially also of will. Then come the ears
and the eyes, the two great avenues to the heart. The
Spirit uses the ears, for he operates through the Word.
“With their ears they did hear heavily,” i. e., so that
the Word never got to the heart. The Spirit uses the
eyes so that men may see his works of grace and salva-

tion. “Their eyes they did close.” The aorists state
ﬁnal, permanent acts. The Spirit ﬁnally had to give up
all efforts of grace. Both channels were completely
blocked.
And all this the Jews of Isaiah's time did with the
deliberate, malignant purpose: “lest, perhaps, they perceive with their eyes and with their ears hear (note
the chiasm) and with their heart understand." Eyes,
ears, heart are now in reverse order. At this point the
Hebrew mentions the three but only the heart and the
eyes in the preceding. Those versions that add a clause
in regard to ears do so interpretatively, which we may
let pass, since ears are mentioned in the purpose clause.
This clause makes manifest the damnableness of all
ﬁxed obduracy. The obdurate are determined not to
see, hear, perceive.

Jesus said regarding obdurate

Jerusalem: "I would, but you would not -- henceforth
your house is left unto you desolate (judgment) ,” Matt.
23:87.
The negative purpose clause continues: “lest, perhaps, they turn again (under the Spirit’s grace), and I
heal them." The two belong together: we turn when the
Lord heals. The turning is that of conversion, this verb
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is often used in this sense (9:35; 11:21; etc.), active
with reference to our turning, passive with reference to
God’s turning us. Soteriological healing is referred to,
and the ﬁnal verb is a future indicative after three
subjunctives; in the Koine this occurs repeatedly (R.
988) so as to need no comment. Men are determined
not to turn from damnation, not to be healed by the
Spirit. They love darkness rather than light (John
8:19), they treat salvation as a plague What is left
but judgment and doom?
28) Paul’s own ﬁnal statement that these Roman
Jews must know that God's salvation was commissioned
to the Gentiles, and that these will, indeed, hear it (i. e.,
receptively, with faith), is nothing but a restatement
of what this same prophet Isaiah declares in 65:1, etc.;
compare Rom. 10:20, 21. The second aorist passive
amen, is historical, for the commissioning had already
been made through the prophets. And the sense is
plain: because those fathers absolutely refused God's
salvation, God extended it to the Gentiles, and they

will, indeed, accept it. They were now doing so. Paul
is asking these Jews whether they, too, would exclude
themselves as those fathers of old had done.

When

even the Gentiles hear, will they fail to hear? Paul’s
tone is authoritative throughout. “Well did the Spirit
speak, etc. (v. 25) — be it known to you,” etc. Facts
need not apologize for being what they are. Truth has
its crown of authority and must be enthroned in our'
hearts while wearing that crown. Paul uses the neuter
adjective as a noun: “this saving thing of God," which
is more concrete than the abstract noun “this salve.
tion."
29) See under v. 26.
30) After having written all the narrative imperfects, beginning in v. 23, Luke now writes the aorist
although he follows it with a ﬁnal imperfect. The outcome of this most important meeting with the Jews of
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Rome was not the fact that they went away (aorist
o'er-5A0” of the spurious v. 29) but this that Paul remained for two years in Rome, etc.
Now he remained for a whole space of two years
in his own rented place and kept receiving all those
coming in to him, preaching the kingdom of God
and teaching the things concerning the Lord Jesus
Christ with all freedom of utterance, unhindered.
As far as this great conference with the leading
Jews of Rome was concerned, the end did not come on
that day. It took two whole years before Paul’s case
was decided by the imperial court. It was decided in
his favor. It would have been strange, indeed, if, after
all other Roman judges had found nothing against Paul
(23:29; 24:26, etc. ; 25:18, 25; 26:30, etc), the emperor’s court should haVe condemned him. More inexplicable still would be Luke's failure to note with at
least a ﬁnal sentence or two that at the end of the two
years Paul was condemned to death if such had been
the case. In Phil. 1:23, etc.; 2:24; Philemon 22 (written in Rome near the end of the two years) Paul conﬁdently expected to be freed. Besides, we have the uncontradicted tradition that after his acquittal Paul
undertook a ﬁnal missionary journey which carried him
to Spain; he also revisited some of the ﬁelds of his
ﬁrst labor immediately after his release and prior to
his journey to Spain. Read also the remarks at the
close of our introduction to Acts.
Because he lived in his own hired place it was possible for him to receive all the visitors who desired to
come to him, and the imperfect records that he continued such receptions. We do not need the ill-attested
addition “both Jews and Greeks.” As far as the Jewish
leaders were concerned, Luke’s manner of using the
tenses of the verb implies that they were among those
who came again and did this repeatedly. That is
enough, for men who had deﬁnitely turned to unbelief

1132

Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles

would never come again. Miaoupa is the price paid and
only here seems to be used passively to designate that
for which the price was paid. Although he was conﬁned to his dwelling and under a soldier guard (v. 16),
Paul’s great testimony in Rome went on (23 :11). The
Lord employed this novel way of ﬁlling Rome with
direct apostolic testimony.
31) Luke concludes his great account with the
rhythmic participial modiﬁers: “preaching the kingdom of God (see v. 23, and 1:3) and teaching the
things concerning the Lord Jesus Christ (in 1:21, “the
Lord Jesus") with all freedom of utterance, unhindered.” This ending deserves more notice than it usually receives. It reveals the fact that Luke’s chief
interest in Acts is this apostolic promulgation of the
gospel and far less the person involved. To show how
the apostolic testimony resounded in Rome in so
strange a way especially among the Jews, is Luke’s
goal. He has reached that goal and so lays down his
Den.
We note the two signiﬁcant verbs “preaching"
(heralding) and “teaching” ; both form a unit of work

and are vital. Although he was a prisoner, Paul was
in no way restricted; he had full nappqm'a, freedom to
say all and everything. Luke even adds the adverb
“unhindered.” Burrus, the commander of the Praetorian Guards, placed no restrictions upon Paul. That
was, indeed, remarkable, but it was the Lord’s doing.
He had brought his great witness to Rome and he en-

abled that witness to testify freely, fully, to the glory
of his Name.
We feel safe in saying that in all of Paul's career he
scored no greater success in a single day’s work than

on the day which Luke describes in v. 23, etc. He converted half of the rabbis and leaders of the eleven synagogues in the capital of the world!

0: pay — oz 86 (v.

24) = 50 — 50 according to our way of speaking. .This
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Jewish work of Paul’s went on for two entire years.
Converting the rabbis and the leaders could mean only
one thing, namely that these rabbis took the gospel of
Paul into their synagogues with the result that whole
synagogues were converted, and the members who
refused conversion withdrew to other synagogues.
The assumption that all these converted rabbis and
these Jews left their synagogues and joined the original mixed congregation in Rome, is unwarranted.
Four, ﬁve, perhaps even more of the eleven synagogues
became Christian churches. To this great body of
converted Jews in Rome the Epistle to the Hebrews
was addressed by Apollos after Paul's death. See my
introduction to Hebrews. See also the introduction to
First Peter in regard to Peter’s work in Rome and his
death in the year 64. New light is shed on the whole
work done in Rome when we ﬁnally combine all the
data that are available in the New Testament.
Among these data we must include Rom. 16 with
all its salutations. The question is solved in regard to
the camposition of the original congregation in Rome,
whether it was mostly Jewish (Zahn and others) or

Gentile. In Rom. 16 Paul greeted all the members of
the congregation. He lists all the prominent persons
and tells us which are Jewish, which Gentile, and
which of the Jewish members were personally known
to him, also which had been converted even before he
himself was converted. See my exposition of Rom. 16
for full details.

It is most remarkable that Paul should invite all

the wpu'irot of the Jews in Rome to his house, and that
these leaders should come! Weigh this fact.

The old

congregation in Rome had left the Roman Jews se-

verely alone. That is why the Lord spoke the order
and the promise stated in 23 :11. The converted Jews
in the old congregation, who had come to faith. in Jeru-

salem at the time of Pentecost and after, had had a
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terrible experience with the Sanhedrin and the Jews
of Jerusalem during the days following Stephen’s mar—
tyrdom and thus, when the congregation in Rome was
formed and progressed, let the Jews in Rome alone.
Moreover, the Jews living in Rome had often been
turbulent so that Claudius, their friend, had been compelled to expel them from Rome (18:2). All this should
be exceedingly plain.
_
The Lord more than fulﬁlled the desire of Paul to
go to Rome. He gave him the greatest work among
Jews to be done in Rome. What Paul did among pagan
Romans we can only surmise from what Luke states
in v. 30, 31. Paul’s wonderful success with the Jews
in Rome is more than enough to make us praise the
Lord’s Name.
Soli Deo Gloria

