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ABSTRACT

The occasion for this study was the observation that there is no agreed understanding of the
theological background of the four prohibitions found in Acts 15:20, which seem to be cultic in
their original form. During the Jerusalem Council these four prohibitions were denoted as
necessary for keeping, even though Jewish ritual law was not imposed on Gentile converts. If
Jews were not liberated from observing the ritual law, the Apostolic Decree would have reflected
a compromise between two different forms of the Christian faith.

The research methodology is inductive, based on semantic diagrams of relevant passages.
Structuring the passages into semantic units and narrative links, plus finding and analyzing
pesher-midrash and intertextual links, provides evidence that the Decree was formed against the
background of Genesis 1-3. Review of Jewish sources provides historical context for the
developed concepts. The study proposes that the Decree should be viewed through the lens of the
creation-fall-re-creation paradigm, patterns of the natural law of God in Gen 1-3, and worship
motifs.

The exegetical study includes a focus on midrash in Acts 15:10-21 with roots in Gen 1-3
that support an explanation provided by the apostles for the proposed list of prohibitions. The
description of theological concepts, developed on the basis of Genesis 1:24-3:24, revealed their
association with the four prohibitions in the context of true worship. The roles of the ritual and
natural laws in Luke-Acts were described and differentiated. Luke’s narratives revealed that the
ritual law was fulfilled by Jesus and superceded by faith. The lack of dispute about the natural
law of God in Luke-Acts reveals that Luke had no intention of making any changes to it. Finally,
it was argued that the four prohibitions of the Decree of Acts 15 represent four patterns of true
worship, established on principles of the natural law of God in Gen 1-3.

In conclusion, the research proposed a new way of interpreting prohibitions, viewing
them in terms of true worship rooted in Gen 1-3 that supports a believer’s conversion from a

fallen condition, and for whom God, in Christ, originates a process of re-creation.
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INTRODUCTION

According to Acts 15, the decision of the Jerusalem Council postulated that the Jewish ritual
law® is unnecessary for salvation, nevertheless four prohibitions were enjoined on believers.
This decision of the Jerusalem Council (the so-called Apostolic Decree) poses the following
questions:

1. What kind of laws were under discussion by the apostles?

2. Why were those laws viewed as no longer relevant?

3. Why were the four prohibitions viewed as still binding?

4. Why were only these four chosen?

5. Were the four prohibitions of temporary or permanent validity?

6. Was there any temporal limitation to the validity of the four prohibitions?
None of the various explanations found in the secondary literature provides firm ground for all
four prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree (in shortened form referred to as, the Decree). The
present study proposes a common ground for all four prohibitions of Acts 15:20. The purpose of
the study is to show that the four prohibitions are based on the patterns of true worship
established on the principles of the natural law of God in Gen 1-3.

The thesis aims to discover and analyze the parts of the whole issue and then to
reinterpret the parts (accumulated data) in light of the whole issue, forming a hermeneutical loop.
Consequently, the first aim is to find the original form of the Decree and the known ways of
interpreting it. The second is to differentiate the structure of the Decree and its close context,
which allows the researcher to reconstruct the historical context in order to separate the apostolic
message itself from the cultural context in which it was formulated. The third aim is to state the

broader biblical and theological context of the Decree for which a number of theological

! This term was chosen according to classification of the laws of Torah provided by Roy Gane, ed. Leviticus,
Numbers, ed. Terry Muck, NIV Application Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2004), 306.
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concepts of universal scope need to be employed. These concepts are the creation-fall-re-creation
paradigm, the patterns of the natural law of God reflected in Gen 1-3 account, and the worship
motifs as a part of temple theology. The fourth aim is to identify these theological concepts in
Luke-Acts and reveal their singnificance for Luke’s theology.

The above aims can be crystallised into the following four goals or tasks for the researcher:
1. To describe the history of the interpretation of the Apostolic Decree, to find the original
reading of the Decree, and to develop methods of interpretation that reveal a common
basis for all four prohibitions in their original form. This requires investigation of the
history of the interpretation of the Decree beginning with the Greek manuscript
traditions, then its history in the works of relevant church fathers, and finally in the post-
Reformation critical studies of Acts, including current studies.
2. To provide a detailed exegetical study of three Lukan accounts of the Decree in Acts
15:1-21; 15:22-35 and 21:17-26, using semantic diagrams which allow and, with the help
of inductive logic, aid in revealing the meaning of each passage.
3. To describe the basic theological concepts developed on the basis of Genesis 1:24-3:24
and show their connections to the four prohibitions of the Decree, and to investigate
whether extra-Lukan New Testament occurrences of the prohibitions also fit theological
concepts developed on the basis of Genesis 1-3.
4. To note whether references to ritual and natural law appear elsewhere in Luke’s two-
volume work, and also differentiate between ritual and natural laws.
The significance of the present research is evidenced by two decades of scholarly debate about
the best common basis for the four prohibitions. The present research demonstrates that it is
possible to root all four prohibitions in the theological concepts developed on the basis of
Gen 1-3.

The originality of the present research consists of inductively developing ideas based on

the passage structures displayed in the form of semantic diagrams. The role of these diagrams is



to isolate and highlight the fundamental ideas of the diagramed passages and reveal their inner
logic. The revealing presence of midrashic structures in Acts 15:10-21 is one of the most
important outcomes of this method. The presence of midrash based on Gen 1-3 supports the
thesis that the four prohibitions of the Decree are connected to and based on biblical concepts
formed on a level even deeper than the flood narrative in Gen 9, namely on the level of the

creation-fall account of Gen 1-3.



CHAPTER 1

History of the interpretation of the Apostolic Decree

This chapter reviews the history of the efforts to find the Old Testament origin of the Apostolic
Decree. Starting with the variant readings found in the preserved mss of Acts the discussion will
extend to include a detailed summary and critique of current views. Section 1 of this chapter
reports on a search for the original reading among the manuscript variant readings, and analyses
the variant readings for what they reveal about how the Apostolic Decree was being interpreted
in the earliest years of Christianity. The variant readings of the Decree are classified in Appendix
1. Section 2 focuses on patristic quotations of the Decree, which reveal the stages of the
transmission of the texts and the appearing of the variant readings. Section 3 describes the period
of the dominance of the ethical form of the Apostolic Decree including the stage of its mediaeval
interpretation, that of the reformers, and its critical study.

Section 4 of this chapter is dedicated to the contemporary search for the Jewish roots of
the Apostolic Decree and provides a classification and review of the most significant
interpretations of the content of the Decree since 1950. This section also explains the premises
and necessity for the present research on this topic. Section 5 describes the research methodology

employed in the study.

1. Manuscript variants of the Lukan account of the Apostolic Decree

To start the survey of the rationale behind the four prohibitions in Acts 15 one needs to recover
the earliest written forms of the Decree and its interpretations. The variety of manuscript variant

readings, the quantity of patristic quotations of the Decree, and patristic commentaries on the
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Decree allow the reconstruction of some early Christian traditions behind the text of the Decree.!
The manuscript traditions include three aspects: 1) three Lukan accounts of the Decree (Acts
15:20, 29; 21:25) and extra-Lukan NT occurrences of the matters of the Decree (in Pauline
writings and the book of Revelation);? 2) manuscript variants reflecting the process of
transmission of the text of the Decree during five centuries of Christianity;® 3) information about
Christianity provided by selected non-Christian sources.*

The primary and earliest evidence of the Apostolic Decree in written form is found in
Acts 15:20, 29 and Acts 21:25. These verses contain the Lukan account of the event, and provide
the following information: historical context and cause of the dispute, verbal proposal of the
Decree in Acts 15:19-21, and its written form in 15:29. Luke informs readers that the apostolic
letter existed as a freestanding document, which Paul, Barnabas (from the Antiochene side),
Judas and Silas (from Jerusalem side) carried to Antioch and read to the congregation (Acts
15:30).° It is also known from Luke’s description that the church in Antioch found the message
of the letter to bring encouragement and gladness (Acts 15:31). The original letter is no longer
extant, so we are dependent on the Lukan version of the event and the Decree.

The Apostolic Decree survives in three types of text: Western, Alexandrian and proto-
Alexandrian (Neutral).® The Western text is preserved in Codex Bezae (D 05). The Alexandrian

text is preserved in x 01 and B 03 (also in 74, A 02, C 04, ). The proto-Alexandrian text is

! The data of the patristic interpretation of the Decree will be discussed in section 2 of this chapter.

2 Lukan variant readings of the Decree will be discussed in Chapter 2 and extra-Lukan NT occurrences of the
Decree in Chapter 3.

3 Manuscript variant readings of the Decree will be discussed in section 1.1 of this chapter.
4 Selected non-Christian sources will be discussed in paragraph 1.2 of this chapter.

S This study assumes that the original text of the Decree was preserved by Luke, the collaborator of the
apostle Paul, and that it survived in the manuscripts of Acts, along with its genuine historical and cultural settings.

® This classification of text types of the passages with the Decree was made by the present researcher
according to the Westcott and Hort critical reconstruction, which is cited by Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New
Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, ed. Bart D. Ehrman, 4th ed. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2005), 131-135.



preserved in B*°. This variety of readings calls for a comparative study of two main traditions

preserved in D 05 and B 03 in order to discover the earliest one.

1.1. The Western text preserved in D 05

The originality of D 05 is argued by Josep Rius-Camps and Jenny Read-Heimerdinger.” They
believe that the language of D 05 reflects the earliest fixed and unrevised form of Acts. It is
assumed from the fact that D 05 was commonly cited in the works of Greek fathers and “formed
the basis of the standardized texts of the early versions”, namely, the Latin Vulgate and the
Syriac Peshitta.® They argue that “two early textual clusters or text-types (B 03 and D 05) were
functioning from perhaps as early as the second century.”®

However, the dating of D 05 is controversial.'” It is bilingual, - Greek in the left column
and Latin on the right.!* The text is arranged in irregular lines, which were intended to follow the
units of sense.!? The Greek text was written in uncials defined by Ropes as “Old Uncial Text.”*3

The fact that D 05 had been chosen by the church as an authoritative carrier of original data can

7 J. Rius-Camps, J. Ropes and E. Epp support the earlier dating for D 05, about 400 CE.

8 Josep Rius-Camps and Jenny Read-Heimerdinger, eds., The Message of Acts in Codex Bezae: A
Comparison with the Alexandrian Tradition, vol. 1 (London: T&T Clark, 2004), 5.

® David Alan Black, Rethinking New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic,
2002), 34-41.

10 Petzer J.H. “The History of the New Testament — Its Reconstruction, Significance and Use in New
Testament Textual Criticism,” in New Testament Textual Criticism, Exegesis, and Early Church History: A
Discussion of Methods (ed. B. Aland and J. Delobel; Contributions to Biblical Exegisis and Theology 7; Kampen,
Netherlands: Kok Pharos, 1994), 18-25.

11 Parker states that the text of D 05 appeared due to evolution. “The evidence lies in differences between the
columns, where the Latin often seems to be a witness to a form of Greek text which lies somewhere between the
form in 03 and that in 05”. David C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and their Texts
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 289.

12 parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 288. Here Parker argues that Acts in D 05 was derived by scribe from
other bilingual copies. It suggested that D 05 had precursors (B, B*, B and 0171). Aland’s opinion, cited by
Black, ed. Rethinking Textual Criticism, 38-39. Unfortunately none of these three manuscripts contains the apostolic
letter. Presence of it might provide the evidences of originality or corruption in later written D 05.

13 Cited by Parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 288.
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be evidence of its selection from the range of available mss on the basis of doctrinal issues rather
than antiquity. The selection of the one ms among others is also an attempt at redaction or even
censorship. The doctrinal “correctness” could also be seen in the fact that the church fathers
often cited D 05.

Another argument of Rius-Camps is that the data in D 05 “are more abundant and more
cohesive” and “demonstrate sustained rather than spasmodic use.”** Also D 05 “displays more
complete and more complex allusion to the Scripture.”*® D 05 text “is less dramatic in speaking
about tension or disagreement” in the church.'® Thus, according to D 05 people from Judea
(those who start to contradict Paul in the Antiochine church) sent Paul to elders in Jerusalem “in
order to be judged in submission to them (to the church leaders) over this question.”*’

These features at first sight give a sense of a late revision, assuming the existence of a
church hierarchy even at that early stage, which could hardly come from the quill of Luke
himself. It can alert one who understands that Luke was less likely to provide the widened
historical arrangement for his contemporary readers, especially on the basis of Jewish life well-
known at the time, before the church split from Judaism.*® This also betrays an attempt to endow
the church with impeccable authority and unity.

Another fundamental disagreement of D 05 with B 03 appears in Acts 15:1. Here B 03

has the dative article before Moses to show that the demand for the circumcision was given with

14 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts, 25.

15 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts, 25. According to Rius-Camps D 05 provides
details derived not only from Septuagint, but also “from legends and teachings that become associated with the
original scriptural account and that were regarded to some degree as authoritative”. He states, that D 05 also
provides data for the historical reconstruction.

16 Josep Rius-Camps and Jenny Read-Heimerdinger, eds., The Message of Acts in Codex Bezae: A
Comparison with the Alexandrian Tradition: Acts 13:1-18:23, vol. 3 (London;: T&T Clark, 2007), 177.

7 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 174-175. The words in
italics are added.

18 Rius-Camps stated that the Alexandrian Text in B 03 transmits a less theological and more chronological
view of history, and that it regularly removes indications of a Jewish or spiritual perspective in what can be
described as a tendency to ‘historicize’ the text.” Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts, 43.
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the explanation of its necessity. This reading assumes that the demand for circumcision had been
imposed on the Gentiles according to the law of Moses. The same verse in D 05 names Moses
without an article, and in the genitive case. It changes the meaning and looks like a demand to
apply not only to circumcision, but to all other rites from the Mosaic law as well.** However, D
05 itself in 15:2 states that circumcision alone was a matter of debate in Antioch.?’ Thus only
circumcision is mentioned without reference to the rest of the Mosaic tradition. Thus D 05 tends
to show that all Mosaic laws were discussed at once and cancelled by the following Decree.

Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger interpret the phrase 6t ag’ fHuepdv apyoiov in 15:7
as “from the days of old” and interpret it as “a reference to the beginning of the history of
Isracl”.?! Another time the interpretation of the phrase is suggested as “ever since ancient
times”.?? Contrastingly, B 03 contains in 15:7 the phrase, “from the early days”, which is viewed
as a reference only to “the early days of the Church”.?® At this point Rius-Camps’ opinion seems
to follow the original meaning of Peter’s exposition. It presumes that God had a plan for the
Gentiles in the beginning, which may refer even to the time of creation.

According to D 05 Peter ends his speech with the words of Moses in (Exod 17:2).2* This

rightly noticed reference to Moses can be understood as an attempt by Peter to transfer the

19 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 174.

20 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 177. This disagreement
between verses 1 and 2 suggests that the text in D 05 meaningly avoids the article before the name of Moses in order
to hit all cultic Jewish rites.

21 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 186. Rius adds that émé with
the aorist é€gléEaro has sense ‘as from, as early as’.

22 Josep Rius-Camps and Jenny Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Luke's Demonstration to Theophilus: The Gospel
and the Acts of the Apostles According to Codex Bezae (London: T&T Clark, 2013), 500-501.

23 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 201. However, here Rius
notes that “the succession of three aorist verbs - £é€gAé€aro...dxodoar... motedoar - expresses the timeless nature of
God’s plan”.

24 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 203, 205. It might be an
allusion on extreme lack of faith, when someone cannot even see the divine revelation in miracles by which God
attested the acceptance of the Gentiles. It is “the last time that mention will be made in Acts of ‘signs and wonders’,
when so far they have accompanied all the main characters”, like Moses (7:36), Jesus (2:22; 4:30), the apostles
(2:43; 5:12), Stephen (6:8), Paul and Barnabas (14:3).



situation in the early church into the well-known pattern of Exodus. It could help him to link
disobedience to Moses in the past and disobedience to Christ in the present. From this point the
exclamation viv oDv ti eipdlete 1oV Odv together with following Ald Sié TG yéprrog Tod
Kupiov Incod motevopey cobdijvatl ko’ ov TpoTov Kakeivol can be understood as a set of double
contrasts between the grace of God and evil condition of an unbelieving heart, as well as
between tempting God and relying upon him in faith.

Rius-Camps’ argues that in 15:13-15 James’ phrase Zopeav é€nynooato does not refer to
the words of Peter. This remark of James was followed by the complex quotation of the
prophets. Surprisingly, he sees the name “Simeon” in James’ speech as a reference to Simeon the
Just.?® This interpretation seems doubtful as it is based only on one exceptional reading of D 05
in contrast to common textual tradition of x 01, B 03 and 74

Significant interpolation in D 05 appears in 15:17, 18. Here, instead of regular conclusion
at the end of prophetic composition, Aéyet kOprog modV tadTa yvootd ar aidvog, D 05 reads
AéyEL KOPLOG TOOEL TADTA YVOGTOV AT’ aidVOS £6TIV TA Kupim T0 Epyov avtod. Here D 05
divides the phrase and places the yvootov an’ aidvog €6ty Td Kupim T0 Epyov avTod as an
independent sentence which reflects an emphatic declaration of James.?® According to Rius-
Camps, James stated, in this manner, that the inclusion of the Gentiles in the people of God’s
name “is part of the eternal plan of the Lord.”?’ Thus the wording of D 05 once again differs

from x 01, B 03 (and additionally from C 04, ¥, 33, 81) and matches with minor alterations A 02

(5" Century) and 74 (7™ Century).

25 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 188. Rius believes that
James cited Prophets not from the Torah, but from Simeon the Just, who had summarized the interpretation of
Torah. He comes to this conclusion because D 05 uses the future form oltw¢ cupewvivovoty where B 03 uses
present form cvpewvodov. See also Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Luke's Demonstration to
Theophilus, 659, n. 206.

2 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 189.

27 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 211.
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Discussing the variant readings of these verses, Metzger states that tadta is the ending
word of the Amos quotation and the following words yvmota an’ ai®vog belong to James and
not to quotation. However Metzger admits that the wording in vv. 17-18 looks “so elliptical an
expression that copyists made various attempts to recast the phrase, rounding it out as an
independent sentence”.28 This fact may also suggest that the scribes were aware of a possible
meaning of the verse focusing on the plan of God from eternity.

Finally the supporters of D 05 do not explain the absence of mviktdg. Rius-Camps
supports its omission with a range of patristic literature.?® The word is similarly absent in D 05
from the apostolic letter (15:29) and from James’ speech to Paul (21:25). He argues that even
from the Jewish point of view the prohibitions of the Decree “can only be ethical: the defilement
brought on by disobeying them is permanent.”*® However, many scholars view the ethical form
of the four prohibitions in light of the Holiness Code of Lev 17-18. The presence of mviktdg in
the list of prohibitions would seem naturally rooted in Torah and required not only by Jewish
cult but also by permanent moral standards. Probably the early Christians would not view it
differently to Torah, especially if one takes in account the fact that they had only Jewish
Scriptures (Torah, Prophets and Psalms) and quoted them (as it seen in Acts 15).

The omission of mviktdg gives the Decree an ethical form. To insert it would seem odd.
This could be the reason for the medieval correctors of D 05 making an intentional change to the
text. If this omission was made from a semantic perspective, it appears to be motivated because

of doctrinal considerations.®! The alteration of text does not usually clarify the original meaning.

28 Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, Fourth Revised Edition
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 379.

29 He notes the same omission has a range of patristic support (Ir'73mat Tert Hier™s, Ambrosiaster,
Augustine). Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts, 189.

%0 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 213. Here he understands
that by their nature the prohibitions are deeper than the rules for good behavior. He connects them to Leviticus 17-
20.

31 Metzger, Text of New Testament, 200-202.



11
Altering the text usually happens when the meaning of the text has been lost, or is unacceptable.
This adjustment of a reading to express some non-original ideas always results in loss of
meaning, and makes the altered text not a witness, but a hermeneutic product.

Rius-Camps views the variant readings as a result of alteration to Alexandrian readings,
when the church decided to harmonize the mixed table-fellowship for Jewish Christian and
Gentiles (in Paul’s experience 1 Cor 8:1-4, 7-13). He believes that “the reference to Tviktog
introduces a dietary issue relevant for table-fellowship into the list of James’ concerns.”3? His
suggestion looks doubtful because not only the Alexandrian, but also the proto-Alexandrian
reading of B*° includes mviktoc. 3 All these witnesses are earlier than D 05. Moreover, the
prohibition of Tviktdc seems to have sense for James, as will now be explained. Thus, the Decree
in D 05 tends to provide a shortened ethical form instead of the cultic form preserved in B* or
the ambivalent form in 74, A 02, B 03, E 06, L and P..

The contrast between the attitudes of Peter and James towards the law in 15:21 is
explained by D 05 apologists as James’ “prior acceptance of Judaism”, while Peter insisted on
liberating the Gentiles from its burden.* However, the believers during the time before the
destruction of Jerusalem usually identified themselves with Jewish hopes for salvation. James
repeats some of Peter’s thoughts and refers to the prophets, which reveals that the apostles
shared the same opinion concerning salvation of the Gentiles. The phrase in Acts15:11
presupposes the affirmative answer of the congregation. It means that the congregation
consisting of Jewish believers had in mind that the salvific event is a result of God’s mercy

towards his people of any origin.

32 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 214.
33 The P* witness of 250 CE contains mvikctdg, omits tfig mopveiag and can be classified as the cultic reading.

3 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 215, 216. For them, James
had gone “against Peter’s position with regard to the status of the Law” and offered a compromise.
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The D 05 reading of 15:23 ypayoavtec... 610 yeipoc avtdv is viewed by supporters to
state that the letter reporting the apostolic decision “was actually written by Judas and Silas
(‘through their hand’), rather than simply delivered by them.”*® The structure of this sentence is
seen in the following diagram: £€6o0&ev --- éxheEapévoug --- mépyan --- ypayoavtec. Here, the
verb Soxéwm in v. 22 is used impersonally with the infinitive népuyon and relates to it.3® The aorist
participle ypayoavteg, as well as the aorist participle éxie&apévoug “should be understood as
supplementary participles” to aorist &50&ev, which is the main verb in v. 22.3” Thus, the apostles,
who &do&ev were also those who ypayoavteg and éxheEapévovg. The election of messengers and
writing of the letter have to be attributed to the apostles and elders, not to Judas and Silas. So, the
apostles had written the letter by their own hands, while Judas and Silas delivered it, when it was
written.®

The discussion about the absence of a plural article before éndvayxeg in 15:28, 29 in D 05
brings Rius-Camps to the conclusion “that éxdvaykeg begins a new sentence, listing the content
of tovtmv.” It helps readers to distinguish “between the decision of the Holy Spirit
(undev....papog) and that taken by the assembly (mArv tovTeV" éndvaykeg <€otv>
améyeodat...).”*® Further he states that “some aspects of the Jerusalem decree are contrary to the

Spirit”.** However, this omission was taken by Metzger as a possible instance of haplography.*?

% Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 191.

% Robert K. Mclver, Intermediate New Testament Greek Made Easier (Cooranbong: Barnard Publishing,
2015), 62.

87 Mclver, Intermediate NT Greek, 62.
3 The diagram of this passage can be found in section 2.1.1 of Chapter 2.

39 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 193. According to D 05 the
new sentence begins with éndavaykeg and followed by the infinitive £otiv.

40 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 193.
41 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 228.

42 Metzger, Textual Commentary on Greek NT, 386. Rius-Camps to the contrary believes that the presence of
the article in B 03 was the result of dittography.
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Moreover, if the sentence stops after 7Anv tovtwv the thought looks disrupted. The
addition of the “necessary” after a full stop breaks the logical chain between “all” in the previous
sentence and the four matters excluded from the “all” in the following sentence. One then needs
to define what the pronoun tobtwv refers to? The phrase undév mieiov émtifectar VUV Papog
ATV ToVTEV meaning “do no greater burden ... except that” has to provide a supplementary unit
where D 05 has the end of the sentence. The supplementary unit is presupposed by the
comparative sense of undev mieiov.

According to context it should be a comparison between the burdensome situation in the
past and the better situation at present. Thus, the phrase translates “no greater burden to be
placed on you except that.” In this location the phrase of D 05 undéév mieiov Emtibeoton Huiv
Bapog mAnv TouteV can refer to following éndvaykég and prohibitions, or can refer to previous
verses (15:1, 2 and 24). This thought is also possible because the letter starts with “since we
heard that some people...” and one supposes that the apostolic answer to Antioch should provide
the regulation for that problem.

If undev mAgiov Emtifeotan VUiV Papoc ANV tovtwv in D 05 refers to the demands of
Mosaic law imposed by some people from Judea in 15:1, 2, 24, then the meaning of the sentence
1s: “The decision of the Holy Spirit and of ourselves is to place no greater burden upon you
except the demands of the ritual law.” This meaning cannot be accepted. Then, “more than that”
can be linked to the following prohibitions. This link has support from other witnesses fitting
them in one sentence, but D 05 divides them by a full stop. If the meaning connects two phrases
in one unit, then the full stop placed between them brings perplexity. Together with the omission
of mviktog and addition of the negative form of the Golden Rule, the variant reading in D 05
seems to be merely an attempt to mask the original meaning of the Decree due to doctrinal
presuppositions.

Finally, in 15:29 D 05 adds the relative pronoun &v before the list of three prohibitions

and the negative form of the Golden Rule. Thus D 05 “refers to a more complex package, than a
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list of wrongdoing.”*® This relative pronoun &v together with all insertions just proves the earlier
presumption that D 05 intentionally constructs the reading according to the doctrinal
interpretation and can suit no more than a periphrastic purpose. Rius-Camps calls the
prohibitions “essential requirements for Gentiles” and describes Luke as unhappy with the
outcome of the council. For him the Decree brought in “the confusion of the binding nature of
the legal demands, on the one hand, and the freedom given by the Holy Spirit, on the other.”**

According to Rius-Camps the prohibitions caused little joy in the Antiochine church.*®
He assumes this from the comparison of “great joy” of brethren in Phoenicia and Samaria, when
they heard about the conversion of the Gentiles to God, to the humble term “rejoiced,”
describing the reaction in Antioch, when its brethren heard the apostolic letter. The comparison
seems awkward because the people in different places and cultures (as seen in Samaria,
Phoenicia and Antioch) could express a different intensity of emotions, especially if the causes

of joy differed.

1.2. Arguments against the originality of the Western text in D 05

An alternative view on the origin and nature of D 05 has been was expressed by Kurt Aland,
Bruce Metzger and David Parker.*® Parker views D 05 as neither Alexandrian nor Western in
text type, but as a periphrastic text, and a product of stages of growth.*” According to Parker, D

05 had been compiled from different sources in approximately 400 CE. Then “a number of

4 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 194.

4 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 221.

4 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts: Acts 13:1-18:23, 227-228.

4 Aland, Metzger and Parker support the later dating of D 05.

47 In evidence Parker identifies a number of different emphases of D 05, such as “anti-Judaic tendencies; a

greater interest in the role of the Holy Spirit; a greater interest in one or more of the Apostles; a minimizing of the
significance of women in the life of early Christianity.” Parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 298-299.
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correctors were responsible for changes to the manuscript in the fifth to seventh centuries, and
the manuscript had some leaves supplemented at Lyons in the ninth century.”8 Bruce Metzger
also believes that the D 05 readings “can scarcely be original.”*® He supports his opinion by
quoting Kurt Aland about the Western text type: “Only five out of more than forty Greek papyri
from the second and third centuries show any influence from the D-text (and these five witnesses
belong to the second half of the third century).”*® Metzger agrees with Aland that “the D-text
arose during the second half of the third century, when the Church was free from persecution
(i.e. from A.D. 260 to 303)”.% The fact that D 05 is 6.6% longer than B 03 suggests that D 05 is
unlikely to have the earliest readings, because for the scribe it was easier to omit the word, than
deliberately make the process of copying longer.>?

A discussion about variant readings of Acts 15:20 comes to the conclusion that “the least
unsatisfactory solution of the complicated textual and exegetical problems of the Apostolic
Decree is to regard the fourfold decree as original (foods offered to idols, strangled meat, eating
blood, and unchastity — whether ritual or moral)”.5% Despite this, D 05 variant readings were
widely spread in Europe for centuries. It influenced the understanding of the Apostolic Decree
and most likely led scribes to modification in the direction of its ethical form. The discussion in

1.1.3 suggests an explanation for why the D 05 readings became so widely spread across Europe.

8 Parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 144-146, 288-289. Thus Parker finds that D 05 had ten correctors
differentiated during the process of copying.

4% Metzger, Textual Commentary on Greek NT, 381. Here Metzger discusses the variant reading of the four
prohibitions in the Apostolic Decree in D 05 and Alexandrian reading. He explains that idolatry, murder and
adultery were banned in the universal sense by the Law of God and had no need in additional application on the
Gentiles by the letter. Especially it seems strange to start the list of universal taboos with “to abstain from...”

50 Cited by Metzger, Text of New Testament, 293.

51 Metzger, Text of New Testament, 293.

52 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger, eds., Message of Acts, 16. and Black, ed. Rethinking Textual
Criticism, 28-30.

53 Metzger, Textual Commentary on Greek NT, 382.
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However, now we turn our attention from the ethical form of the prohibitions in D 05 to their

cultic form, as preserved in .

1.3. Proto-Alexandrian (Neutral) text type

Papyrus Chester Beatty | or 8 contains readings which in many places differ from D 05. This
ms is dated to first half of 2@ Century.>* Westcott and Hort found that Acts in 8 conforms to
what they called the Neutral (proto-Alexandrian) text type. Some scholars believe that $4°
preserves the earliest form of Acts and the Decree, less corrupted by copying than other text
types. Yet B* shows that even between 250 and 400 CE there were several variant readings of
the Decree.

Acts 15:29 and Acts 21:25 are missing from B4, yet the evidence for existence of Acts
15:29 in PB* could be provided by quotations from it in patristic literature. Moreover, Tf|g
nopveiog is missing from PB* 15:20. Origen’s commentary made according to B* (see Origen,
Contra Celsum, viii.29), as well as vg ms Vigilius and Gaudentius witness the omission of tf|g
mopveiag in 15:29.%° It is known that Origen usually cited the New Testament by memory
echoing some catch-words of the cited text. After that his amanuensis provided full quotation
from the Scripture.>® So the amanuensis had to copy the quotation from the ms which Origen
referred to. Since Origen’s quotation of Scripture omits tfj¢ Topveiag in 15:29, we can imagine

that Origen had access to $8* or related text, and that text included 15:29. It suggests that in the

54 Metzger, Text of New Testament, 37.

% Metzger, Textual Commentary on Greek NT, 380. Metzger dates the Origen’s writings with citations from
the New Testament by 253-254 CE. Metzger, Text of New Testament, 88-89.

%6 Metzger, Text of New Testament, 87-88.
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3 Century the cultic form of the Decree was well known to the eastern church fathers and

accepted as the original reading.®’

1.4. Alexandrian text type mss (ambivalent readings)

Now the remaining mss containing the Decree come up for discussion. The data for this
paragraph are displayed in Appendix 1. From the comparative study in Appendix 1 it becomes
clear that both ambivalent and cultic readings are supported by the earliest witnesses. Yet, the
ambivalent form of the Decree has stronger support. The ethical view, on the contrary, is
supported only by D 05, limited minuscules, and patristic literature.

The three-fold tradition of B*° omits kai tijc mopveiag in 15:20, but contains kai tod
nviktod. The passages 15:29 and 21:25 do not exist. This papyrus is the earliest witness to the
proto-Alexandrian text type. Yet, the two earliest codices x 01 and B 03 (4"" Century), and
codices A 02 and C 04 (5), as well as E 06 (6™ and $7* (7™") contain the four-fold tradition.>®
This reading also is reflected in L and ¥ dated by 9'"-10™. It is unlikely that L and ¥ represent
the earliest readings, but they witness the wide geographical distribution of the four-fold
tradition. It appears that in the 4™ Century the four-fold reading of the Decree was well-known
and accepted as original in the Middle East and in Rome.

The same reading had been in use in Egypt (Alexandria) just one century later. There it
was assumed to be the original reading, A 02 was based on it and kept in the Alexandrian library
for centuries. The text with minor alterations in ¥ found in Mount Athos also extends the
geographical distribution of the four-fold tradition. This evidence points to one common

predecessor. Consequently, that archetypal text had to exist before 350 CE, namely, before the

5" The witnesses with Alexandrian type of text were usually quoted in works of Clement of Alexandria,
Origen, Chrysostom, Cyril of Jerusalem, Amphilochius, Socrates of Constantinople, Diodore, Dydimus and
Severian.

%8 Dating of papyri follows Metzger, Text of New Testament, 37, 41.
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appearance of & 01 and B 03. The geographical distribution of copies presumes several decades
for the transmission of the material (from some unknown geographical area to Sinai, Rome,
Alexandria and Mount Athos). So, the autograph had to be a single ms, which was located
centrally between those geographical areas. The major witnesses (x 01, A 02, B 03) in Acts
belong to the Alexandrian text type, which is also frequently followed by B4 in Acts.*® This
may suggest that the churches in Alexandria were the centre of distribution of copies.

All these lines of evidence support the acceptance of the ambivalent reading of the
Decree as the original. This has support from C 04, E 06, L and ¥ which preserve the four-fold
tradition. These texts add in Acts 21:25: Kpivavteg undev to10dto thpeiv avtovg &i un
evAaccecBor avtovg. This addition indicates that James himself explained his attitude towards
the Mosaic law as unnecessary for the Gentiles. Thus, C 04 partially preserved the interpretation
of the Decree which existed in 5" Century. This additional phrase was chronologically the latest
extension of the text (the earliest ms which contains it is C 04, dated 5™ Century). Metzger
defines this manuscript in the following manner: “Its text is of less importance than one might
have assumed from its age. It seems to be compounded from all the major text-types, agreeing
frequently with the later Koine or Byzantine type, which most scholars regard as the least
valuable type of New Testament text.”®® The additional wording in C 04 perfectly matches the
phrase of D05 and it seems that D 05 assimilated the phrase from C 04.°!

Furthermore, E 06 (6"), L and ¥ (9"-10"") more likely contain the result of the same 5™
century correction as they preserve the Byzantine text type and share one common feature. Thus,

E 06 is the only codex reading in Acts 21:25 kai 1o nviktod instead of kai mviktov. It seems that

59 Metzger, Text of New Testament, 41, 249-250.
60 Metzger, Text of New Testament, 49.

61 1t was stated that D 05 had several correctors making changes in its text between 5™ and 9" centuries CE.
Parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 288-289.
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the corrector repeated by memory the well-known phrase of Acts 15:20 and 29. This variant
reading could be considered an unintentional error.52

The minuscules also contain some differences in readings which are probably the result
of the latest transformation of uncial letters in cursive writing.%®> A number of minuscules support
the four-fold reading in Acts 15:20. They are 33, 36, 81, 181, 307, 323, 453, 610, 614, 1175,
1241, 1409, 1505 1678, 2344 and with a negligible difference in 945, 1739, 1891. Among them
there is the famous minuscule 33 called “the queen of the cursives,” dated 9" Century (it agrees
with A 02 and B 03 and does not contain any omissions from or additions to the Alexandrian
reading of the Decree).%*

Minuscules of the 10" Century (181, 307, 1175, 1739, 1891) also provide a four-fold
reading, but 1739 and 1891 (and later 323 and 945) add the negative form of the Golden Rule at
the end of a phrase which differs from that in D 05.%° Parker sees the text of 1739 as a later
development of D 05: “It too omits wviktod and reads grammatically more sophisticated kol v
un 0éAmotv avtoic yevésOat £téporig un motelv. This polish suggests a development of the version
found in 05.7% In addition, the majority of witnesses written in between 11" and 14" Century

still preserve the four fold reading in Acts 15:20 without any alterations.®’

62 Metzger, Text of New Testament, 192-193.

8 These changes witness the period of variant readings of the Apostolic Decree at the time of the medieval
church, which is to be described in section 3.4 of this chapter.

64 This text is an excellent representative of the Alexandrian type, although in Acts “it shows also the
influence of the Koine or Byzantine type.” Metzger, Text of New Testament, 62.

8 The phrase in 1739 and 1891 (as well as minuscle 945 (11™) and minuscle 323(12™) starts after kai i
mopveiag (in D 05 it starts after aipartog), contain in kai ca Gv un BéAwov... instead of kai doa pr 6€hovoty ... in
D 05 (here the particle dv is the indicator of contingency), avtoig instead of éaf10ic, and ends with moiiv instead of
the imperative form noieie in D 05. Thus the phraseology of 1739 and 1891 betray the latest rewording of the
negative form of the Golden rule found in D 05. Metzger sees that the ancestor of 1739 was written in the 4%
Century. Metzger, Text of New Testament, 65.

% Parker, New Testament Manuscripts, 286.

87 1t is reflected in minuscule 2344 (11™), minuscules 36, 610, 1241, 1505 (12), in 614 (13" and 453, 1409,
1678 (14™).



20

The majority of minuscules (33, 323, 945, 1241, 1505, and 1739) keep the four-fold
tradition, including xai wviktod in Acts 15:29. Three minuscules (81, 614 and 1175) have in Acts
15:29 the plural form (mvictdv).®® At the same time they preserve, in 15:20, the singular
(mvicto?d).%® The reading of Acts 15:29 in these three witnesses is in agreement with in x 01, A
02, B 03 and C 04 and was accepted by Nestle-Aland 28 as original. Consequently, one can
recognize that even between the 10" and 13" CE the original reading of 15:29 had been
preserved in some manuscripts and seems not to be influenced by unintentional changes.

However, manuscripts 323, 945, 1739 and 1891 add the negative form of the Golden
Rule after kai tfic mopveiog in wording similar to D 05, with the alteration of 6¢éAete into 0éAnTe.
Minuscule 614 differs at this point in 15:29.”° On one hand 614 has similarities with 323, 945,
1739 in v. 20 and on the other hand with the wording D 05 in v. 29, and looks like a mix of
readings.”* Thus, one can recognize the tendency in the majority of minuscules of 9" and 121"
centuries to repeat the wording of v. 20 in v. 29. This could be a result of misinterpreting aviktdg
which in the 9" CE did not make any clear theological sense for the scribes.

The text in Acts 21:25 was most influenced by the attempts of correctors. Most of the
variant readings in minuscules at this point fall into three patterns. The first pattern (33, 1409 and
2344) preserves the four-fold tradition without any additions to the text. The second pattern (945,
1739, 1891 and 36, 181, 307, 453, 614, 1678) keeps the list of four prohibitions of the Decree,

but adds a phrase before it. In 945, 1739, 1891 this additional phrase is kpivavteg pndev toodto

% Minuscule 81 dated 11" Century represents in Acts the Alexandrian text type. Minuscule 614 dated 13"
Century contains a large number of pre-Byzantine readings, many of them of the Western type of text. Metzger, Text
of New Testament, 63-64. Minuscule 1175 dated 10" Century.

89 Metzger provides dating for this text. Metzger, Textual Commentary on Greek NT, 386. The reading with
nviktod is exceptional.

7 The addition of the golden rule in 614 starts after kai tfig mopveiog like D 05 in 15:29, and finishes with
noteie like D 05, but contains avtoig unlike D 05 and yevéotan (instead of yiveostar in D 05).

L This text seems to be copied from an ancestor which had mixed type of text by dictation as it reflects the
errors of hearing. Metzger defines this type of text as pre-Byzantine with influence of Western reading. Metzger,
Text of New Testament, 64.
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TNPEV aTovg AALG puAdooecBat. In 36, 181, 307, 453, 614, 1678 the phrase is kpivavteg undev
T010DTO TNPEV aTovG €l p uAdocesOot avtovg. The third pattern is in 1175, which follows the
three-fold tradition, omitting kol mopveiav and has no additions regarding the cancellation of the
Mosaic law. From this fact one can conclude that even in the 10" Century the reading of the
Decree could reflect the cultic text form. This provides further evidence that the Decree
originally contained four prohibitions rooted in the cultic regulations of Torah.

However, a variety of the minuscules after the 4"-5™ centuries shows the tendency to
change the meaning of the Decree into the ethical form. The earliest manuscripts preserve the
four prohibitions without any additional elaboration.”? Thus, the uncials, except D 05, support
the four-fold reading. The most authoritative of them (x 01, A 02 and B 03) more easily
understood as referring to the laws of Torah rather than to Christian ethics. The omission of tfjg
nopveiog from 15:20 of B*° shows a tendency to view the Decree in a cultic way.”® These uncials
have support from the minuscules 33, 81 and 1409, also with a tendency to a cultic three-fold
form in 1175.

The earliest evidence of departure from the cultic understanding of the Decree to the
ethical one appears in the 5™ Century in D 05, where both 15:20 and 29 omit kai tod mviktod and
add the negative form of the Golden Rule.” Moreover, D 05 in 21:25 includes the phrase

Kpivavteg undev To100To TNPEV o TOVC €1 U1 LAGGGESOOL adToVG, giving the impression that

2 Alexandrian witnesses in x 01, A 02 and B 03 contain the four-fold reading without the addition of the
Golden Rule in 15:20, 29 or 21:25. The four-fold tradition appears also in C 04, E 06, L and ¥ with insertion of an
additional phrase only in 21:25. However this phrase could be derived from one common ancestor with D05 if one
keeps in mind that C 04 was contemporary to D 05 and was influenced by Western readings. Later E 06, L and ¥
inherited the same wording.

8 Metzger mentions P.H. Menoud’s view that the original form of the Decree was two-fold to which the P+
added xai tod mviktod from kashrut, while the Western tradition interpreted it in the ethical way adding kai tfig
nopveiog and the negative form of the Golden Rule. Metzger argues against the hypothetical two-fold Decree. He
states that no ms was found to support this hypothesis. Moreover, “the fact that in 15:20 mviktod precedes xai ToD
afpatog is hardly compatible with the theory that the addition was made in order to clarify and extend the meaning
of aipatog.” Metzger, Textual Commentary on Greek NT, 381-382.

™ 1t is noteworthy that D 05 is the only codex which omits xai tod mviktod in all three verses of Acts and
adds a form of the Golden Rule.
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the following list of prohibitions were the temporary rudiments of Mosaic law. This inclusion
later influenced the reading of Acts 21:25 in C 04, E 06, L and P.

Subsequent attempts to fit the prohibitions of the Decree into the ethical explanation take
place in minuscules 323, 945, 1739 and 1891 with the addition of the negative form of the
Golden Rule. Furthermore, as mentioned above, 945, 1739 and 1891 together with 36, 181, 307,
453, 614, 1678 also imported the additional phrase into Acts 21:29. All these changes became
the common tendency from the 10" Century onwards. There were no manuscripts with readings
similar to %, x 01, A 02 or B 03 produced between 12 -14" centuries. Instead, the dominant
Western reading in Europe, based on a preference for D 05, expressed the ethical form of the
Decree. This preference was the result of the patristic tradition, which influenced the correctors
of D 05.”° The dominance of one reading above others for centuries resulted in a loss of the

original meaning of the Decree.

2. Patristic interpretation of the text of the Apostolic Decree

The purpose of this section is to argue that many of the variant readings of the Decree represent
intentional alterations of the text, which took place in the third and fourth centuries as the result

of Jewish-Christian polemic which was partly preserved by the church fathers.

2.1. Causes of anti-Jewish polemic in the early Christian church

During first three Christian centuries many exegetical works written by Christian apologists
contained something adversus ludaeos.’® It happened in spite of the fact that the church

originally consisted entirely of Jewish Christians, and was built on the foundation of Old

7S Patristic literature which formed the tradition of the ethical interpretation of the Decree will be discussed in
the section 3 of this chapter.

6 William Horbury, Jews and Christians in Contact and Controversy (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 201.
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Testament prophecies and teaching.’” Early Christians depended on Jewish exegetical practice
and knowledge.”® Moreover, for some time, “the very boundaries between Jewish and Christian

practice remain blurred and porous”.’®

2.1.1. The 1% cause of anti-Jewish polemic
The first cause of anti-Jewish polemic was a constant and increasing Jewish hatred toward the
Christian movement. Pliny, a non-Christian author, noted the increasing distinction between
Jews and Christians.® It was also reflected in works of Celsus of the second CE and Porphyry of
the third CE that the Christians, whose religion originated in Judaism and who have built their
doctrines on Jewish laws, finally turned away from practicing Jewish laws.8! Christians
depended on Judaism in matters of morality, especially in “three moral concepts — love, sexual
purity and avoidance of idolatry.”8? Christians tended to minimise the Old Testament’s validity
in the epoch of the New Testament.®® They replaced reading the law in synagogues by reading

lectionaries, and insisted on demarcation between Christians and Jews. The anti-Jewish polemic

" Henry Chadwick, East and West: The Making of a Rift in the Church: From Apostolic Times until the
Council of Florence, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 3.

8 Horbury, Jews and Christians, 205, 219. He observes “great similarities between the forms of midrashic
and later patristic literature”.

7 Charlotte Elisheva Fonrobert, “Jewish Christians, Judaizers, and Christian Anti-Judaism,” in Late Ancient
Christianity, ed. Virginia Burrus (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2010), 237.

8 Heikki Riisinen, The Rise of Christian Beliefs: The Thought World of Early Christians (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2010), 247.

81 Judith Lieu, Neither Jew Nor Greek? Constructing Early Christianity, ed. John. Barclay and Joel. Marcus,
SNTW (London: T&T Clark, 2002), 14-15. In addition, one may note that the Jerusalem Council solution in Acts 15
was given to explain the reason why Christians viewed the keeping of the entire Mosaic code as unnecessary.

8 |_aurie Guy, Introducing Early Christianity: A Topical Survey of Its Life, Beliefs, and Practices (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2004), 32. Pliny the Younger shows that Christians refused to worship pagan gods
and the emperor, bound themselves by an oath not to commit any wrongdoings including adultery (ne adulteria
committerent), and practiced table-fellowship at their assemblies with food “of an ordinary and innocent kind” ad
capiendum cibum promiscuum tamen et innoxium (Letter 96, LCL William Melmoth translation). The mentioning
of “innocent” food might be chosen to defend Christians against wrong accusations of cannibalism.

8 Horbury, Jews and Christians, 205-206.
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of this early period can be identified as apologetic, “written in ‘defence’ of the new faith of the
Christians.”8*

Although the church fathers of the second century predominantly cited the four-fold form
of the Apostolic Decree verbatim, they developed the new theological pattern of Christianity
itself.8 This influenced the church to deny the Jewishness of the apostles. The apologetic works
of Tertullian and Cyprian against the Jews reflect this.3® At the same time, the new theological
pattern did not deny the laws of Torah, but viewed them as fulfilled in Christ. Since the Jews
rejected Christ, their customs were presumed by Christian apologists as rebellious against God.
At the same time in Dialogue with Trypho Justin Martyr expresses a belief that those “who have
been persuaded by ... to observe the legal dispensation along with their confession of God in
Christ, shall probably be saved.”®” Controversy came to its climax in Peri Pascha, the work of
Melito of Sardis, dated to the second half of the second century.® Here Melito justified the
punishment, by death, that had fallen upon the rebellious Jewish nation.

During anti-Jewish polemic in the second century Orthodox Christianity “wrenched the
scriptures from the Jews.”®® For this aim, “ethical teachings of the Bible were lavishly used and

assimilated to the new law of Jesus”, while the ‘irrational’ commandments were abandoned.*

8 Andrew S. Jacobs, “Jews and Christians,” in The Oxford Handbook of Early Christian Studies, ed. Susan
Harvey and David Hanter (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 175.

& Clement of Alexandria quotes Acts 15:20 according to Alexandrian text type and Tertullian in his Apology
refers to matters mentioned in the Alexandrian reading of the Decree.

8 Apologetic works included Tertullian, Adv. Jud., and Cyprian, Test. Also Aristo of Pella, A Disputation of
Jason and Papiscus concerning Christ (assumed as written by 135 CE) was mentioned by Celsus and Origen.

87 Justine, Dialogue with Trypho, 47 (ANF 1:218). Justin, "Dialogue of Justin, Philosopher and Martyr, with
Trypho, a Jew," In ANF ed. James Donaldson (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, reprint, 1996), 218. It is noteworthy
that the dialogue was based on real interviews and represented contemporary understanding of the topic.

8 |_jeu, Neither Jew Nor Greek, 13.

8 Raisdnen, Rise of Christian Beliefs, 281. See also polemic described in Bart D. Ehrman, "The Text as
Window: New Testament Manuscripts and the Social History of Early Christianity," in The Text of the New
Testament in Contemporary Research, ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1995), 366-367.

% Réisinen, Rise of Christian Beliefs, 281. He states that as a result of anti-Jewish polemic “circumcision of
the flesh was replaced with circumcision of the heart, observance of the law with obedience to moral command”.
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During controversy even the Pentateuchal passages on diet and ritual were symbolically
interpreted.®! At the same time Lucian, who lived between 120 and 200 CE, pictured Christians
as those who can excommunicate one “for eating some forbidden food (probably meat of the
idolatrous sacrifices).”® This reveals that the Christian writers did not deny the laws of Torah,
but explained them as fulfilled in Christ and no more applicable in literal sense for practical use.
Consequently, even in the 2" CE there were signs of the common Christian practice not to keep

Jewish ritual laws in the way Jews did.

2.1.2. The 2" cause of anti-Jewish polemic
The second cause of anti-Jewish polemic was persecutions from Gentile Rome, in many cases
triggered by the Jews.% In those cases the church fathers referred to the Decree in apology for
Christian purity in the face of persecutions, pagan immorality, and idol worship. Also, there were
many gnostic sects which represented Christian faith in a way unacceptable to both Jews and
Gentiles, provoking enmity. They practiced either extremely liberal or extremely ascetic
lifestyles based on a revelation of “gnosis.” Thus, Marcion doubted that the deficient law, some
parts of which need to be cancelled, was imposed by God.** The Gospel of Truth rejects the
Jewish background of Christianity, replacing it with the Christian revelation pattern.®® Two other

gnostic texts of that time, the Apocryphon of John and Hypostasis of the Archons, overturn some

91 Horbury, Jews and Christians, 221. In the writings of church fathers the laws of purity and diet seemed to
be fulfilled by the Messiah. The Jews who rejected Messiah thus were contradistinguished by their practical
application of the laws. This process of demarcation from Judaism made Christians ignorant of the literal
interpretation of the laws.

92 |_ucian, The Passing of Peregrinus, trans., M. A. Harmon, LCL, 18-19.

%3 Jacobs, “Jews and Christians,” 175. He notes that the Jews in the Roman Empire “prayed against
Christians, met them acrimoniously in the marketplace of religious ideas, and even cheered as they were tortured
and executed by unsympathetic Roman authorities”.

% Riisdnen, Rise of Christian Beliefs, 279-280. Both Marcion and Ptolemy interpreted the Jewish scriptures
at the point of extreme disregard of their value. At the same time Réisénen states that Marcion was “less anti-Jewish

than were his orthodox opponents.”

% Riisinen, Rise of Christian Beliefs, 278.



26
OT narratives to remove the Jewish tradition from them.% In the middle of the second century
Celsus recognizes the diversity as “one of the principal marks of the Christian movement” of his
time.%

Along with extreme practice, which allowed partaking of any food, there was a radical
approach of some Gnostics avoiding any meat in their diet.®® So-called Montanists, Marcionites,
and Encratites kept an ascetic vegetarian diet.%® Because of their theological views those groups
were marginalized by the growing number of Orthodox. However, the diversity of practices was
not reduced in the first two centuries, but was increasing.

The Orthodox apologists insisted that not the whole law, but only some parts of the law
were canceled. They believed that it did not change the plan of God, which people
misunderstood from the beginning. It was assumed that “God’s moral law is permanently valid,
whereas the ‘irrational’ part of the law had only a temporal purpose”.1%® Among the irrational
parts of the law the church fathers viewed the ritual law as well as the dietary laws of Torah.

This view was expressed by Tertullian who stated that the dietary laws, “were imposed on the
Jews because of their gluttony” 10

At the same time, Justin Martyr viewed the dietary laws as God’s institution, when he

says to the Jews, “God by the mouth of Moses commanded you to abstain from unclean and

% Riisianen, Rise of Christian Beliefs, 278.
97 Chadwick, From Apostolic Times, 4.

9% Andrew McGowan, “Food, Ritual, and Power,” in Late Ancient Christianity, ed. Virginia Burrus
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2010), 150. The avoiding of meat and wine in a diet of early Christians was due to
their prominence in pagan worship as an object of sacrifice. The liberal approach of Gnostics was based on superior
knowledge and belief that the idol is nothing and that sacredness of sacrifice partaken with this meat would not
pollute it as a food. It differs from Paul’s view, when he stated that freedom of diet can defile in Cor 8:7, 10, 13;
10:27-29.

9 McGowan, “Food, Ritual, Power,” 150.
100 Riisinen, Rise of Christian Beliefs, 279. Though Justin never spells out this distinction of laws, Réisénen
believes that the distinction between ‘rational’ and ‘irrational’ parts is implicitly present in his writings. Justin,

Dialogue with Trypho, 10-21 (ANF 1:199-204).

101 Riisinen, Rise of Christian Beliefs, 280.
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improper and violent animals.”'%2 He traces the content of the Apostolic Decree to Noah’s time
pointing out that God gave an order to Noah “to eat of every animal, but not of flesh with the
blood, which is dead”.1% Thus, he links the dietary laws not only to Moses, but also to Noah. Yet
Orthodox Christianity came to a covenantal nomism under an angle different from the OT. The
‘irrational’ parts of the law had been removed, some were reinterpreted by the moral commands
of Jesus, some spiritualized, and the law of the OT was replaced by the “law of Christ”.1%4

During the periods of persecution those who were allowed to eat meat sacrificed to idols
had an advantage of physical survival over those who avoided some kinds of meat.1% During the
persecutions, the Orthodox multitude of Christian believerscame to ‘imperial power and
authority” and the discrete minorities were treated as heretics. The majority viewed the dietary

laws of Torah as belonging to a group of the ritual laws of Torah. That presumed the viewing of

those laws as ones of temporary validity or signs of a Jewish cult, replaced by the new covenant.

2.1.3. The 3" cause of anti-Jewish polemic
In many cases anti-Jewish polemic was a reaction to the observance of Jewish rituals by some
Christian believers.1® The premise for that was found in fact that the converts from God-fearers
would continue to keep Jewish laws because “they know the Law too well and know that the

requirements of food and calendar are not so easily disregarded.”°” During the first centuries CE

102 Justin, Dialogue with Trypho, 20 (ANF 1:204).
108 Justin, Dialogue with Trypho, 20 (ANF 1:204).

104 Riisinen, Rise of Christian Beliefs, 281. He states that “the actual discontinuity” between Judaism and
Christianity was “camouflaged with the use of language suggesting continuity.”

105 McGowan, “Food, Ritual, Power,” 150.

106 Fonrobert states that the parting of ways “is now viewed as having taken place much later and through a
more gradual and varied process”. He insists that Jewish Christians were claimed to be heretics “because church
fathers or rabbis categorize them as such” and became a marginal movement. Fonrobert, “Jewish Christians,” 235,
252-253.

107 | jeu, Neither Jew Nor Greek, 36-37, 45. She states that it is clear that some God-fearers observed Sabbath
and kosher laws.
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Christianity still had some Jewish groups in minority. Some of them gave up their Jewish style of
life and had been absorbed into the large Gentile Christianity, when others were “alienated from
Gentile Christianity, which came to regard them as heretical.”1%

This process can be illustrated by the changes in the attitudes of the Fathers between
Justin Martyr and Chrysostom. Justin Martyr expressed tolerance when stated that he “could
regard Jewish believers as in order if they kept traditional Jewish customs.”'%® Rodney Stark
confirms that up to the 3¢ — 4™ centuries some Jewish and Christian communities were
interdependent and closely related.*® At the end of the 4™ century Chrysostom employs a
rigorous tone toward some Christians in Antioch who venerated the synagogue to be a holy
place, because of “the Law and the books of the prophets kept there”, and who watched and
participated in Jewish festivals.!!

This shift in orthodox attitude toward Jewish customs can be explained by the parting of
the ways “between mainstream Christianity and Jewish Christianity rather than simply between
Christianity as a single whole and rabbinic Judaism.”!'2 Fergusson, Parkers and Wilken suppose
that an assault in Antioch at Chrysostom’s time was rather an issue of authority than the need of
local society. They argued that the issue in Antioch had an ecclesiastical origin, gathering all

religious practices and bending them in conformity to Orthodoxy. 3

108 Everett Ferguson, Backgrounds of Early Christianity, 3 rd. ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2003), 614.
109 Chadwick, From Apostolic Times, 8.

110 Rodney Stark, The Triumph of Christianity: How the Jesus Movement Became the World's Largest
Religion (New York: HarperCollins, 2011), 79.

11 This quotation of Chrysostom, Against the Jews, 1.5.850 (TLG) was translated in English and mentioned
by Fonrobert, "Jewish Christians," 239-241. Fonrobert stresses that Chrysostom’s sermons called Christians to
affirm their identity by rejection of involvement in Jewish practices. Thus Christians had to avoid even greetings
with the Jews.

112 James D. Dunn, The Parting of the Ways: Between Christianity and Judaism and their Significance for the
Character of Christianity (London: SCM, 1991), 239. Fonrobert argues against J. Dunn, who following F. C. Baur
pictures early Christianity as two competing blocks, namely, the Gentile Christianity led by Paul’s radical freedom
from the law and the Primitive Church headed by Peter with its conservative attitude to the law. Dunn also accepts
the view of A. Ritschl, who included the group of Hellenistic Christianity, which was in-between Jewish and Gentile
Christians and functioned as gapfiller between the major parties.

113 Fonrobert, “Jewish Christians,” 241-242.
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2.2. Stages of forming a new theological pattern for the content of the Decree

The three causes of anti-Jewish polemic mentioned above were forming a new theological and
ritual pattern, which replaced the original Jewish Christianity. According to Metzger the patristic
quotations can “serve to localize and date readings and types of text in Greek manuscripts and
versions.”!* The process of altering the text of the Decree can be subdivided into four periods:
the period of theological transition, the period of theological pre-shift, the period of theological

shift and the period of variant readings.

2.2.1. The period of theological transition (c. 75-225 CE)

The period of theological transition embraces the writings of the Apostolic Fathers and the
Fathers of the late second century. The main tendencies of this period may be assumed to be self-
defence in time of persecution, and polemic against heretical movements that were based on the
Jewish inheritance of the early church and Jewish beliefs mixed with faith in Christ. At the same
time the Jews triggered many persecutions against Christians with the help of Gentile authorities.
Thus the church was involved in anti-Jewish polemic. The interpretation of the Decree was
subjected to this struggle for self-definition.

This period had the following main features: 1) preservation of the Decree’s original
reading, 2) interpretation of the Decree in accordance with its origin in Jewish cult, 3) growth of
anti-Jewish polemic and 4) avoiding mentioning the Decree in the polemic. There is enough data
to say that the content of the Decree had been altered through the first four centuries. It becomes
clear from references to the Decree by the church fathers. The direct quotations of the Decree

will be summarized first, followed by the possible allusions and echoes.

114 Metzger, Text of New Testament, 86.
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The earliest direct quotations of the Decree appear in the works of Clement of Alexandria
(150-215 CE). Clement quotes the Apostolic Decree in Paedagogus and Stromata following
word order in Acts 15:29 of the Alexandrian reading and keeping its four-fold tradition.'%®
Clement believes that one may buy things from markets asking no questions “with the exception
of the things mentioned in the Catholic epistle of all the apostles... which is written in the Acts
of the Apostles, and conveyed to the faithful by the hands of Paul himself.”1'® According to that
“Catholic epistle of all the apostles” Clement sees that Christians “must of necessity abstain from
things offered to idols, and from blood, and from things strangled, and from fornication, from
which keeping themselves they should do well”.*!" This quotation lacks any form of the Golden
Rule. Clement might have quoted either a Greek manuscript of Acts, or the copy of the apostolic
letter which was carried by Paul and Barnabas.

Tertullian’s (160-225 CE) Apology shed light on practices of some Christians in the end
of the 2 century CE. He wrote, “for we do not include even animal’s blood in our natural
diet.”!8 He also uses the word abstinemus (which corresponds with anéyeoou of the Decree) to
show that Christians abstain from things strangled or that die of themselves. He also explains the
reason for abstaining from strangled things; “that we may not in any way be polluted by
blood”.!'® Here the use of the word contaminemur, “polluted,” corresponds to T®V GAGyNUATOV
of the Decree in Acts 15:20. The wording Tertullian provides in his Apology has strong

similarities with the wording of the Decree.

115 Clement, The Instructor, 7 (ANF 2:252), ed. Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans 1962), 252. Clement, Stromata, 15 (ANF 2:427), ed. Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1962), 427.

116 Clement, Stromata, 15 (ANF 2:427).

117 Clement, Stromata, 15 (ANF 2:427).

118 Tertullian, Apology, 51

119 Tertullian, Apology, 51
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Further, Tertullian explains the Christian view on diet and its rationale. For him the
rationale is, “in any way not be polluted by blood, even if it is buried in the meat”.*?° This means
that Tertullian keeps the prohibition of blood consumption in mind when writing his Apology.
He uses the word contaminemur to refer also to blood hidden in meat as also forbidden for
Christians.??! He describes Christian marriage as “guarded by chastity, supremely careful and
faithful””.*?? He declares it, “safe from random intercourse and from all excess after rnarriage”.123
Tertullian argues that mopveia flourishes among his contemporary gentile citizens and cannot be
found among the Christians. He has no other example of any group like Christians who keep
their moral standards high. These high moral standards were an important part of Christian
teaching and not only a cultural issue; otherwise, Christians would not keep them inviolately
under persecution.

However, a number of church fathers and martyrs before Clement and Tertullian echoed
the Decree, including Ignatius of Antioch, Polycarp, Justun Martyr, and Ireneus of Lyon, though
their works do not preserve any direct or indirect quotations of the Decree. Their sayings contain
condemnation of those who join Jewish feasts and rites. From the beginning it was merely a
prohibition of sacrifices, and soon it came to extreme rejection of any association with Jews,
rejection of Jewish Scriptures, and denial of their culture. Horbury rightly notices that
controversy between the Jews and Christians on the law was almost unavoidable.'?* As a result

the law again became a subject of debate. In contrast to the Jerusalem Council’s peaceful

120 Tertullian, Apology, 51-53.

121 Tertullian, Apology, 53. Another Tertullian work keeps the word “contaminate” in connection to meats
and lusts together and describes the Israelites who had by God been “fed forty years with manna, ... and not
contaminated with human passions, or fed on this world’s meats, but fed on ‘angel’s loaves’”. Tertullian, An Answer
to the Jews, 3 (ANF 3:155) ed. James Donaldson (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1963), 155.

122 Tertullian, Apology, 55.

123 Tertullian, Apology, 55.

124 Horbury, Jews and Christians, 201.
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approach, the law in the works of church fathers seems to become an occasion for accusation
against the Jews.

Ignatius (35 or 50 — 107 CE) teaches, “It is absurd to speak of Jesus Christ with the
tongue, and to cherish in the mind a Judaism which has now come to an end. For where there is
Christianity there cannot be Judaism”.1?® He calls on Christians “to abstain” from schismatics
and warns the Philadelphians not to listen to those who preach the Jewish law, and states that if
someone “deems certain kinds of food abominable,” he is led by the apostate dragon.'?® At the
same time he invites the disciples to live according to Christian principles and advocates a
careful attitude to the written laws.?” His phrase mopovopiq puwovOij witnesses that he values
the law, but his enmity against Judaism comes to a critical point when he says, “If anyone
celebrates the passover alone with the Jews... he is partaker with those that killed the Lord and
His apostles.”1?

Arguing with gnostic teaching, Ignatius refers to the Noachic law saying, “Do not
altogether abstain from wine and flesh, for these things are not to be viewed with abhorrence,
since [the Scripture] saith, “Ye shall eat the good things of the earth.” And again, ‘Ye shall eat
flesh even as herbs’”.1?° It is noteworthy that in the second century Ignatius still applies to the
Gentiles dietary rules known since Noah (Gen 9:3). He does not cite the rest of the text of Gen
9:4, which contains the prohibition of blood consumption. The quotation itself presumes that

Ignatius does not doubt the validity of God’s command given to Noah on account of food. This

125 |gnatius, Epistle to the Magnesians, 10 (ANF 1:63), ed. James Donaldson (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1965), 63. According to Eusebius, Ignatius of Antioch in Syria was the second bishop of the church in Antioch after
Euodius.

126 |gnatius, Epistle to Philadelphians, 6 (ANF 1:80, 82-83).

127 |gnatius, The Epistle to Hero, 1 (ANF 1:113), ed. James Donaldson (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1998),
113.

128 |gnatius, Epistle to the Philippians, 11, 14 (ANF 1:119), ed. James Donaldson (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1996), 119.

129 |gnatius, The Epistle to Hero, 1 (ANF 1:113). Here Ignatius undermined the polemic against Gnostics. He
calls his readers to keep from the extremes in diet, as he says, “devote thyself to fasting and prayer, but not beyond
measure, lest thou destroy thyself thereby.”
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reveals that he understands the matters of the Decree linked to cult and to food, and not to ethical
concepts alone.

Polycarp of Smyrna (69-150 CE) cites the formula of the Decree teaching to “abstain
from covetousness, and that ye be chaste and truthful...If a man does not keep himself from
covetousness, he shall be defiled by idolatry, and shall be judged as one of the heathen.” 13°
Further, Polycarp quotes 1 Thess 5:22, “Abstain from any form of evil”.3! The synonymous use
of ‘idolatry’ and ‘defilement’ reveals that Christian writers of that time viewed Christian worship
in terms of temple worship. The association of ‘defilement’ with spiritual matters such as
‘covetousness’ would presume worship in a spiritual temple. Spiritual idolatry was assumed to
be the defilement of true worship. The spiritual approach to the temple was a result of common
Christian practice not to sacrifice at all, “as the sacrifice of Christ on the cross had superseded all
sacrifices.”132 Using wording similar to the Decree, Polycarp was trying to delineate spiritual
idolatry. Thus the Apostolic Fathers might have introduced broadly an ethical explanation of the
first prohibition of the Decree in responding to the main concern of that time, which was the
issue of idolatry.

Justin Martyr (100-165 CE) taught that now a final law in Christ was given universally
and it puts to an end and abrogates the previous law given solely to the Jews.'3 This view on the
law reveals that the early church writers linked Christian conduct to the universal law of God
instead of to Mosaic customs. The apostles likely did not place the dietary laws into a group of
Mosaic customs, but fitted them into patterns of the universal law of God. Similar to Polycarp,

Justin Martyr expresses particular concern about fornication. It might reveal the special need of

130 polycarp, The Epistle to the Philippians, 11 (ANF 1:35), ed. James Donaldson (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1965), 35.

131 polycarp, Epistle to Philippians, 11 (ANF 1:35).
132 Guy, Introducing Early Christianity, 74.

133 Justin, Dialogue with Trypho, 11 (ANF 1:200).
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the congregation to which Justin addressed his ms, “We who formerly delighted in fornication,
but now embrace chastity alone.”*** This statement shows that in the days of Justin the things
prohibited by the fourth regulation of the Decree had a literal application.

The author of the Letter to Diognetus combined numerous signs of Jewish identity, “As
for Jewish taboos with respect to food, along with their superstition about the Sabbath, their
bragging about circumcision, and their hypocrisy about fast days and new moons, | hardly think
that you need to be told by me that all these things are ridiculous, and not worth arguing
about”.® The words reveal that Christians were still in disagreement about the role of some
Jewish practices. This evidence from the patristic literature during the period of theological

transition is silent in regards the text of the Decree because of its Jewish background.

2.2.2. The period of theological pre-shift (c. 225-320 CE)

The period of theological pre-shift is represented by the attitude toward the content of the Decree
in the works of the church fathers of the third century. This period can be characterized by two
features: 1) the church fathers understand the Jewish background of the Decree, 2) but at the
same time build their theology on a different ground. The Fathers of this period appear to be
influenced by a new anti-Jewish theological pattern. Content of the Decree, which was of the
Jewish origin seems not to fit into the new anti-Jewish pattern and becomes a text with an
unspecified meaning.

The process of the pattern replacement can be found in works of Origen (185-254 CE),

who mentions mvikt@®v in two works.**® In Contra Celsus he calls it “Tpo@fj Soipdévev” when he

134 Justin, First Apology, 14 (ANF 1:167).

135 The Letter to Diognetus, in ECF, ed. John Baillie (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans), 216. Or Letter to
Diognetus, 4.1 (ECF 1:216).

136 Greek text is found in Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, (Origen of Alexandria, Contra Celsus, 8.30.3, 7, 8.
English translation of this text appears in Origen, Against Celsus, 8:30 (ANF 4:650). Another text is found in
Origen, Comm. Matt., 11.12.58, TLG, translated in Origen, Commentary on Matthew, 11.12 (ANF 10:441).
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states, “To pév yap €idwrobutov Bdeton dapoviols, Kai ov yp1 Tov 10D 00D GvOpwmoV Kovmvov
«tpoméng daupoviovy yivesbar.” 3" The full citation of Origen in English translation reveals the
context of his thought:
“...for that which is offered to idols is sacrificed to demons, and a man of God must not
join the table of demons. As to things strangled, we are forbidden by Scripture to partake
of them, because the blood is still in them; and blood, especially the odour arising from
blood, is said to be the food of demons. Perhaps, then, if we were to eat of strangled
animals, we might have such spirits feeding along with us. And the reason which forbids
the use of strangled animals for food is also applicable to the use of blood” %

In addition, Origen recalls the saying of Sextus, “which is known to most Christians: ‘The eating

of animals, ... is a matter of indifference; but to abstain from them is more agreeable to

reason.””3%

Origen alludes to the Decree in Acts 15:29, “... uoéva 1d, ®g OVOLOCAV, «ETAVOYKES)
amoyopsvovoay £60isty Tadto 8’ éoTi Té fiTot sidwAdVTA T Té TVicTd §) TO adpe’”. 40 This
account of the Decree omits mopveiag. Fee describes Origen’s citing of Scripture as “precise.”**!
According to Metzger, Origen’s comments were made according to B*° preserving the cultic

form of the Decree.**? The fact of preferring of B cultic reading either may presume that it was

137 Greek text is cited by Origen, Contra Celsus, 8.30, TLG. Note, that Clement of Rome provides the
explanation of this term using the account of the Decree with some additional references: “«tpaméing dopdvavy pun
petahapBavely (Aéym 6 eidmiobiTmV, vekp®dv, TVIKTAYV, Onpla Adtwv, aipatog), un dkaddptmng rodv, amd koitng
yovakog AovecBar”. The additional references link the Decree stronger to Leviticus. However, the link evidently
has been made to dietary code rather than to holiness code. Clement of Rome, Clem. Hom., 7.8.1.5, TLG.

138 Origen, Against Celsus, 8:30 (ANF 4:650).

139 Origen, Against Celsus, 8:30 (ANF 4:650). Here Origen cites the work of Sextus.

140 Greek text is cited by Origen, Cels., 8.29.26, TLG. English translation reveals that Origen cites the Decree
in the following wording, “They say it is necessary to abstain, namely, ‘things offered to idols, things strangled, and
blood’”. Origen, Against Celsus, 8:29 (ANF 4:650).

141 Gordon D. Fee, “The Use of the Greek Fathers for New Testament Textual Criticism,” in The Text of the
New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W.
Holmes (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995), 192-193. He describes also the quotations by Eusebius as

“moderately careful”.

142 Metzger, Textual Commentary on Greek NT, 380.
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the earliest form of the Decree, or that it was the form of the Decree preferred by Origen. It
seems that for Origen the cultic form of the Decree is more reasonable, since it provides Jewish
background of the Decree.

At the same time the works of Origen reveal the tincture of anti-Jewish polemic. In
Origen’s Commentary on Matthew he blames the Jews for their unbelieving hearts full of
wickedness.*® Origen sees that the Jews are defiled by their hostility, while the Christians are
purified. He shows awareness that harm is not caused by the nature of the meat, but by the eater's
defiled conscience. And he believes that a pure mind makes all things pure. Therefore Origen
argues against Jewish kosher laws.

In addition to Jewish diet restriction to things accounted clean, Origen mentions that the
Jews “do not use in their food the blood of an animal nor the flesh of an animal torn by wild
beasts”.}4* He believes that Jesus liberated Christians from “the imposition of a burdensome code
of rules in regard to food.”'* Origen pictures Jesus “making all meats clean” according to Mark
7:19 and Matthew 15:11.%¢ And from this perspective he treats the Decree in these words: “He
then eats in faith who believes that that which is eaten has not been sacrificed in the temples of
idols, and that it is not strangled nor blood; but he eats not of faith who is in doubt about any of
these things”. 4’

However, Réisdnen explains that the text Mark 7:15 cannot be assumed as the declaration

made by Jesus that all foods are clean, otherwise it is “hard to understand why table-fellowship

143 Origen, Commentary on Matthew, 11-12 (ANF 10:440-441).

144 Origen, Against Celsus, 8:29 (ANF 4:650).

145 Origen, Against Celsus, 8:29 (ANF 4:650).

146 Origen, Commentary on Matthew, 12 (ANF 10:440).

147 Origen, Commentary on Matthew, 12 (ANF 10:441). Here Origen explains the list of chosen prohibitions
pointing to a weakness of conscience. According to him one who knows that meat was sacrificed to idols pollutes

his conscience when he eats it. Origen, thus, considers the pollution not to be connected to the nature of meat, but to
opinions and beliefs.
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later became so controversial an issue (Gal 2:11-13).”18 The arguing between Paul and Judaizers
led to hot polemic during the Jerusalem Council that can be explained only from the viewpoint
that Jesus did not teach a violation of Jewish dietary code.

Eusebius (260-340 CE) describes the beliefs of the martyrs of the early church, including
Biblis who confessed Christians practices in the following manner: “How ...could those eat
children who do not think it lawful to taste the blood even of irrational animals?”’*4° This citation
Is valuable as it stays out of anti-Jewish polemic. The purpose of this citation from its origin was
to defend Christian lifestyle before Gentile extreme depravity. Thus the citation may serve as a
balance for the opposite extreme, built up by Christian anti-Judaism. So, the citation of Eusebius
is independent of this polemic, as it was not produced under pressure of dogma. From this one
can assume that the citation reveals the real situation in the church, with a strong and deliberate
conviction of the Christians to avoid blood consumption.

The data reveal that during the period of theological pre-shift the preservation of the
original wording of the Decree made its fitting into the new theological pattern doubtful. As a
result the text lost its original meaning and became difficult to interpret. The following period

reveals attempts to explain the content of the Decree according to the new theological pattern.

2.2.3. The period of theological shift (c. 320-380 CE)
This period is reflected in the works of the church fathers of the fourth century. It has two
important features: 1) the church fathers quote the Decree with minor alterations in its wording

and 2) they provide the interpretation of it under the strong influence of anti-Jewish polemic. At

148 Riisdnen, Rise of Christian Beliefs, 252-253. He also believes that Jesus did not attack the temple cult,
otherwise his disciples would not continue to attend the temple (Acts 2:46, 3:1, Matt 23-24) and observe Torah as
they did.

149 Eusebius, “The Curch History of Eusebius,” 5:1:26 (NPNF 1:214) ed. Philip Schaff (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1976), 214.
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this time the alteration does not appear in the manuscripts of Acts, but in commentaries and
periphrastic quotations of the Decree.

Ephrem the Syrian (306-373 CE) in his commentary uses the content of the Decree to
recommend a wide range of dietary prohibitions.™®® Only after this preamble does he cite the four
prohibitions, beginning with eidmAoBvtov, followed by aipotog and mviktod. Then, instead of
nopveiag, the quotation ends with Bvnopaiov. ! Another time he lists the four prohibitions in an
allusion to Acts 15:28, 29. After listing them, he adds “t1v moAM|v 16V évtoldv”. %2 The facts of
his deliberate use of the content of the Decree and his paraphrasing of it show an attempt to
interpret the Decree in light of the changed theological pattern. Presuming the Jewish cultic
pattern behind the content of the Decree, Ephrem fits it into the pattern of Christian ethics.

Another church father of that time, Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem (313-386 CE), notes that
many Christians “stumble” in regard to meat.'®® He admonishes them, “neither condemn the men
as sinners, nor abhor the flesh as strangled food.” He justifies his order by the teaching of Paul in
1 Tim 4:1-5. However, nothing about “strangled” is stated there. Further, Cyril cites the Decree
according to its cultic form: Kai ypdpovciv ol dmdctorot kai ol Tpecfitepotl Taot Toic £Bveot
KABOAIKNV EMIGTOANV, TPONYOLUEVMG TAV €idmA0BVTOV dméyechal, Emeita 6& kal aipaTog, Kol
TVIKTOD.

One can notice that the Decree here appears in the form of indirect quotation. Moreover,
it was introduced as kaboliknv EmiotoAnv, written to all nations. This emphasis reveals a group

of believers who associate themselves with apostolic authority. After the authority was

150 Ephrem the Syrian, Sermo in secundum adventum domini nostril lesu Christi, 17.12, TLG and
Interrogationes et responsiones, 81.1, TLG.

151 The meaning of Ovnoipaioy is “carcass of an animal, dead body”. The prohibition of eating Ovnoipaiov is
written in Lev 7:24 and linked in vv. 26, 27 to the prohibition of blood consumption. Both prohibitions belong to the
dietary law code.

152 Ephrem the Syrian, Institutio ad monachos, 358.12, TLG.
138 Cyril, Catecheses, 4.27-28 (NPNF 7:25-26). Cyril, “Catecheses,” in NPNF, ed. Philip Schaff (Grand

Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1974), 25-26. Cyril notes the diversity of opinions among the Christians of his time, when
some of them eat meat offered to idols and some condemn those who do so.
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established the word mponyovuévamg “previously” appeared. Cyril here might express his belief
that the Decree had temporary nature, but was still significant in his time. Then three
prohibitions were casually recounted in a manner making aipotog and mtviktod look like
additional restrictions to T@®v £idmAofVTwV of less importance.® With this Cyril condemned “the
men of savage nature who, living like dogs, both lap up blood, in imitation of the manner of the
fiercest beasts, and greedily devour things strangled.”**

Later Cyril cites the Decree verbatim: anéyeoat €idmAob0TmV Kol aiptotog Kol Tviktod
xai mopveiag, in four-fold tradition in the order preserved by Alexandrian text type (74, 8%, A°,
E, L, ¥).1% Cyril accompanies his quotation by the explanation:

“this Holy Spirit, who in unison with Father and Son has established a New Covenant in

the Church Catholic, has set us free from the burdens of the law grievous to be borne, -

those | mean, concerning things common and unclean, and meats, and Sabbaths, and new
moon, and circumcision, and sprinklings, and sacrifices; which were given for a season
and had a shadow of the good things to come.”**’
Cyril proves that the cancellation of the dietary laws refers to nothing other than the Decree in
Acts 15:28, 29. He explains it as God’s new covenant with the Catholic Church which frees
Christians from unwanted practices. With all this Cyril assumes the authority of the apostolic
letter and believes that “the Decree is universal from the Holy Ghost.” The interpretation given
by Cyril reveals that though the Decree is well known in its original form, its meaning was

already influenced by the theological shift. The shift had a purely anti-Jewish nature, and

154 Here Cyril notes that practice to abstain from things strangled and blood has continued to the present day
in the Eastern Church, but was disregarded by the Latins. Cyril, Catecheses, 4.27 (NPNF 7:25).

155 Cyril, Catecheses, 4.27-28 (NPNF 7:25-26).

1%6 Cyril, Catecheses, 17.29 (NPNF 7:131). See Greek text in Cyril, Catecheses ad illuminandos, 17.29.17,
TLG.

157 Cyril, Catecheses, 17.29 (NPNF 7:131). Here Cyril refers to Heb 10:1 which announces the end of the
sacrificial system. Yet he does not provide any evidences for the canceling of dietary law from the OT.
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appeared to demarcate the teaching of the Catholic Church from the Jewish background of
Christianity, while preserving still a connection to apostolic authority.

With this one may note that John Chrysostom, bishop of Alexandria (347-407 CE), still
quotes Acts 15:20, 21 according to the Alexandrian text type (preserved in x 01, C 04, E 06,
L).1%8 He also quotes Acts 15:29 with minor changes using kai mviktod instead of plural Tviktdv
and omitting the article before the word according to the Alexandrian text type (in tradition
found in P74, 82, A<, E 06, L, ¥).1° At the same time Chrysostom views consuming blood and
what was strangled to be still under the curse of God, along with the flesh of beasts and birds
which died in a trap.'®® Alluding to Gen 9:4 and Lev 17:11, 12, 14 he explains the rationale for
the prohibition of blood consumption, stating that “the soul dwells in the blood” and nvikt®v is
the meat with its blood, thus he believes that those who eat the blood consume the souls.*

Finally, Chrysostom paraphrases Acts 21:25 with the insertion of his comments into the
wording: “As touching the Gentiles which believe, we have written and concluded that they
observe no such thing, save only that they keep themselves from things offered to idols, and
from blood, and from strangled, and from fornication”.12 Although he cites the Decree with

minor changes of articles and provides the full list of prohibitions which follow the order in the

1%8 John Chrysostom, Hom. Act., 60.239.44-46, TLG. John cites in the first order the prohibitions of idolatry
and fornication. He uses the wording, “to abstain from pollutions of idols, and from fornication” to show his own
interpretation of €idwlobvtwv. He refers these two prohibitions to the law of the apostles, not of Moses. He views,
that James divided the one legal prohibition of blood into two, “and from things strangled, and from blood” in
purpose “to make the commandments many.” Chrysostom views them as, “necessary to be observed, because (these
things) caused great evils”. Yet he upheld that even the Jews “need observe no more (than these necessary things).
Chrysostom, “The Homilies of St John Chrysostom on the Acts of the Apostles,” in NPNF, ed. Philip Schaff (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1975), 208-209. Or Chrysostom, Homilies on Acts, 33 (NPNF 11:208). It is evident that
alongside with gquoting of the Decree John Chrysostom had given commentary on its four matters in full view of
anti-Jewish polemic.

159 Chrysostom, Hom. Act., 60.240.29-30, TLG.

160 Chrysostom, De nativitate, 92, 93, TLG. The list Chrysostom uses here seems to be more expanded then
just four prohibitions of the Decree in Acts 15. It can be suggested that in the time of Chrysostom the four
prohibitions of the Decree were not simply narrowed to be rudimentary practices of kashrut.

161 Chrysostom, Serm. Gen., 53.246.11, TLG.

162 Chrysostom, Homilies on Acts, 46 (NPNF 11:278).



41

Alexandrian text type (B4, X, A, B, C, ¥) his introduction to the list of prohibitions influences
the meaning. Together with citing the original version of the Decree, Chrysostom upholds the
polemic against the Judaisers in Antioch.®® He fought against Christians who were regular
members of the Antiochene congregation and were keeping Sabbath and observing Jewish rites
and customs. %4

The same minor changes can be found in the works of other church fathers of the 4"
Century. Thus Didymus the Blind,*% Diodorus of Tarsus,'® Epiphanius, bishop of Salamis,®’
Cyril of Jerusalem,*%® Amphilochius, bishop of Iconium,'®® Severian, bishop of Gabala *"° and
authors of the Apostolic Constitution used the four-fold list of prohibitions.*’* Those sources
quoted the Decree of Acts 15:29 using xoi mviktod instead of plural avikt®v and omitting the
article before the word without any additions to the list of prohibitions. They also provided a
variety of explanatory material and attempted to fit the Decree into the patterns of the newly

formed theological shift. Ehrman believes that scribes of the third and fourth centuries altered

words of Scripture “in order to make them more serviceable for the polemical task.”1"2

163 Chrysostom, Adv. Jud., 1.5, TLG.

164 Lieu, Neither Jew Nor Greek, 128. Lieu notes Chrysostom’s attitude to the Jews as the destroyers of the
Christian flock (in Adv. Jud., 4.3.6).

165 Didymus the Blind, Trin., 39.624.2, TLG.

166 Djodorus of Tarsus, Fr. in epistulam ad Romanos, 100.18, 25, TLG. Diodorus changes the order of words
and sometimes places separately.

167 Epiphanius, bishop of Salamis, Pan., 1.331.19, TLG.

188 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. ad illuminandos, 17.29.18, TLG.

189 Amphilochius of Iconium, Contra haereticos, 769, 778, TLG.

170 Severian of Gabala, Fr. in epistulam ad Galatas (in catenis), 298.18, TLG.

11 “Constitutions of the Holy Apostles,” ANF, ed. James Donaldson (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1963),
455. For Greek text see Const. ap., 6.12.85, 109, TLG.

172 Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological Controversies
on the Text of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 4.



42

The period of theological shift reveals the minor alterations of the text in patristic
quotations which always coincide with developing anti-Jewish tendencies.!”® It is noteworthy
that after Constantine’s conversion, Christians began to persecute the Jews. The legislation
against Jews prohibited the circumcision of Christian slaves, the intermarriages between Jews
and Christians, and excluded Jews from all civil and political rights in Christian states.™
Controversy was fierce and the emperor’s edicts were called for to regulate the relationship of
Jews and Christians in the empire. Those laws sometimes protected the welfare of Jews even
more than that of some Christian sects that were perceived as heresies and which, in different
ways, kept some Jewish religious practices.'’®

The indicators of the shift in theological patterns are contained in various documents. The
Gospel of Thomas, dated around 340 CE, pictures Jesus teaching that “there is no need to pray,
fast... or obey any dietary or purity regulations (6; 14; 27; 104); the author thus rejects the
Jewish identity altogether”.1’® The anti-Jewish polemic amazingly influences the decision of the
first church council, that of Acts 15 which becomes evident from three documents produced by
the church in the period between the first and the fourth centuries.

The Didache composed in the late 1%t century lacks anti-Jewish polemic. It pictures the

custom of presenting the firstfruits in the early church (ITdcav odv dmoapymVv yevvnudtov Anvod

173 It was asserted by J. Royse and E. Epp that the Western text in Acts “is anti-Judaic in several respects”.
James R. Royse, “Scribal Tendencies in the Transmission of the Text of the New Testament,” in The Text of the
New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W.
Holmes (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995), 240-241.

174 3, Stevenson, ed. Creeds, Councils and Controversies: Documents Illustrating the History of the Church
AD 337-461 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 157. According to chronology the first was the law
which prohibited the marriages of Christians and Jews of 388 CE. The laws ordered to consider such marriages as
the equivalent of adultery. Another law of 415 CE allowed Jews to have a Christian slave but abolished their
conversion to Judaism.

175 stevenson, ed. Creeds, Councils, Controversies, 154-155. The edict from 423 CE commanded Christians
do no harm to Jews and pagans who live quietly doing nothing contrary to law, but ordered to punish Manichaeans,

Montanists, Novatianists, Protopaschites, and Sabbatians “with proscription of their goods and exile.”

176 Riisdnen, Rise of Christian Beliefs, 277.
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Kod BAovoc, Bodv Te Kod TpoPdtmy ... TV dmapynv Aafov do¢ katd thv éviolv).’’ Yet,
instead of bringing the firstfruits to the temple or its altar, Didache suggests giving them to the
priests and prophets (Aapav ddoelg Toic TpoPNTaLg” aTOl Yap EiGLV 01 ApylEPElg DU@V). It
mentions Christians assembling on the [day] of the Lord (Katd xvplaxny 6& Kvpiov
cvvoyBévtec) and describes communion as “pure sacrifice” (8nwg kabapd 1 Bvcio Vudv 7).1"®
The purity of the sacrifice was highlighted by the words iva un kom0 1 Ovcia dudv and
referred to the law of Torah, Psalms and Prophets (starting with Exod 20:24, adding Ps 30:2, and
Mal 1:11): 'Ev mavti tone Kol xpdve mpoceépety pot Buciav kabapdv: 1t factieng péyag eipd,
Aéyer Koprog, kai 10 dvopd pov Bavpoactov &v toig €6veot.

By mentioning clean and unclean (xabapa and pn kowvwOq) in relation to 1 Bvocia, the
document suggests knowledge of the Jewish ritual law. In addition, Didache 6:3 states: ITepi ¢
g Bpdoewc, 0 dOvvacal BAcTacov: dmo 68 Tod idmwAobvtov Aav Tpdoeye: Aatpeia Yop 0Tt
Oedv vekpdv “concerning food, bear what thou art able; but against that which is sacrificed to
idols be exceedingly on thy guard; for it is the service of dead gods.”*”® This was the only food
prohibition mentioned in the document. In 5:1 wopveion and gidwAolatpion are described as
deadly sins, while nTvikt®v and aipatog do not occur. Their omission can be explained by the
fact that the earliest preserved ms of Didache is dated to 1056 CE so its content could have been
influenced by the ethical form of the Western reading of Acts 15.

The Didascalia Apostolorum (circa 230 CE) was modeled on the earlier Didache and
wrongly attributed to apostolic authority at the time of the Jerusalem Council of Acts 15.
Didascalia states that the apostles worked out and ratified the ordinances, confession and creed

of the church.'® However, the differences between these two documents are significant and

177 Didache, 13:3-5 (ANF 7:381). Or “The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles,” in ANF, ed. James Donaldson,
vol. 7 (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1963), 381.

178 Didache, 14.1, 2. (ANF 7:381).
17 Didache, 6:3 (ANF 7:379).

180 Fonrobert, “Jewish Christians,” 243.
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reveal the crucial points of the anti-Jewish polemic which influenced writings after the 1%
Century CE. Didascalia attacks the laws of the “second legislation” in which Sabbath
observance, body purification rituals and “distinction of meats” were considered as matters of
purely Jewish identity.!8! Keeping those laws is made equal to idolatry.

Didascalia does not cite or discuss the prohibitions of the Decree. Issues connected to
them appear displayed in an unusual manner. To say the names of idols was considered idolatry.
Adornment of a man or a woman which might awaken someone’s desire was made equal to
adultery, which deserves “sore and bitter fire” (ch. 2). The food laws were replaced by fasting
during Passion week, when one was allowed to sustain oneself with bread, salt and water only,
and eat nothing for the whole Sabbath. Didascalia lists all types of heretical behavior, including
the custom according to which “one was bound to withhold from swine only, but might eat those
things which the Law pronounces clean”.82

Thus, Didascalia differs from Didache, but harmonises with the apocryphal 4" Century
Apostolic Constitutions which states:

“But do ye abstain from things offered to idols; for they offer them honour of demons, that
is, to the dishonor of the one God, that ye may not become partners with demons.”83
Here the apostolic prohibition of €idwlofbtwv in Acts 15:29 was linked to the Pauline warning
in 1 Cor 10:20. In another place the document seems to provide commentary on the term tdv

aaoynuatov Tdv eiddiov in Acts 15:20:

181 This is a technical term of patristic writers derived by them from Mishnah. The authors of Didascalia
insisted that some regulations of the law became a burden for Christians, and consequently, they have to be set apart
as the laws of the second legislation. According to Didascalia, Christians no longer observe them. The Didascalia
convicts everyone to know “what in the Law is the Law, and what are the bonds that are in the second legislation”.
Fonrobert, “Jewish Christians,” 244, 253.

182 Fonrobert, “Jewish Christians,” 244. The authors of Didascalia consider the ascetic teachings of Gnostics,
simple abstaining from flesh and wine and specific rules based on the law of Torah to be heretical altogether.

183 Apostolic Constitutions 7.21 (ANF 7:469). The context (7.20, 21) reveals that the prohibition was placed
by the writers of polemic against asceticism.
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“Endeavour therefore never to leave the Church of God; but if any one overlooks it, and
goes either into a polluted temple of the heathens, or into a synagogue of the Jews or
heretics, what apology will such one make to God in the day of judgment, who has
forsaken the oracles of the living God... and has gone into an house of demons, or into a
synagogue of the murderers of Christ, or the congregation of the wicked?”!84
The content of the Decree was also recalled in the debates about Easter observance. This was
also a part of anti-Jewish policy when the Orthodox party attempted to replace the Jewish
Passover with an Easter feast of Gentile origin. It is seen in Socrates, who “judged a single date
for Easter to be among the unnecessary things mentioned in the Apostolic Decree of Acts
15:287.185
In general, this period pictures the process of fitting the Decree into new theological
patterns. The patristic quotations provide insight into the interpretation of the Decree’s content
from different perspectives. Some of those interpretations deny its Jewish origin and others,
which admit it, insist on temporary application of the Decree. The works of the fourth century
Fathers show that in the days of Origen and Chrysostom the church had already defined the signs
of Jewish identity and stepped aside from them. As a result the theological understanding of the
text of the Decree had been changed, even though the written text in the mss was not yet altered.

It took another century of transmission of the text before the first variant readings appeared.

2.2.4. The period of the dominance of D05 among several variant readings (c. 380 CE)
The period of the dominance of D05 among several variant readings embraces the works of
church fathers from the last decades of the fourth century to the fifth century and can be defined

by alternate wording of the Decree preserved in its quotations by the authoritative writers.

184 Apostolic Constitutions, 2.61 (ANF 7:423).

185 Chadwick, From Apostolic Times, 9.
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During this period some church fathers cite the three-fold list of prohibitions, while others kept
TVIKT®V in the list.

Augustine of Hippo (354-430 CE), discussing the Jerusalem Council, usually avoids
mentioning the Decree itself or commenting on it. He links the decision of the council to the
teaching of the apostle Paul about things sacrificed to idols.'® Once he mentions the content of
the Decree, explaining what the “observance of pouring of the blood” means.*®” Augustine links
this prohibition to the covenant with Noah described in Gen 9:6. He contrasts his view to the
belief of his time, “to abstain from blood means not to be polluted with the crime of murder”,
and admits that the apostles taught the Christians “to abstain from the blood of animals, and not
to eat of things strangled.”*®® Thus Augustine understands that the prohibitions of the Decree had
a cultic background and represented dietary law.

Although Augustine understands the cultic origin of the prohibitions he insists that the
apostles on the council imposed those dietary restrictions in order to build a common and not
burdensome basic law for both Jews and Gentiles. Thus his interpretation tends to be ethical,
especially when he cites the ethical form of the Decree, showing this knowledge of the full list of
prohibitions. Moreover, Augustine believes that the Decree had a temporary application until the
day when the church would become “so entirely Gentile that none who are outwardly Israelites
are to be found in it”.18% At this time he sees Christians as no longer under those restrictions

when he notes, “any who still are afraid to touch these things are laughed at by the rest”.1%

186 Augustine views “sacrificed to idols” in light of Rom 14; 15:1-3; 1 Cor 8:4; 10:19-25 and 28; 1 Tim 4:3-5.
He shows the three reasons to abstain from flesh and wine in diet: to avoid becoming intoxicated, to avoid things
sacrificed to idols, and “not to offend the weakness of those more feeble than ourselves.” Augustine, On the Morals
of Manichaeans, 14.31-35; 15.36-37 (NPNF 4:77-79). Or Augustine, On the Morals of Manichaeans, in NPNF, ed.
Philip Schaff (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1974), 77-79. See also Augustine, Reply to Faustus, 19.17-18; 30.5-6
(NPNF 4:245-246, 330).

187 Augustine, Reply to Faustus, 32.13 (NPNF 4:336).
188 Augustine, Reply to Faustus, 32.13 (NPNF 4:336).
189 Augustine, Reply to Faustus, 32.13 (NPNF 4:336). This work of Augustine is dated 400 CE.

190 Augustine, Reply to Faustus, 32.13 (NPNF 4:336).
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Continuing his debate with Manichaeans he answered Faustus’ question: “Why a
Christian does not observe the distinction in food as enjoined in the law, if Christ came not to
destroy the law, but to fulfill it”? According to Augustine it happened because “what was thus
prefigured is now fulfilled in Christ, who admits into his body, which in his saints he has
predestined to eternal life, nothing which in human conduct corresponds to the characteristic of
forbidden animals”.'%

Augustine required “the priestly class to abstain from animal food; for we limit the
prohibition to the priesthood”.1®? He described the attitude of Christians of his time toward
meats:

“Many do not eat flesh, and yet do not superstitiously regard it as unclean. And so the
same people who abstain when in health take it when unwell without any fear, if it is
required as a cure. Those then who are able, and they are without number, abstain both
from flesh and from wine for two reasons: either for the weakness of their brethren, or for
their own liberty.”1%
Here Augustine exalts their ascetic attitude in choice of diet. He clarifies that “all their endeavors
are concerned not about the rejection of kinds of food as polluted, but about the subjugation of
inordinate desire”.1%* He calls the abstinence from certain kinds of food superstition, and accuses
the Jews of being defiled in their mind when they avoided eating “Gentile food, especially that of

sacrifices... when they were closing their mouth against blood and idol-feasts.”%

191 Augustine, Reply to Faustus, 19.10 (NPNF 4:243).

192 Augustine, Reply to Faustus, 30.1 (NPNF 4:328). Here Augustine insists that the abstaining from meat in
the diet is not connected to the issue of uncleanness, but was chosen to humble the flesh of the believer and
strengthen his soul.

193 Augustine, Morals of Catholic Church, 33.72 (NPNF 4:61).

194 Augustine, Morals of Catholic Church, 33.71 (NPNF 4:61).

195 Augustine, Reply to Faustus, 31.1 (NPNF 4:331).
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John Cassian (360-435 CE) recalls the Decree in polemic about renunciation and
covetousness in the church. He divides Christians into two groups according to their devotion to
Christ. Then he exalts those who keep nothing from their property above those who hold on to
their goods. He compares rich Christians to the Gentile converts who, “being unable to climb to
the heights of the perfection of the gospel, clung to their own property, in whose case it was
considered a great thing by the Apostle if at least they were restrained from the worship of idols,
and from fornication, and from things strangled, and from blood.”**® Cassian’s paraphrasing of
the Decree places its four prohibitions in the context of ethical Christian behaviour.

Cyril of Alexandria (376-444 CE) referring to Acts 21:25 enumerates only the three
prohibitions mopveiac, Tviktod, aiparog and omits eidwilofvTmv.t®” The same three regulations
appear in his quotation of Acts 15:28-29.1% Only once did he cite the full list of prohibitions, in a
different order.!®® Metzger noted that in the fourth century some church fathers checked the
variant readings according to the Latin version against Greek mss.2% This period of variant
readings represents the attempts of the church to insert the varying interpretations of the Decree
into its wording. Probably at this time, or later, the text of the manuscripts was influenced.

The well-known pseudepigraph of the fourth century, Apostolic Constitutions (circa 380
CE), provides its own account of the Jerusalem Council and paraphrases the Apostolic Decree in
the following manner:

“...we do not trouble those who from among the Gentiles turn unto God: but to charge

them that they abstain from the pollutions of the Gentiles, and from what is sacrificed to

196 Cassian, Twelve Books, 7:17 (ANF 11:254). John Cassian, "The Twelve Books of John Cassian," in
NPNF, ed. Philip Schaff (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1973), 254.

197 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentarius in xii prophetas minoris, 1.362.6, TLG.
198 Cyril of Alexandria, De adoratione et cultu in spiritu et veritate, vol. 68, 377.36, TLG.
199 Cyril of Alexandria, Collectio dictorum veteris testamenti, vol. 77, 1241.2, TLG.

200 Metzger, Text of New Testament, 201. Here he uses the opinion of Ambrosiaster as an example of work of
this kind.
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idols, and from blood, and from things strangled, and from fornication; which laws were
given to the ancients who lived before the law, under the law of nature, Enos, Enoch,

Noah, Melchizedek, Job and if there be any other of the same sort.”?%!
Further the document repeats the content of the Decree following the order in Acts 15:28, 29.
After this the author states, ““...we exhort you in the Lord to abstain from your old conversation,
vain bonds, separations, observances, distinction of meats...”%%? This liberating approach,
however, includes two restrictions. One of them insists, “But do ye abstain from things offered to
idols; for they offer them in honor of demons, that is, to the dishonor of the one God, that ye may
not become partners with demons.”?%® The second implies the requirement that the blood has to
be poured out.?%* It is known that Apostolic Constitutions was falsely attributed to apostolic
origin and contained the apostles’ address written in the first person for the purpose of gaining
apostolic authority.

A similar attempt a century earlier was made in Didascalia (dated by 230 CE), a
document produced under the influence of 3" century orthodoxy. The church attributed the
teaching of the Didascalia not simply to the apostles who were believed to have written this
document, but to God himself. It gave the reader the idea of the equality of the apostolic
decisions to those of heaven and of the holy church.?® Without any doubt the document was
composed to establish and expand Orthodox teaching as well as its authority by tying it to the

Apostolic Council.

201 Apostolic Constitutions, 6.12 (ANF 7:455).

202 Apostolic Constitutions, 6.18.4 (ANF 7:458).

208 Apostolic Constitutions, 7:21 (ANF 7:469).

204 Apostolic Constitutions, 7:20 (ANF 7:469). Here the source allows believers to partake of any sort of food
under condition that the blood was poured out. The explanation was built on the basis of Isa 1:19, Gen 9:3, Deut
15:23, Matt 15:11, Mark 7:22, Zech 9:17, Eccl 2:25 LXX, Neh 8:10. Surprisingly, these verses, written by Moses,
Nehemiah, Solomon, Zechariah, Jesus and the apostles, who were Jews by birth and spoke and wrote in accord with

their historical background, were taken as evidence for the abolishing of the dietary laws of Torah.

205 Fonrobert, “Jewish Christians,” 243.
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A document produced by the Orthodox branch of the church in 391 CE, called The
Effective Prohibition of Paganism, which treats idolatry, shows the alteration of meaning of the
Decree. It paraphrases the words of the Decree in a new manner: “No person shall pollute
himself with sacrificial animals; no person shall slaughter an innocent victim; no person shall
approach the shrines, shall wonder through the temples, or revere images formed by mortal
labour, lest he become guilty by divine and human laws”.2% This edict treats only one
prohibition out of the four, things sacrificed to idols. Some may detect the prohibition of blood
hidden behind the words “slaughter an innocent victim.” The prohibition of pniktos and porneia
were not mentioned. If the church originally viewed the Decree as the way to reconcile Jewish
and Gentile converts in common table-fellowships, as some suggest, the edict would treat the
issue of food in connection with idolatry more than the issue of sacrifices.

However, the wording of the edict does not address the consumption of what had been
sacrificed. The edict looks more like the prohibition of Jewish or pagan sacrifices rather than
requirements for common table-fellowship. The theme of worship, there, is stressed more than
ethical issues, or any attempt at reconciliation between Jewish and Gentile parties in the church.
Thus, the church in the 4™ Century depicted any sacrificial system as equal to idolatry and did
not call for keeping dietary laws at all.

If the original form of the Decree was ethical rather than cultic, then the prohibition of
nopveio should have appeared in an edict which opposed paganism. It is evident that in the 4™
Century mopveio was regarded inappropriate behaviour which differentiated Christians from
pagans. The mentioning of Topveia in the edict would condemn unethical behaviour connected
to pagan worship. This observation suggests that the church by that time did not understand the
matters of the Decree in an ethical way. The fact that the church used the reference to the Decree

in connection with the sacrificial system points to the cultic understanding. Based on this

206 stevenson, ed. Creeds, Councils, Controversies, 27, 151. This edict was legislated by Theodorus 1. Codex
Theodosianus, 16.10.10. Also there were edicts of 341 CE and 356 CE which abolished sacrifices, destroyed
temples and ordered, “all men shall abstain from sacrifices”.
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evidence, S. G. Wilson argues for the originally cultic form of the Decree and believes that there
was a “shift from a ‘cultic’ to an ‘ethical’ form of the Decree.”?°” According to him it was
unnecessary to promulgate ethical standards by the Decree, because they had been self-evident to
all Christians.?%

At the same time, the link between idolatry and food sacrificed to idols, which is obvious
in the New Testament and the Greco-Roman world, seems to disappear from the sight of the
church, when the ethical interpretation of the Decree was suggested.?% It seems that the ethical
interpretation of the Decree does not treat any connection of pagan worship to food, though it
took place, and does not presume that any food can be used in worship. The disconnect between
food and the way of worship led to a theological disconnect between the prohibitions of the
Decree and the dietary laws of Torah.

Following this disconnect the church fathers began to use two out of the four
prohibitions, T®v idmAwv and tfic mopveiag, which were taken as prohibiting idolatry and
fornication respectively, without any connotation of food. The anti-Jewish polemic of that time
seemed to set aside the other two prohibitions, tod nviktod/dv kai Tod aipatog, as the signs of
Jewish identity. They were blotted out along with the group of temporary laws of “second
legislation”. When the church gained the status of imperial approval, the dietary laws were
treated radically negatively. As a result the wording of the Decree, with its previous cultic
meaning, became a text with obscure meaning which needed a new interpretation, which would

remove the Jewish elements from it.

2073, G. Wilson, Luke and the Law (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 79. The omission of
nvictog and addition of the Golden Rule in the Western text makes it more ethical.

208 Wilson, Luke and Law, 80. He favours the cultic Decree (Alexandrian) for Jewish-Christians and
considers that there was not any “law-free” Gentile mission.

209 McGowan, “Food, Ritual, Power,” 145-146, 149. Also the link of idol worship to an idol meal is seen in 1
Cor 8:7, Rev 2:14, 20.
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That is why the wording of the Decree in some later mss were subjected to intentional
theological changes. Scribes altered the text in attempts to give it appropriate application.
Ehrman notes that the “proto-orthodox Christians used literature in their early struggles for
dominance, as they produced polemical treatises, forged supporting documents under the names
of earlier authorities, collected apostolic works into an authoritative canon, and insisted on
certain hermeneutical principles for the interpretation of these works.”?%° This led to the
alteration of the text of the Decree into its ethical form. The earliest witness to the ethical form is
the Western text D 05; its reading became widely spread and supported by church authorities.
Despite the ethical form’s prominent role in the fifth century church, some witnesses still
preserve the four-fold tradition.?!!

The quotation of the Decree by Jerome (347-420 CE) supports the view that the church
fathers of this period fitted prohibitions in various patterns, trying to interpret them according to
the needs of the contemporary church. He states, “they should keep themselves from idolatry,
and from fornication, and from things strangled. As though they were providing for infant
children, they gave them milk to drink, not solid food”.?*? His last sentence, at first sight, looks
like it was added to explain the meaning of “strangled” in a very innovative manner. However
Jerome’s intention was to show that the apostles imposed on the Gentiles the spiritual milk of

their teaching, expressed in necessary regulations, not the whole Mosaic law.

210 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, XII. He dates the generation of variant readings up to the
fourth century. The recent trends in textual criticism suggest that greater changes to mss were made earlier due to
less professionalism in the copying of NT manuscripts, while the church by the fourth century was wealthy enough
to employ highly competent professional copyists. However, the type of the text alteration, namely, the addition of
the negative form of the Golden Rule to the D05, can hardly be viewed as a copyist’s mistake of hearing or of sight.
That was an intentional alteration, made due to a theological presupposition to interpret the Decree in the ethical
way. The absence of a word, or changes to declensions in variant readings can be accepted as unintentional text
corruptions that took place somewhere earlier than 200 CE due to errors of the unprofessional copyists.

211 Catena in Acts, 250.29, TLG. This document is dated 5% Century.

212 Jerome, Dialogue Against Jovinianus, 1.34 (NPNF 6:371) ed. Philip Schaff (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1975), 371.



53

As seen from his quotation, Jerome avoids mentioning “blood.” This omission might
show that either he quotes the Decree using one of the variant readings known to him, or that he
makes an intentional change to its wording. One should note that Jerome’s quotation is not a
witness in favour of the ethical reading. He uses it in the context of anti-Jewish polemic. That is
why he has no need to paraphrase or alter the wording of the reading which he had at hand.

The historian Socrates (380-439 CE) in his Ecclesiastical History mentions the diversity
of beliefs in the Christian church. He explains that diversity was caused “by the bishops who in
their respective eras governed the churches; and those who received these several rites and
usages, transmitted them as laws to their posterity.”?!3 Here he recalls that even in the apostolic
age many different views existed, as is seen in Acts 15.

Socrates quotes the Decree as follows: “that ye abstain from meats offered to idols, and
from blood, and from things strangled, and from fornication”.?!* This account of the Decree still
seems to preserve the original four-fold tradition. He believes that Christ observed the law in the
Jewish manner.?'® However, the Jewish customs and feasts, according to his opinion, needed an
allegorical interpretation and presumed the obedience of the heart. He suggests the spiritual
bearing of the Mosaic law instead of formal observance of it, since its rituals were the shadows
of the events fulfilled in Christ.?%

Important evidence shedding light on alteration of mss comes from the Apology of

Rufinus, dated 400 CE. This document reveals polemic between Rufinus and Jerome concerning

213 Socrates, Church History, 5.22 (NPNF 2:133). Socrates, "Church History from A.D. 305-439," in NPNF,
ed. Philip Schaff (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1973), 133. Here Socrates states that at the Nicene Synod the
bishops “convened earnestly labored to reduce the first dissenting minority to uniformity of practice with the rest of
the people”.

214 gocrates, Church History, 5.22 (NPNF 2:133). Here Socrates mentions those who viewed “all fornication
to be an indifferent matter; but contend about holy-days (Easter celebration was under discussion).

215 gocrates, Church History, 5.22 (NPNF 2:133).

216 Socrates, Church History, 5.22 (NPNF 2:134). As the topic concerns predominantly the day of Easter, his
attitude to the prohibitions of the Decree is not clear. More likely he cited them to show that the observance of
certain days was outside of the apostolic concern or considered by them as unnecessary. If so, one can assume that
even in the end of the fourth century CE the original form of the Decree was in use.
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the translation of Greek OT texts to Latin.2!’ It is likely that Jerome, in cases of uncertain
meaning, checked Hebrew originals. Rufinus states that, earlier, Origen checked the Hebrew
originals of Scripture and put marks on those manuscript readings which he considered to differ
from his version.?'® However, he notices that Origen did this in order to disprove the validity of
the Jewish sources, unlike Jerome. This fact reveals that at the time of Origen there were motives
to explain the appearance of the variant readings, though the Greek text had been largely
preserved without major changes.

In his discourse, Rufinus states that Christians have no need to clarify the meaning of
texts according to Hebrew scriptures, because the law of God was rendered to Christians “from
the first in the churches of God...that of Jerusalem” by the apostles, whom he assumes are the
highest authority. Rufinus argues that the apostles, who “being born Jews, have become
Christians; and their perfect acquaintance with both languages and their sufficient knowledge of
the law is shewn by their administration of the pontifical office.”?!® The attempts to produce a
better text during its translation from Greek into Latin called for a better knowledge of Jewish
backgrounds. This polemic reveals that Jewish identity was removed from the biblical text
known to Orthodox Christians, and the authority was re-assigned to the ‘pontifical office’.

Thus, the polemic between Rufinus and Jerome shows that Greek mss at that time
already carried some alterations of wording, which caused arguing over the preference of one

reading over another. Here the tendency to abolish any attempts to clarify the meaning of the text

217 Rufinus argues against Jerome’s attempt to clarify the meaning of some texts taking into consideration
their Jewish cultural background. They both refer to Origen’s prior attempt to check the Greek biblical texts
according to Jewish sources in order to disprove the false accusation made by the Jews that the Christian scriptures
had been corrupted.

218 Rufinus, Apology, 2.36 (NPNF 3:477), ed. Philip Schaff (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1969), 477.
According to Rufinus, Origen demonstrated that the Jewish claims were overestimated. This method also helped
Origen to found out which word in translations had been “killed by the other translators and those which had been
superfluously introduced.”

219 Rufinus, Apology, 2:33 (NPNF 3:475).
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appears.?? Rufinus directs condemnation at those who “put forth some strange opinions in the
interpretation of the law of God,” and those who tried “to pervert the law itself and make it
different from that which the Apostles handed down to us”.??! He argues against attempts to
correct the meaning of a text: “For what can we call it but havoc, when some parts of it are
transformed, and this is called the correction of an error?”’??? He believes that the attempt to
correct or clarify the meaning of texts in the reading accepted by the Catholic Church would give
heathens the right to reject the apostolic authority of the church: “It is not evident, how greatly
the grounds for the heathens’ unbelief have been increased by this proceeding? ... They know
that our law has been amended, or at least changed.”?? This polemic makes evident that mss
changes were undertaken due to Jewish-Christian controversy prior to the time of Rufinus and
Jerome.

Several scholars have attempted to explain this theological shift. According to Bart
Erhman the text was corrupted by the work of scribes who “altered the words of their sacred
texts to make them more patently Orthodox and to prevent their misuse by Christians who
espoused aberrant views”.?2* He called them the “proponents of fourth-century Orthodoxy.”?%
Harry Maier argued that the early Christians could not regulate their diversity, since the churches
were connected to different households, but when Christianity became “the empire’s official and

solely sanctioned cult” between 312 and 395 CE, it attempted to regulate the diversity of beliefs

220 Rufinus, Apology, 2.31-36 (NPNF 3:475-477). Rufinus argues with Jerome about translations of Holy
Scriptures from Greek to Latin. He defends the Catholic anti-Jewish manuscripts of the Church and opposes any
attempt to clarify the original reading, believing that the apostles had divine inspiration, while Jews wrote fables.
The polemic reveals existence of variant readings in Greek mss which some translators tried to correct while
translating them to Latin.

221 Rufinus, Apology, 2.32 (NPNF 3:475-477).

222 Rufinus, Apology, 2.33 (NPNF 3:475).

223 Rufinus, Apology, 2.35 (NPNF 3:476).

224 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, XI.

225 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, XII.
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by anti-heretical legislation.??®® The fact that changes in wording become part of the dominant
text shows that the theological shift had been accepted by the majority of the church or by the
ruling and dominant party.?’

Metzger suggests viewing intentional alterations as attempts to clarify the meaning rather
than speculative attempt to make the Scripture say what it should say according to theological
understanding. “Since monks usually knew by heart extensive portions of the Scriptures..., the
temptation to harmonize discordant parallels or quotations would be strong.””??® He states that
“the manuscripts of the New Testament preserve traces of two kinds of dogmatic alterations:
those which involve the elimination or alteration of what was regarded as doctrinally
unacceptable or inconvenient, and those which introduce into the Scriptures ‘proof” for a

favourite theological tenet or practice.”??°

2.3. Summary

The period of variant readings reveals the alteration of the text of the Decree in mss under
influence of the theological shift from the Decree’s cultic to its ethical form reflected in D 05,
dated 5" Century. This process took hundreds of years, proceeding from one variant meaning to
another. Evidence in patristic literature indicates that the shift happened somewhere between the
second half of the 3™ and the 4™ Century, when anti-Jewish polemic reached its high point. The

argument, presented so far in this chapter, can be summed up by the following five statements:

226 Harry O. Maier, “Heresy, Households, and the Disciplining of Diversity,” in Late Ancient Christianity, ed.
Virginia Burrus (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2010), 221, 213. He shows the Christianity of those days as “a
complex network of diverse communities representing competing perspectives.”

227 Here Maier defines the Christianity under the reigns of Constantine and Theodosius as a struggle of
Orthodoxy against heterodoxy, where the unity of orthodoxy finally overcame by the power of imperial forces. This
unity of ideas, however, does not mean that victory was attained in continuity with apostolic truth. Maier,
“Disciplining of Diversity,” 233.

228 \Metzger, Text of New Testament, 197.

229 \Metzger, Text of New Testament, 201.
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1) The alteration of the text of the Apostolic Decree was a result of anti-Jewish tendency
from the side of an increasing Orthodoxy in the church.
2) The alteration of the text was influenced by the theological shift from Jewishness to
Orthodoxy taking place somewhere between the 3 and the 4™ centuries.
3) The theological shift was driven by groups in the church who gained imperial authority.
4) It took centuries for alterations to appear in mss after the official position of the church
was established and doctrine was formed.
5) The theological shift influenced the readings of the Decree during the process of

transmission.

3. The dominance of the ethical form of the Apostolic Decree

3.1. The medieval interpretation of the ethical form of the Decree

The medieval church period leaves an impression of being a non-productive period for exegetical
work on the Lukan writings. “Very little information has come down to us concerning the study
of the book of acts during the fifteen centuries prior to the Reformation”.23° This period
preserves and repeats the ethical form of the Decree taken over from patristic literature.
Moreover, the text of the Decree was employed by the Mediaeval church as a proof of its right to
create and to cancel laws of Torah, since the church had come to view them as temporary
regulations, and since it was commonly accepted that the apostles on the Jerusalem Council had

done away with those Jewish laws.?%

230 Ward Gasque, A History of the Criticism of the Acts of the Apostles (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1975),

231 This Mediaeval approach to the text of the Decree was reflected and criticized in the work of the reformer
John Calvin, Commentary Upon the Acts of the Apostles, trans., Christopher Fetherstone, vol. 2 (Grand Rapids, Ml:
Eerdmans, 1957), 77-79.
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3.2. The ethical form of the Decree in the works of the Protestant reformers

The Protestant reformers debated the mediaeval interpretation of the book of Acts.?®2 Thus, John
Calvin’s (1509-64) interpretation of the Decree concentrates on the issue of whether the church
can create laws and demand that they be kept “under pain of mortal sin.”?® His work shows that
the Mediaeval church viewed the Decree as a document of temporary significance and of
changeable matters.

While the main focus of the mediaeval interpreters was on anti-Jewish polemic, the
reformers approached Acts from the angle of anti-papal polemic. Calvin believed that the
Decree’s purpose was to avoid offence between the Jews and the Gentile converts in the
church.z* He accepted its temporary significance when he stated, “this law was foredone by Paul
so soon as the tumult and contention was once ended”.2% Calvin, however, believed contrary to
Papal teaching, that the apostles “pass not the bounds of the word of God when they set down an
external law, as time requireth, whereby they may reconcile the Churches among themselves”.2%

Thus, theology contemporary to Calvin considered the prohibitions of Acts 15 to be:

1) regulations of external (or accidental) necessity, 2) of temporary significance, and 3) given

because of some political issues in the church.?®” The only disagreement between Calvin’s view

232 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 8. He notices raised interest in Acts after the Mediaeval period
among the Protestant scholars.

233 Calvin, Acts, 78. John Calvin did not discuss the date, the authorship and historical-cultural background;
he searched for a main theme of Lukan work, which he defined as “sacred histories.”

234 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 15. The same view was later upheld by John Lightfoot (1602-1675).
He viewed Acts as “the story of only two apostles, Peter and Paul,” and Christianity as divided between two leaders
and two ways of hermeneutic, where the Pauline one was finally prevailing. As a result, the Decree was still viewed
as the victory of Paul over the Jewishness of the Jerusalem congregation.

235 Calvin, Acts, 79, 80. Calvin believed that the Apostolic Decree represented the “political law” and had as
its purpose to nourish the brotherly love between the Jewish and the Gentile converts.

236 Calvin, Acts, 80. Under the expression “external law” Calvin views the prohibitions of the Decree.

237 Gasque notes that Calvin’s prime concern was in the practical application of the message of Acts to his
contemporary church. Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 10.
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and that of the papists is whether to accept those regulations as the will of God or as laws
established by the church’s own authority and exceeding the word of God.

The reformers also viewed the Decree in terms of anti-Jewish polemic, providing
temporary regulations of an ethical nature. Since the historical context of early Christianity had
not been recovered at that time, the original theological key of interpretation of the Decree could
not be found. As a result, the period of critical study of Acts which followed the Reformation
ended with doubts not only about the originality of the Decree, the authorship and the sources,

but also the possibility of reconstructing the original situation.

3.3. The critical study of Acts

In the 19" Century Lukan writings came under the critical study of the “Tiibingen school”,
which questioned not only the sources of Acts, but also its date, authorship and motives. This led
to a careful reading of Acts. The views of the “Tiibingen school” were summarized by Ward
Gasque. According to him, the Tiibingen school founder Ferdinand Christian Baur (1792-1860)
“brings forward the hypothesis that Acts was written by a ‘Paulinist’ to defend the mission of
Paul to the Gentiles against the criticism of the Jewish-Christian party.”2®

The Tiibingen school’s approach to Acts attributed to the Pauline writings greater
authority than those of Luke. As a result, evidence from Luke-Acts was made secondary to
Paul’s, despite the differences which make Lukan work unique and independent of Paul’s.
Eduard Zeller viewed the events of Acts 15 in connection with those of Gal 2:1-10.%° He argued

against the Jewishness of Paul and his participation in cultic rituals. For him, Paul’s final trip to

238 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 30. Baur expressed his opinion on Acts in a series of essays. He used
the method of “tendency criticism” to discover the special theological reasons for writing Acts. Baur saw the
conflict of two groups in primitive Christianity. He believed that Luke wrote Acts to defend the theology of Paul.

239 Zeller’s view was refuted by Ramsay, who argued against linking Gal 2 to Acts 15 and insisted on its link
to Acts 11:30. According to Ramsay the letter to the Galatians was written before the events in Acts 15 had taken
place. According to Gasque, Ramsay’s view has become “very influential among British New Testament critics.”
Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 141-142.
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Jerusalem in Acts 21 was for the collection of alms from the Gentile churches, rather than for
observing Pentecost.24

The post-Tiibingen school critical study of Acts 15 and 21 produced some significant
positive results. Wilhelm Meyer (1800-73), comparing Gal 2 and Acts 15, sees, “Paul does not
contrast himself with the primitive apostles in regard to doctrine, but in reference to the sphere
of activity in the ministry of the same Gospel.”?*! He “detects a combination of both oral and
written traditions behind the narrative” of Acts 15.242 Meyer believes that the purpose of the
Decree was to build brotherly fellowship in mixed communities, which does not contradict
Paul’s own approach.?*® Karl Schrader (1834-1913) also notes that Paul, in Acts, is pictured as
a law obedient Jew, who demonstrates his respect to the authority of the apostles in
Jerusalem.?** Matthias Schneckenburger (1804-48) believes that Paul argued “against the law
as the basis for salvation...not the act of piety”.?*> Adolf Harnack (1851-1930) supports this
view, assuming that Paul had never taught the freedom of all Christians from the law, but rather
the freedom of the Gentile converts from it.24°

Albrecht Ritschl (1822-1889) argued against Baur’s view, “Early Christianity is far too

complex to be understood in terms of a conflict between two monolithic parties”.?*” Ritschl

240 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 47. Zeller also defines Paul’s participation in @ vow as “unthinkable”
and contradicting his theology.

241 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 59.

242 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 59. He states that although Luke arranged the tradition in his own
literary style, the scholars still can recognize the Semitic and Hellenistic character of those sources.

243 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 59. Meyer explains the absence of reference to the Decree in
Galatians “by the interim purpose of the recommendation.”

24 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 34-35. It was also noted that Paul makes vows, preaches the Gospel
to the Jews first and, only then, turns to the Gentiles.

245 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 37. From Paul’s letters, Schneckenburger notes Paul’s concern and
arguing against the attempts to impute the law on the believing Gentiles. He found that Paul’s belief described in
Acts also agrees on this point.

246 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 154.

247 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 62. Albrecht Ritschl states the fact, “not all Jewish Christians were
Judaizers or opponents of Paul; not all Gentile Christians were Paulinist”.
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noted “the differences between the primitive apostles and the Judaisers, as well as between
Pauline Christianity and that part of Gentile Christianity which was essentially independent of
his influence”.?*® Discussing the issue of Acts 15 he believes that the apostles imposed on the
Gentile converts, “certain parts of the Jewish proselyte law.”?*° Finally, Burton S. Easton stated,
“the Christians themselves considered themselves to be Jews.”?*® This observation further led the
scholars of the 20™ century to search for the connections between the four prohibitions of the
Decree and Lev17-18, as well as with the covenant with Noah in Gen 6. These searches served
as precursors for the new search of the pre-Mosaic rationale of the Decree.

Martin Dibelius (1883-1947) developed the method of form criticism and wrote essays on
the historical credibility of speeches in Acts.?*! The goal of Dibelius was to find grounds for
historical credibility of Acts. He was led to the conclusion that Acts has no historical value for
recovering original early church experience.?® He stated the impossibility of distinguishing
between the information taken from the original sources and Luke’s own theological
interpretation of information.?3

Dibelius believes that Peter’s speech on the council existed prior to Luke in the form of a

simple story of Cornelius’ conversion, and was adjusted by Luke to fit his own theological

248 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 62-63.

249 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 63-64. Ritschl stated that the sociological aspect of the debate in
Acts 15 was important to create peace in mixed communities.

20 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 196-197. Burton Scott Easton (1877-1950) views the historical score
of Gentile Christianity predominantly under the supervision of the Jerusalem church. The Colossian church,
independent from Jewish origin, was assumed by him as an exclusive example. He also defines the theology in Acts
as of Jewish nature.

251 Martin Dibelius, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles, ed. Heinrich Greeven (London: SCM, 1956), 96.

252 Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 207, 210-211, 217. He shows that Dibelius considered the speeches
of Acts as the author’s invention, which stand in contrast to the theology of the Old and New Testaments. He also
notes that in Acts the reader hears only one side of the story, which lacks independent verification.

253 Dibelius, Studies in Acts 99-100. This fact, however, may show the problems of his methodology, which
treated the validity of sources according to hypothetical reconstructions of Early Christian history. Acts was viewed
from the perspective of the commonly accepted fact that Paul was fighting against the Jewishness of Christianity
and law obedience. This placed Pauline theology in contrast to that appearing in Luke’s writings.
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design.?* Dibelius assumes that the Decree existed in the form of a document available to
Luke.?®® He considers the list of prohibitions were written in their ethical form. He concludes
that the Apostolic Decree did not originate at the Jerusalem Council, and that Luke later found
this document in Antioch.?® If one accepts that the ethical form of the Decree was elaborated by
scribes during the 4™ century and preserved by D 05, then Debelius’ conclusion makes sense.
His presumption that the Decree (viewed by him in its ethical form) was a late elaboration of
beliefs of the following generations of Christianity seems to be correct, in accord with the
Western reading.

In the 20" Century Jiirgen Wehnert followed Dibelius’ approach.?” He focused on what
he understood to be the editorial “evolution” of the accounts of the Apostolic Decree in Acts
chapters 15 and 21, arguing that Luke subjected these accounts to increasing redactional
modification in order to achieve an integrated account of the deliberations of church leaders, and
of the transmission of the resulting content of the Decree.?® He concluded from his study that
Luke, in Acts 15, has reworked two original independent traditions in composing the present
form of chapter 15. Luke’s goal was to merge into a united whole the various components of the

decisions of leaders in Antioch and Jerusalem about what Jewish regulations would be required

24 Dibelius, Studies in Acts 95. According to Gasque, Dibelius admired Lukan literary and artistic ability.
Gasque, History of Criticism of Acts, 2109.

2% Dibelius, Studies in Acts 99.

2% Dibelius, Studies in Acts 100.

257 Jiirgen Wehnert, Die Reinheit des “christlichen Gottesvolkes”aus Juden und Heiden: Studien zum
historischen und theologischen Hintergrund des sogenannten Aposteldekrets (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und

Ruprecht, 1997), 65-71.

258 \Wehnert, Die Reinheit des “christlichen Gottesvolkes,” 65.
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of Gentile believers.?® His goal in doing this was to present a united response of church leaders
to the Jew-Gentile conflict among early believers.?®

The critical study of Acts took two significantly different approaches. On one hand, form
criticism disproved the validity of D 05 for the reconstruction of the historical context. The
unoriginality of the ethical form of the Decree, thus, was argued. On the other hand, criticism
laid the foundation for investigation of the theological design of Luke, and the Jewish
background of the Apostolic Decree. The turning point in studies of the Decree in its ethical

form to its Jewish roots will be discussed next, in section 3.

4. Turning from the ethical form of the Apostolic Decree to its Jewish roots

A great amount of scholarly work has been done to find a proto-text and traditions lying behind
Acts as well as its theological, historical and literary values and applicability. Centuries of
research have resulted in a number of ways to interpret the Apostolic Decree. This section
focuses on work which contributed to the understanding of the Decree in Acts 15. It will be
arranged in two main categories: 1) ethical rationale and 2) cultic rationale.?* The cultic
rationale rests on one of three bases for the Decree: (A) Leviticus 17-18, (B) Noachic laws, and

(C) halakhic regulations.

259 Wehnert follows Dibelius, doubting the historical credibility of Luke’s account of Acts 15, and follows
Jervell arguing for the link between Acts 15:20 and Lev 17-18. He views the Apostolic Decree as Luke’s redactional
creation to explain the reaction of the Jerusalem church on Peter’s mission to the Gentiles in Caesarea (Acts 10) and
Luke’s attempt to reconcile it with Paul’s mission in Antioch (Gal. 2). Wehnert, Die Reinheit des “christlichen
Gottesvolkes,” 65.

260 \Wehnert, Die Reinheit des “christlichen Gottesvolkes,” T1.

261 Dickinson noted two theological implications of the Decree: ethical and cultic. He viewed the ethical
understanding of the Decree as an attempt to incorporate the Gentiles as the Gentiles into the people of God (which
he sees from the reference to Moses in v. 21). According to him the cultic form of the Decree refers to Lev17-18.
Royce J. Dickinson, “The Theology of the Jerusalem Conference: Acts 15:1-35,” ResQ 32, no. 2 (1990): 80.
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4.1. Ethical explanation of the Decree of Acts 15

The first rationale for the four prohibitions of the Decree assumes their ethical origin and
application.?%? This was influenced by the dominant Western reading, which views the
prohibition of eidmAobvt®V as an abrogation of idolatry and a prohibition of blood as a ban on
murder. Omission of Tviktog removed all cultic associations and the addition of the negative
form of the Golden Rule affirmed the tone of the Decree in an ethical form.

Commentators supporting the ethical form believe that main concern of early Christians
was for unity and peace in mixed communities, rather than observing of Jewish customs.?®3
Consequently, the ethical teaching of Jesus was exalted, at the expense of any Jewish tradition.
Supporters viewed the ethical form of the Decree as a solution to the problem of common table-

fellowship and success of the Gentile mission, to which finally the cult was surrendered.

Ernest Haenchen

The work of Haenchen on Acts was outstanding among exegetical studies of the twentieth
century. As a follower of form criticism, he suggested studying Acts 15 from the position of its
structure, rather than sources or their historical validity.?®* At the same time he disputed the
dating and Lukan authorship of Acts.?®® Following the theory of invented speeches, he saw

James’ speech as a composition by Luke.2%

262 Fernando Ajith, Acts: From Biblical Text, to Contemporary Life, ed. Terry Muck, NIV Application
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1998), 421.

263 Haenchen and the supporters of the ‘ethical view’ F. Bruce, D. Bock, C. Blomberg.

264 E. Haenchen, Die Apostelgeschichte. 7™ ed. (Géttingen:Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1977), 440-444. See
also The Acts of the Apostles (Oxford: Blackwell, 1965), 457-460.

265 Haenchen considered the author of Acts to be an unknown Christian “of the sub-apostolic age” (which
likely corresponds to the second century CE), who described the realities of the church of the first century in the
way they have reached him: “here we have no collaborator of Paul telling his story, but someone of a later
generation trying in his own way to give an account of things that can no longer be viewed in their true perspective”.
Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 95-97, 124 (Acts, 83-85, 116).

266 «It is not James but Luke who is speaking here.” Haenchen, Acts, 448.
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Haenchen viewed the law from the perspective of Judaism and saw, “everything in the
Law of Moses which is connected with the Temple cult has been rendered useless”.2%” He
noticed according to D (05) that the demand of the Judaizers at the Jerusalem Council was not
simply for circumcision, but for observing the ritual law of Moses.?%® In contrast to this demand,
the Gentiles viewed the law “as a mass of commandments and prohibitions which no man could
fulfill”.?%® Acts 10 and 11 allow Haenchen to make some conclusions prior to Acts 15. He argued
that God sanctioned the mission to the Gentiles apart from the law and bestowed on Gentiles the
necessary purity.?’® As a result, he includes the prohibition of victdc in the original content of
the Decree, but still believes that its meaning has to be governed by the Golden Rule in the
ethical way.?"

According to Haenchen, the Decree was imposed on Gentile converts due to ethical
requirements prescribed in the law about aliens who lived among the Jews, which led to the

unanimity of the council decision.?’? Despite the cultic background of the Decree presumed by

its association with Lev 17-20, Haenchen continues to interpret the Decree in the ethical sense.

%67 Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 664 (Acts, 694). He distinguishes two aspects of the law: the ethical, which
remains and ritual, which was revoked. He believes that the Gentile Church of Justin’s day no longer understood the
Jewish Christian ‘ritual” commandments.” As aresult, the Western text provides necessary “transposition of the
ritual into moral requirements” which removes tensions and contradictions in Acts. Haenchen, Acts, 470.

268 Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 425 n. 3 (Acts, 443 n. 2). He suggested to look at the topic more widely and
to see a ban of the law of Moses as a whole.

269 Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 429 n. 1 (Acts, 446 n. 3). Haenchen finds it emphasized by the phrase uyov
€mi OV TphymAov in Acts 15:10.

270 Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 429-430 (Acts, 446-447). At this point his position raises the discussion
with Bauernfeind concerning the possibility of employment of Pauline theology by Luke.

271 Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 431 n. 4, 455-456 (Acts, 449-450 n. 6, 471-472). He explains that the
understanding of the Decree in a “moral” sense (idolatry, fornication, murder) was defended as original by Harnack,
A. C. Clark and Feine-Behm, when they took the Western text for the basis of the Decree. Zahn “buried” Harnack’s
explanation. Those who understood that “the prohibitions were originally of a ritual nature” were, P. Wendland,
Wendt, Diehl, Preuschen, J. Weiss, Goguel, Loisy, E. Meyer, Ropes, Lietzmann, Beyer, H. Waitz, Bauernfeind,
Cerfaux, Dibelius, K, Schéfer and W. G. Kiimmel. Haenchen, however, believes that the Christians in the second
century “no longer had any appreciation for ‘ritual’ prescriptions” and understood the prohibitions of the Decree in a
moral sense. This led to understanding of the prohibitions “independently of the association with Jewish
Christianity.” From this Haenchen assumes that the practice reached Luke in its ethical context.

272 Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 432 nn. 3, 4; 433 n. 1; 453 (Acts, 449 nn. 4, 5; 450-451 n. 1; 469). Here he
refers to the laws in Lev 17-18.
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He makes this assumption influenced by his conception of Gentile freedom from the law. Later

his view was developed by F. F. Bruce.?”

F. F. Bruce
In contrast to Haenchen, Bruce accepts there is sufficient evidence for Lukan authorship of
Acts.?"* He suggests that the council was appointed in response to the suggestion that Gentiles be
adopted into the church by first making them proselytes before their baptism.?”> He assumes that
the commandments of Torah were called {uyoc “in the sense of an intolerable weight.”?’® At the
same time he finds the idea of Judaizing by Peter to be “a figment of the Tiibingen critics with no
basis in history.”?"’

Bruce rightly pictured James taking a cue from Peter’s speech, and reverting to it in Acts
15:19. This finding supports the idea of the present study. Moreover, Bruce notes that in all cases
where Paul deals with the issue of sacrifice to idols and fornication, he never refers it to the
Apostolic Decree, but “argues from the order of creation and the ethical implication of the
gospel”.2’® This observation sheds light on connections between the Genesis creation narrative
and Paul’s use of prohibitions of eidwAoBOtmv and topveia.

Viewing the variant readings of the Decree, Bruce recognizes the Western reading as

secondary to the Alexandrian, which he accepts as original.?’® Despite this, he insists on the

213 F, F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles: the Greek Text with Introduction and Commentary, 3rd rev. and enl.
ed. (Leicester: Inter-Varsity, 1990), 1-18.

24 Bruce, Acts, 1-18. Bruce dates Acts between the late 70s and early 80s of the first century. This provides
an eye witness account of the life of the early Christian church, justifying the historicity of the council.

275 Bruce, Acts, 329, 333. He notices that circumcision was embodied in the Mosaic law (Lev 12:3).
216 Matt 23:4; Luke 11:46; Gal 5:1.

217 Bruce, Acts, 335, citing K. Lake, The Earlier Epistles of St. Paul (London: Rivingtons, 1911), 116.
218 Bruce, Acts, 331.

279 Bruce, Acts, 342.
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ethical rationale for the Decree, taking a cue from the difficulties in communication between

Jewish and Gentile believers.

Darrel Bock
The ethical explanation of the Decree also was accepted by Darrel Bock.?° Bock views the law
of Moses as a purely Jewish custom rooted in the covenant with Abraham and irrelevant for
salvation.?8! He rejects not only circumcision but also the food laws. He links Acts 10 and
Acts 15 together as the key passages for the discussion of law observance.?8? According to Bock,
Peter’s vision declares all foods and all people clean.?®

At the same time he notices that according to the Torah, to visit a Gentile home meant the
same as to eat unclean food.?®* Combining the food laws and the Jewish attitude towards the
Gentiles, Bock concludes that all laws were cancelled for the success of the mission. He states
that after the vision Peter “could eat whatever might be set before him” and abide at any house
for the sharing of Christ.?8® He suggests that the ‘law of Christ’ liberates Christians from

scrupulous observance of the Mosaic law.?%

280 Darrell Bock, Acts, BECNT (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2007), 15. Bock viewed Luke as “a
second-generation convert, a sometime companion of Paul.” This might mean that the description of events and all
speeches in Acts 15 would be real.

281 Bock, Acts, 494. He repeats the thought of Bruce, connecting circumcision to Gen 17:10 -14.
282 Bock, Acts, 39.

283 Bock, Acts, 39, 390. He states “God uses the picture of unclean food now made clean to portray unclean
Gentiles now made clean”.

284 Bock, Acts, 394. Defending this meaning of the law of cleansing and its historical context, Bock refers to
Jubilee 22:16. In addition to that, the question about the contact of Jews with the Gentiles was debated by scholars.
Jordan Rosenblum argues that in the Hasmonean period (pre-tannaitic) “some groups may have considered all table-
fellowship with Gentiles abominable while other groups had a more open attitude.” Jordan D. Rosenblum, Food and
Identity in Early Rabbinic Judaism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 36, 42-43 citing Magnus Z.
Zetterholm, The Formation of Christianity in Antioch: A Social-Scientific Approach to the Separation Between
Judaism and Christianity (New York: Routledge Press, 2005), 155. Here he notes that in tannaitic tradition the
commensality between Jews and Gentiles was understood as potentially “idolatrous.”

285 Bock, Acts, 390. This idea was earlier expressed by H. Marshall (1980: 186) and Bruce (1990: 256).

286 Bock, Acts, 497. Here Bock sees the “law of Christ” as the “royal law” (1-Cor 9:21; Gal 6:2; James 2:8).
He connects the “requirements of the law of Moses” to the covenant of circumcision.
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According to Bock the elders at the council attempted to impose food restrictions and the
content of the Decree was a compromise.?®” He finds the rationale for their imposition in the fact
that Moses is read in the synagogues (15:21).288 He argues for the ethical form of the Decree,
explaining that by keeping it, the new converts could avoid, the food of pagan rituals, eating
meat from strangled animals, eating blood, and pagan temple prostitution.

From God’s revelation that “circumcision is not to be a concern for Gentiles,” Bock sees
the end of the laws of Torah.?® Through his commentary Bock shows that, generally, Acts
emphasized “the evangelism and God-honoring life as making up the central character” of the

new people of God, while also supporting the preaching of freedom from the law. 2%

Craig L. Blomberg

The interpretation of the Decree suggested by Blomberg reflects an antinomian approach to
Luke’s theology in general.?®! He sees the Mosaic law playing a minor and background role in
Luke’s two-volume work.2°2 He concludes that Luke pictures a shift from the law-observance
age to the law-free age of Christianity.?®® He argues that all of the Hebrew Scriptures (Moses,

Prophets, and Psalms) were fulfilled in the life, teaching and death of Jesus and are unnecessary

287 Bock, Acts, 37, 508. He insists that “Jewish believers are free to practice the faith in their way, just as
Gentiles are not required to come under the law.” However it puts believers in the situation of facing double
standards. They were obliged now to keep some law in mixed meals, and different laws in separated meals. This
new way according to Bock represents a realization of the law.

288 Bock, Acts, 390. Jervell challenges this thought, viewing that the decree was only about people, not food.

289 Bock, Acts, 38. Bock supports this thought with the opinions of Wilson (1983), Blomberg (1984, 1998),
Barrett (1998). Wilson quarrels that Luke favored law observance. However Bock debates the position of Blomberg,
who showed the more complex picture.

29 Bock, Acts, 40.

291 Craig L. Blomberg, “The Law in Luke-Acts,” JSNT, no. 22 (1984): 53-80.

292 Blomberg, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 70. F. Gerald Downing saw the early church continuing to observe the
Jewish rites right to the end of Acts. Downing shows with quotations of Cicero, Philo, Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
Josephus, and Plutarch that it was natural for ancient societies to respect and to observe their ancestral customs.
Moreover he finds Luke, from the start, presenting the Christians “as evincing a true and joyful traditional piety.”

Gerald F. Downing, “Freedom from the Law in Luke-Acts,” JSNT, no. 26 (1986): 49-52.

29 Blomberg, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 72.
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for keeping by the church.?®* Thus he pictures the law and Jesus as two equivalent themes and
assumes all laws to end in Christ.2%

Peter’s vision in Acts 10 was explained as “not only a cancellation of dietary laws but
also the abolition of the barriers banning table-fellowship between Jews and Gentiles.”?% At the
same time Blomberg interprets the list of prohibitions as practices offensive to the Jewish
Christians during table-fellowship, revealing the discrepancies in his approach to the table-
fellowship issue.?®” His view fails to explain why, having accepted the ban on dietary laws
shown in Peter’s vision, the church was still discussing the issue of food from the Jewish
perspective. Finally, his connection of Acts 10 and 15 leads his readers to the idea of “freedom
from the Law.”?%® Avoiding this one-sided antinomian approach has prompted scholars to look

for a more balanced interpretation of the Apostolic Decree.

I. Howard Marshall
I. Howard Marshall adopts the ethical view of the Decree, emphasizing that faith is the only

ground for salvation of Jewish as well as Gentile converts.?®® He describes Luke as the author

2% Blomberg, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 71, 69. Blomberg also follows S.G. Wilson, who emphasizes that Luke’s
use of terms “law”, “Moses” and “custom” is interchangeable.

2% Blomberg, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 70. The idea of a liberal approach to the issue of the law is supported by
Jon C. Olson. He argues for the acceptance of homosexuality on the basis of the Apostolic Decree, which becomes
for him an example of charity toward marginals. He uses analogy between the Gentiles and homosexual persons and
argues for a liberal position of the Church toward the Gentiles .Olson comes to this conclusion from the point, that
the Church accepted the Gentiles as Gentiles, burdening them with a minimum of law. His position turns out to be
the best argument against the idea of non-observing Torah Gentiles. Olson, “The Jerusalem Decree, Paul, and the
Gentile Analogy to Homosexual Persons,” 380.

2% Blomberg, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 64.
297 Blomberg, “Law in Luke-Acts” 66. If Peter was given an order to declare all unclean food as clean, the
prohibitions of the decree seem to be a backward step. Also, it would seem impossible to apply the few dietary rules

to non-kosher foods.

2% Blomberg, “Law in Luke-Acts” 70. Jervell argued against it when he supports freedom from circumcision,
but not from the law itself. Jacob Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” HTR 64, no. 1 (1971): 33.

29|, H. Marshall, Luke: Historian and Theologian, enl. ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1989), 186, 192.
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who used history in the service of his theology, and who was closely related to his sources.3%
Marshall sees the church trying to expresses its identity with the language of the ancient Jewish
hopes.®*! That is why he stresses the wish of Luke to place value on piety by recalling the theme
of Jewish ritual law.3%2

Marshall assumes that applying the term ‘yoke’ to the law, reflects Luke’s own attitude to
the Mosaic Law.3% He views it as a protest against overburdening, and sees the regulations of
the Decree as the way to harmonize mixed communities. He believes that Luke in his work
showed the demand of circumcision as a real threat to the Gospel and prepared the way for
overcoming it.3** Marshall insists on the ethical interpretation of the content of the Decree,
though the issue of table-fellowship between Jewish and Gentile converts was not simply of an

ethical nature, and included some matters more unfitting than those reflected by the content of

the Decree.

4.2. Cultic explanation of the Apostolic Decree of Acts 15

Insofar as the Western reading of the decree was assumed to be secondary to the Alexandrian

four-fold tradition, voices were heard arguing for the cultic form of the Apostolic Decree. Lisa

Maguire Hess assumed the connections of three out of the four prohibitions to kashrut.3% So they

800 Marshall, Luke, 19.

301 Marshall, Luke, 186.

302 Marshall, Luke, 190. Here Marshall sees the pious life as a preparation for faith.

303 Marshall, Luke, 191. At this point his view agrees with that of Bruce. Bruce, Acts, 336-337.

304 Marshall, Luke, 211. Here, Marshall definitely views the account of Acts through the concepts of the
apostle Paul’s theology.

305 Hess defines kashrut as, “an ancient set of obligations (mitzvot), a practice of attentiveness or separation,
and a way of eating and attending to all matters with respect to food while sensitized to what is defined as sacred, set
apart”. She identifies this Hebrew term with two meanings: “complying with the dietary laws” or “fit for ritual
consumption.” Lisa Maguire Hess, “Encountering Habits of Mind at Table: Kashrut, Jews, and Christians,” Cross
Currents 62, no. 3 (2012): 329. Thus, not everything in kashrut has to be viewed as connected to cult.
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started to treat those three prohibitions as if they fitted into the pattern of the dietary laws of
Torah.3% At the same time the prohibition of mopvsia in the Western reading could not be
assumed to belong to the dietary laws, and called for a different pattern.3%” The attempts to
reconcile the problem of the Decree were narrowed to the search for its cultic rationale. Thus the
mayjority of writers prefer to see, in the content of the Apostolic Decree, the allusion to the law
about strangers in the midst of Israel, which was included in Leviticus and known as the
Holiness Code. 3® The common basis for the four prohibitions was suggested as a call for

holiness in contrast to the immoralities of pagan worship.

4.2.1. Connection of the Decree to Leviticus 17-18
Jacob Jervell
Jacob Jervell suggested a law-centered approach to the Decree and refuted Haenchen’s ethical
interpretation.®® Jervell did not understand the church as “the New Israel” with the new form of
covenant, but contrastingly, sees the church as a continuation of old Israel with the same law

given on Sinai.!% He shows that the split of the early church from Judaism took place when the

306 John N. Suggit, ““The Holy Spirit and We Resolved . . .” (Acts 15:28),” Journal of Theology for Southern
Africa, no. 79 (1992): 47. See also Peter Tomson, J., “Jewish Food Laws in Early Christian Community Discourse,”
Semeia, no. 86 (1999): 208.

307 David Whitlock, following John B. Pohill, argued that the issue of fellowship was the main idea of the
Decree, which presumes differences in cultic background, not in ethical. The ethical explanation of the Decree
requires a “strict following of the Western text.” David B. Whitlock, “An Exposition of Acts 15:1-29,” RevExp, no.
92 (1995): 377-378.

308 |_ev 17:8-14 is a discussion about cultic slaughtering and in Lev 18 continues with prohibited sexual
relationships, which also applied to strangers (18:26).

309 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts.” Jervell did not develop the “cultic” view on the Decree, but turned the
attention of the scholars to the Jewish tradition, grounded in the laws of Torah and assigned it as the rationale for the
Decree. After his work was published this idea triggered the search to discover the cultic background of the Decree.
Jervell viewed the validity of the laws of Torah for the church as applying until our day. Despite this, the majority of
theologians accepted the cultic view as the chance to converge the Decree and the Jewish ethos, and propose their
temporary significance. Jervell’s position remains unchanged in Die Apostelgeschichte. Kritisch-exegetischer
Kommentar iiber das Neue Testament, 17th ed. (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1998), 388-400.

310 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 23. Dickinson agrees with Jervell on the point about one and only Israel. He
also understands the history of Israel as a story of failure to keep the law. Dickinson, “Theology of Jerusalem
Conference,” 70, 77.



72
Jews themselves separated from the true people of God that received the promise through Moses
and the prophets.3!

Jervell noticed that though Luke “freed” the Gentiles from circumcision, he insisted on a
circumcised Messiah.3'2 He viewed the Apostolic Decree as “neither an abrogation nor any new
interpretation of the law.”31® However, the phrase by James in Acts 21:25, und&v totodtov tpeiv
avtovg leaves an impression of the cancellation of the wider scope of the laws (including the
purification laws), at least regarding their practical use.

He viewed the true Israel as people of the law, who stood as the foundation of the church,
and the Gentiles as joining them.3!* Jervell linked the four prohibitions to the law about aliens
associated with Israel (Leviticus 17-18).3!° His law-centered approach to the Apostolic Decree
sheds light on the historical context of Acts. One intertextuality attracted the attention of NT

scholars; this interpretation of the Decree became known as “cultic”.3

Joseph Fitzmyer
Fitzmyer notices that Luke pictured the messiahship of Jesus according to the scriptural tradition,

without altering the law.3!” He believes that the church became heir of the previous covenant and

311 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 23. He argues that the people of God still remain as one Israel and notices
that the term “the New Israel” is not found in the New Testament.

312 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 27. The Lukan Messiah lived in all faithfulness to the law since childhood
and died in accordance with it.

313 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 32-33.
314 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 32.
315 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 33.

316 Wilson, Fitzmyer, Pao, Sandt, Glenny, Dickinson link the four prohibitions of the Decree to the laws of
Torah.

317 Joseph A. Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian: Aspects of His Teaching (New York: Paulist, 1989), 40-50.
Fitzmyer treats the infancy narrative to show Jesus’ christological identification. He mentions the purification
according to the law of Moses in Luke 2:22. Following the law of purification, a firstborn son had to be “redeemed”
(Exod 13:1-2, Num 3:47-48). Since Luke grouped all references to the Mosaic law under the heading of purification,
it seemed that Jesus needed purification too. For that reason Fitzmyer explains the phrase “their purification” in
Luke 2:22 as Luke’s lack of detailed knowledge of Jewish customs.
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all its laws.3'8 However, he believes that the church does not continue to practice the Mosaic law,
which is unable to save people, who receive salvation by faith in Jesus. At this point the church
still refers to the law with its normative function, and provides four rules for the Gentiles from

the precise passage in Leviticus.3°

As a result, he considers all references to the law in Acts which use the word vopog to
refer to the law given on Sinai.®?° Scrutinizing the speeches from the Jerusalem Council, he
shows James asking the Gentile Christians to adopt the same lifestyle practiced by the Jewish
Christians “as the law itself demands of pagan sojourners dwelling among the Israelites.”3?! This
connection of the Apostolic Decree to the law about the strangers in the midst of Israel has

several other supporters.3%2

S.G. Wilson
Investigating terminology, vouoc, évtoAr], and £0og in Luke’s writings, Wilson notices a parallel
between the “customs of Moses” in Acts 15:1 and the “law of Moses” in Acts 15:5.33 He shows

the Lukan tendency to reveal that the minority raised the demand for circumcision of the

318 Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian, 191-193. Fitzmyer shows the necessity for the Jewish Christians to
receive salvation “through grace,” just as the Gentile Christians. He explains the new approach by Israel’s failure to
keep the covenantal relationships. Later he states, “Peter as a Jewish Christian recognizes the impossibility of human
beings ever being able to carry out (bastazein) all the demands of the Mosaic law.” Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Acts of
the Apostles: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary. AB, vol. 31 (New York: Doubleday, 1998),
547-548.

319 Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian, 194. See also Fitzmyer, Acts, 556-558.
320 Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian, 186. See also Fitzmyer, Acts, 557.

321 Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian, 194. Fitzmyer connected the four prohibitions to the law of the strangers
in Lev 17-18. This view however does not explain why churches in Antioch, Syria and Cilicia, consisting
predominantly of the Gentile converts, had to keep the law about the “aliens who live in your midst”, which related
to those who lived among the Jews.

322 This view was supported by Jervell, Wilson, Pao, Sandt and Glenny.

323 Wilson, Luke and Law, 4. Wilson considers &0og and vopog as interchangeable words for Luke. He
assumes ‘customs’ in Acts 15:1 in two ways: as specified customs, and the Jewish way of life in general sense. The
group of a specified customs includes the customs of priesthood (Luke 1:9), circumcision (Acts 15:1), and Passover
(Luke 2:42).



74
Gentiles.32* He emphasizes the close relation between the accounts in Acts 10 and 15. Treating
Peter’s vision as a sort of parable, he explains that the part of the law concerning clean and
unclean persons was overturned, cancelling the social segregation of Jews from Gentiles.

Wilson further insists that the Apostolic Decree was circulated widely “in both oral and
written form.”32° He viewed the regulations of the Decree as the things from which God-fearers
normally abstained.?® According to him the problem was solved by posing certain Levitical
obligations.3?” Wilson shows from patristic literature that the libertine Gnostics practiced eating
food offered to idols and participating in pagan cults. Thus, the Decree could be viewed as

prevention of that deviation. He understands the rationale for the Decree in terms of expressing

328

piety.

H. Sandt

Sandt suggests viewing Acts 15 from the perspective of intertextuality. He notices a link between
the events in Acts and the Exodus story and the Sinaitic covenant, which suggests the re-
establishment of the law.3?® He assumes that the theophany in Acts 2 and 10 shared similar

features with that on Sinai, and expects the repetition of the same law.33° Then he states, that “the

324 Wilson, Luke and Law, 73.

325 Wilson, Luke and Law, 78. Wilson suggests treating both readings (Western and proto-Alexandrian) as
potentially original.

326 Wilson, Luke and Law, 74. Wilson doesn’t see God-fearers as the proselytes, who had to be circumcised
and fully become Jews.

327 Wilson, Luke and Law, 76. He refers to Lev 17-18, which was understood as the rules for strangers.
328 Wilson, Luke and Law, 61, 102. His attempt to explain the link of the Decree to the Holiness Code.

329 Hubertus Waltherus Maria Sandt, “An Explanation of Acts 15:6-21 in the Light of Deuteronomy 4:29-35
(LXX),” JSNT, no. 46 (1992): 86-87. Sandt supports his view by linking Acts 15:7 to Acts 10:33b, Acts 2:1-13 and
Deut 4:33. He relates the fiery theophany on Sinai (Deut 4:33) to the tongues, “as of fire,” at Pentecost. Sandt
believes that the Gentiles in Cornelius’ home experienced Pentecost (Acts 10:44-48), and by that Sinai-like
revelation were integrated into the “people of God”.

330 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 89. Thus the word &0vog from Deut 4:34 had been replaced by Aaov
in Acts 15:14 which was usually reserved in Luke-Acts for the people of God, and “for himself” turned into “for his
name,” revealing the new status of the Gentiles.
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law of Moses remains valid also for the Gentile believers” for they have to keep the law of
strangers (Lev 17-18) in the midst of Israel (Acts15:20).%%

Sandt notes that speeches in Acts 15 by both Peter and of James share a similar
structure.®3 His observation supports one thesis of this present study, that James uses some
Peter’s thoughts to create midrash. James’ conclusion “with a reference to the authority
of Moses (v 21)” suggests viewing Moses still as an authoritative source, rather than a
burdensome one.®3* Additionally, he rightly notes that the reasoning of Barnabas and Paul did
not play any role in James’ speech.

Sandt concludes his study by linking some prohibitions to the cultic context of Deut 4:23
and to the Exodus story. With this he seems to connect the four prohibitions to Lev17-18,
viewing them as moral obligations. This uncertainty about a common background for all four
prohibitions of the Decree reveals and highlights the need for a differentiation of purposes of the

laws of Torah, and their validity at the time of the early church.

David W. Pao
Another attempt to explain the Decree with the help of intertextuality was that of David Pao,
who finds patterns of a New Exodus “developed and transformed through the Isaianic corpus”

behind Luke-Acts.*** He believes Luke structured his work according to the Exodus paradigm,

331 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 93.
332 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 73.
333 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 74.

334 David W. Pao, Acts and the Isaianic New Exodus (Grand Rapids, MI: Backer Academic 2002), 5 n. 17.
Pao notes that the idea of the Exodus typology in Isaiah had been discussed by B. W. Anderson and W. Harelson,
eds., Israel’s Prophetic Heritage: Essays in Honor of James Mulenburg (New York: Harper, 1962), 177-195; E.
John Hamlin, Deutero-Isaiah’s Reinterpretation of Exodus in Babylonian twilight” Proceedings: Eastern Great
Lakes and Midwest Biblical Societies 11 (1991), 75-30; and Samuel E. Loewenstamm, The Evolution of the Exodus
Tradition (trans. Baruch J. Schwartz; Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1992) 2.1.66-105.
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which was also the central theological motif for Isaiah.®3® According to Pao, this helped Luke to
complete the redefinition of the people of God for his community.3*® This redefinition allowed
Gentile converts to be viewed as a part of the people of God. The phrase peta&d Hudv e Kol
avt®dv in Peter’s speech means the equality of Gentile converts with the Jewish believers.¥’

Pao notes that the demand of circumcision in Acts15:1 received a negative response in
15:24. He concludes that this rite was thus no longer required for the Gentile believers as a
condition for salvation.3*® The Mosaic law was not to be imposed on them.3* Thus, Pao did not
view the Decree in terms of regulations of the Mosaic law. For him the Exodus typology was a
framework for the anti-idol polemic at the Jerusalem Council. So, the Decree has to be
understood in the context of “the polemic against pagan worship.”34

He argues against linking the Decree to the law about “strangers in the land” (Lev 17-18),
pointing out that the recipients of the Decree were outside of the land of Israel and Levitical laws
thus could not refer to them.*** However, Pao’s anti-idol polemic seems not to be a sufficient
explanation for the list of prohibitions. This can be seen from the fact that the preaching of
Moses in diaspora synagogues was not limited to the proclamation of the one God instead of

many, but also provided for religious teaching about this one God. Despite these contradictions,

Pao’s work takes a fresh look at the content of the Decree from the perspective of intertextuality.

3% Pap, Isaianic New Exodus, 249. He argues for the one hermeneutical key for both volumes of Luke’s
work.

33 pap, Isaianic New Exodus, 58, 239 n. 71. Pao discusses the equality of the Jews and Gentiles in their
participation in the messianic kingdom; he also questions the evaluation of the law for the new Christian community
due to “redefinition of the status of the people of God.”

337 Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 238.

338 Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 239-241 nn. 74, 75. Pao recognies “the limitations of the salvific significance
of the law”. The distinction between ecclesiological and soteriological functions of the law was discussed by F.
Bovon, J. Nolland, Jervell, and Wilson.

339 Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 241-242 n. 85.

340 pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 241.

341 Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 241 n. 80. He points out that recipients of the Decree were outside the land of
Israel, so Levitical laws could not be applied to them.
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Concluding this section on the cultic interpretation of the Decree, linking its content to
Lev 17-18, the following points need to be clarified. The link to Lev 17-18 presumes also a
connection of the Decree to the Mosaic law. Many scholars view the Mosaic law as not
applicable to Gentile converts. Since the Mosaic law was commonly understood as “done away
with,” as a requirement for Gentile converts during the council, the imposing of “the law about
strangers” on the converts in Asia Minor has no solid justification. Scholars who take this
position believe that the four prohibitions were only temporary requirements for the peace of the

mixed communities.

4.2.2. Connection of the Decree to the Jewish halakhah

The search for the background rationale of the cultic form of the decree has led scholars to
consider the influence of Jewish halakah on the early Christian community in Jerusalem. The

main work on this approach has been done by John Perry.

John Perry

Perry reveals the presence of internal distinctions between the universal versus the particular
laws in Acts, and in Torah itself.32 Starting with the belief that Torah was not only about rituals,
but it is also deeply moral, he emphasizes that “the early church’s moral theology had its roots
firmly planted in Jewish halakah.””®*® He states that the church in Acts “consistently employed
distinctions internal to Torah” namely halakhic categories of Leviticus, as well as Noachic

laws.344

342 John Perry, “Are Christians the ‘Aliens Who Live in Your Midst’? Torah and the Origins of Christian
Ethics in Acts 10-15,” Journal of the Society of Christian Ethics 29, no. 2 (2009): 159.

343 Perry, “Ethics in Acts 10-15,” 157, 159. He believes that Jews according to Jewish halakah understood
“the ethical duties of Gentiles are either as geirei toshav (aliens who live in the midst of people) or as bnai Noach
(children of Noah, bound by the minimum standards of law that oblige all humans as such)”.

344 Perry, “Ethics in Acts 10-15,” 159. He refers to Lev17-18 including the law of aliens who live in the
midst. Moreover Perry suggests the connection of the Decree to the pre-Mosaic tradition.
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According to him the Gentiles could find salvation only in Torah’s shadow, for “there is
no salvation outside Torah”.* Perry concludes that “the Mosaic law continued to shape the
moral vision of the early church and it incorporated Gentiles by understanding them as aliens
welcomed into the midst of a holy people.””** However, Perry sees the moral influence of Torah
in two different ways: universal and non-universal.3*’ Here he places kashrut together with
circumcision in a group of particular laws assigned to the descendants of Abraham.3*8 He
considers Torah’s influence in Acts 15 as an imposition of non-universal ethics on Gentile
Christians.3*® Thus scholars who hold the cultic view of the Decree have come to the conclusion
that its prohibitions are temporary requirements, essential for the common meals in the early

church, and later done away with as Jewish ethnic customs.

Charles H. Savelle

The idea of relating the four prohibitions to pre-Mosaic Torah ethos has been expressed by
Charles Savelle.**° Noticing the differences between the wording in Acts 15:20 and Acts 15:29
and the identical wording of Acts 15:29 and Acts 21:25, he considers that the Decree is presented
in Acts 15:29 and 21:25 in its written form.3! Savelle further examines the variant readings in

Greek manuscripts.

345 Perry, “Ethics in Acts 10-15,” 164. Thus, Paula Fredriksen viewed God-fearers as Sabbath keepers,
observers of food laws and Jewish holidays. Paula Fredriksen, “Torah Observance and Christianity: the Perspective
of Roman Antiquity,” Modern Theology 11 (1995): 197.

346 Perry, “Ethics in Acts 10-15,” 165-170. Here Perry describes the Gentile converts as pseudo-converts and
at the same time as fully fledged members of the new community.

347 Perry, “Ethics in Acts 10-15,” 161. According to him the distinction between moral and ritual laws of
Torah was revealed as “legally unworkable or practically awkward.”

348 Perry, “Ethics in Acts 10-15,” 163.
349 Perry, “Ethics in Acts 10-15,” 171. Perry does not accept the prohibitions literally.
350 Charles H. Savelle, “A Reexamination of the Prohibitions in Acts 15,” BSac 161, no. 644 (2004), 458.

%1 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 449-451. Savelle compares the list of the prohibitions in all
three passages (15:20, 29; 21:25). He notes that the differences between nopveiac/ mopveiov and oipatog/aipa are
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He explains the omission of kai tfig mopveiag in Acts 15:20 in $* and some Ethiopian
manuscripts as an intentional omission made by a scribe “since this phrase is the only explicit
moral stipulation in the decree.”%>? The omission of koi To¥ Tviktod in D (05) gig Ir lat is
understood as a harmonization made in support of the ethical interpretation of the Decree, as
well as an addition of the Golden Rule in Western manuscripts.®®® He believes that the
Alexandrian tradition preserves the original version of the Decree.

Discussing the prohibitions of the Decree, Savelle interprets idwlofvtov as “something
offered to a cultic image/idol.”®* According to literary, biblical and historical contexts, Savelle
views the prohibition of mopveia linked to the rest of the Decree not only in an ethical way, but
also in a cultic way of true worship.®>® He tends to interpret aiua in connection with the OT food
laws.**® The term nviktog and the verb mviyo in the NT metaphorically refers to “strangled, or
choked.”*¥" He links mviktog to the OT food law (Lev 17:13-14; Deut 12:16, 23) understanding

that it refers to an animal killed improperly without draining its blood.>*

not significant, but he calls the change from “t@®v dAicynuérov Tdv elddiwv” in Acts 15:20, to eidwrobiTov, “a
deliberate attempt to clarify” the meaning of the phrase.

32 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 450.

33 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 450, citing C. K. Barrett, ed. A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on Acts of the Apostles: Introduction and Commentary on Acts XV-XXVIII, ed. J. Emerton, ICC, vol. 2
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 735-736.

34 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 452-453. He mentions that in the New Testament this word is
used five times in Paul’s epistles (1 Cor 8:1, 4, 7, 10; 10:19) and two times in Revelation (2:14, 20) in connection
with the eating of meats sacrificed to idols. However, 4 Maccabees 5:1-2 ties consuming of unclean meat and things
offered to idols together.

3% Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 453-454. The term mopveia in the NT refers to sexual
immorality of various kinds and in the writings of John (John 8:41; Rev 2:21; 17:2, 4; 18:3; 19:2) connects with
Babylon’s spiritual harlotry. The “true worship” has to be understood as the worship of one God according to the
way he had chosen and ascribed in the Torah.

356 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 454-455. See Gen 9:4; Lev 3:17; 7:26-27; 17:10-14; 19:26;
Deut 12:16; 23-25, 27; 15:23; 1 Sam 14:32-34; Ezek 33:25; Zech 9:7. For him aipa has three basic meanings: 1.
The basic component of the body; 2. Life, seat of life, or expiatory sacrifice; 3. Disaster in apocalyptic literature and
a metonym for murder.

357 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 456.

38 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 456. Savelle refers to Philo’s description of using strangled
meat in sacrifices of pagan cults.
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In Savelle’s view the four regulations fit the cultic form of the Decree, completed by the
influence of Lev 17-18 and enriched by Noachic precepts and rabbinic teachings,®® which he
also regards “as contributing something to the origins of the prohibitions”.*®° As a result, he
relates the prohibitions to “Jewish ethos,” but not to “one specifically identifiable origin.”%6!
Savelle’s concludes his study with the words, “keeping the prohibitions would be spiritually and
relationally beneficial”.3%? Assuming a temporary validity of the Decree, he sees its purpose to

keep new converts from associating with pagan cults, and as the re-introduction of dietary rules

appropriate for the common meals in the early church.®%

4.2.3. Connection of the Decree to the Noachic laws
Some scholars argue a pre-Mosaic origin of the four prohibitions of the Decree in Acts by
linking them to the Noachic laws.*** They have recognized a renewed creation order established
with Noah after the flood according to Gen 9:1-7, which includes the prohibition of blood
consumption. This allows the application of these prohibitions to Gentile as well as to Hebrew

descendants of Noah. This has resulted in placing the Noachic laws as background of the

359 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 457-458, 461. Savelle explains “Moses” in Acts15:21 as a
summary of the OT in one word. Lierman presents the many-faceted portrait of Moses in Torah and the NT, which
suggests that Moses was seen as prophet, priest, apostle and law-giver. John D. Lierman, “The New Testament
Moses in the Context of Ancient Judaism,” TynBul 53, no. 2 (2002): 317-320.

360 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 461. Savelle views the Noachic laws as one possible “mindset
behind the prohibitions” together with unidentified ethos.

31 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 468.

362 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 467.

363 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 467.

364 This view has support from Taylor, Bockmuehl, and is partially accepted by Savelle. Also, the Noachic
covenant was assumed as of decisive importance for it “establishes the basis or foundation for the story (God's
commitment to creation, and in particular, the preservation of life on earth) ... and provides an anticipation of the

conclusion of the story of redemption (God’s judgments on sin, salvation of the righteous, and renewal of creation).”
Aaron Chalmers, “The Importance of the Noahic Covenant to Biblical Theology,” TynBul 60, no. 2 (2009): 207.
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Decree.®®® This view tries to fix the gap between the prohibitions and Lev 17-18, and the need

for rules to regulate the behavior of aliens in Israel %

Justin Taylor

Justin Taylor searches for the rationale of the Decree in the seven Noachide commandments. 3¢’
He supports both the view that links the Decree to proto-Noachide commandments, and the view
that links it to Lev 17:7-9.

Justification for imposing the Noachic laws on Gentiles is found in the rabbinical
teaching preserved in the Tosefta: “all human communities are expected to uphold” these seven
Noachide commandments.3%® Rabbis viewed the Gentiles as the sons of Noah standing outside of
the covenant with Abraham.®®® This presupposes a shared background and the presence of
common beliefs shared by Jews and non-Jews.

Here, Taylor notes that the Jerusalem Council discussed the status of Gentile converts
and their relation to the ritual law.3’° He states that James at the council did not refer to the

Decalogue at all. From this point Taylor concludes that the apostles did not bind the Gentile

365 This interpretation of the Decree in connection to Noachic laws has one weak point: the Decree is linked
to pre-Mosaic laws on the basis of Gen 9:1-11, while the Noachic laws are the product of rabbinical teachings in the
Tosefta.

366 The view of the Decree connecting it to the Noachic laws also overlooks the fact that the division of fauna
into clean and unclean comes in the midst of the flood narrative. Thus the flood narrative seems to be linked to Lev
11 as well as Lev 17-18.

367 David G. Schwartz, “Noahide Laws, Christian Covenants, and Jewish Expectations,” JES 27, no. 4
(1990): 768.

38 David Novak, “The Jewish Mission: Whether Jews Can and Should Proselytize?” First Things, no. 227
(2012): 42. Novak relates these seven Noachic laws to the Tosefta of the 2" century CE. In this document the
second commandment abolished idolatry; the fourth prohibited sexual immorality, the fifth was written against
shedding of blood, and the seventh prohibited the consumption of meat torn from a live animal.

39 Richard Hirsh, “Beyond the Noahide Laws,” Reconstructionist 67, no. 1 (2002): 28.

870 Justin Taylor, “The Jerusalem Decrees (Acts 15.20,29 and 21.25) and the Incident at Antioch (Gal 2.11-
14),” NTS 47, no. 3 (2001): 375.
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converts to the Mosaic law.3"* He thus rejects the connection of the four prohibitions to Mosaic
law established by the Sinaitic covenant, and looks for their pre-Sinaitic origin.

Taylor links the prohibition of Topveia to the curse of Ham, who uncovered the
nakedness of his father Noah.3"? Further, he sees the tdv dMoynuatmv tév gidmloditov as a call
to avoid pagan rites. The prohibitions of wviktdg together with aipa he connects to Genesis 9:4
and accepts “in the sense of meat that has not been killed correctly.”®® This, however, does not

lead him to discover the link between the prohibitions and the food laws of Torah.

Markus Bockmuehl

Marcus Bockmuehl understands the Noachide commandments “as a key formulation of Jewish
ethics for Gentiles”.3™* Noting that Luke recalls the halakhah ‘with great accuracy’, he shows
Luke treating Gentiles as Noachides.®” Bockmuehl emphasizes that the Decree deals with “three
carefully defined forbidden foods: food sacrificed to idols, meat with blood still in it (n°belah,
i.e. probably including that which died by itself), and meat from an animal that was not properly

slaughtered (i.e. ‘strangled’ or possibly also ‘torn’, terefah)”.37®

871 Taylor, “Jerusalem Decrees,” 376. However, it seems that the Decalogue represents the moral law of God
rather than Mosaic law.

372 Here Taylor recalls the phrase “uncover the nakedness” referring it to all sexual immorality prohibited in
Lev 18:6-25. Taylor, “Jerusalem Decrees,” 376.

373 Taylor, “Jerusalem Decrees,” 376. Taylor also considers the term aipatog in both senses as eating the
blood of animals and as shedding of human blood. He also recalls the way of cooking meat by ‘suffocation’ in
pagan offerings. He is ready to see the meaning of the word mviktog as ‘torment’ and harmonize it with the negative
form of the Golden Rule in the Western reading. His view is supported by Instone-Brewer explaining mviktog as the
prohibition of infanticide in the Gentile world. David Instone-Brewer, “Infanticide and the Apostolic Decree of Acts
15,” JETS 52, no. 2 (2009): 313-316, 320, 321.

374 Markus N. Bockmuehl, Jewish Law in Gentile Churches: Halakhah and the Beginning of Christian Public
Ethics (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), 146, 172. Here Bockmuehl sees the Noachide Commandments as a ‘rabbinic
development of the biblical laws about resident aliens.” He believes that halakhah in the first century AD influenced
the forming of the Apostolic Decree.

375 Bockmuehl, Jewish Law in Gentile Churches, 53, 57, 164. Bockmuehl provides the evidences for the
presence of Jewish settlement in Antioch in the 170s BCE. By this fact he shows the patency of the God-fearers
from the Gentiles in Antioch to be familiar with the Jewish halakhah. He also states that many of them enjoined a
social integration with the Jewish population. This means that Jews had a common ground to accept those Gentiles
not only on the basis of making them proselytes.

376 Bockmuehl, Jewish Law in Gentile Churches, 166.
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Treating the four prohibitions in Acts 15, Bockmuehl takes aipotog “as a dietary
injunction with broader implication” and sees in it the abrogation of homicide.*’” The term
mopveia is interpreted by him as extramarital sex, because in the NT this term applies to “neither
specifically adultery nor illicit degrees of kinship, but (like ni1r) any kind of unlawful sexual
relationship.”®’® He insists that the prohibitions of idolatry, bloodshed and sexual immorality
could form the triplet of Jewish capital crimes. As those crimes were mentioned in the Noachide

laws, Bockmuehl sees them as suitable to account for the content of the Apostolic Decree.

The clear allusions of the Apostolic Decree to Deut 12:16, 23-25; 4:29-35, Lev 17-18
and Gen 9:4 indicate that their rationale is rooted in the laws of Torah, and not simply in Jewish
halakhah or sacral ancestral tradition referred to by £0oc. The attempts to represent the Noachic
laws as the background of the four prohibitions in Acts 15:20 appear to be inadequate because of
a lack of adequate scriptural ground.®”® The flood narrative and the covenant with Noah are,

however, intermediate sources for apostolic ethics and prohibitions of the Decree.

4.3. Significant premises for the present study

The trends that have been revealed by the analysis of recent research reflect a widening of the
search for the Old Testament basis for concepts of the Decree and a willingness to consider

including the Genesis flood narrative. The present study is an attempt to discover in Gen 1-3 the

877 Bockmuehl, Jewish Law in Gentile Churches, 166. Contrastingly Wedderburn notes the connection of tod
nviktod to to¥ aipartog and explains tod nviktod as food which contains blood. A. J. Wedderburn, "The "Apostolic
Decree": Tradition and Redaction," NovT 35, no. 4 (1993): 371.

378 Bockmuehl, Jewish Law in Gentile Churches, 21. However, Wedderburn sees the term mopveia in the
New Testament as taken in a broader sense and commonly associated with idolatry (Rev 2:14, 20; 1 Cor 5:11, 6:9,
10:7-8). Wedderburn, "Apostolic Decree," 364.

379 As Callan notes, the content of the Noachic laws differs from that of the Apostolic Decree. He states:
“Many different lists of the Noachic laws are found (e.g., Jub. 7:20; b. Sanh. 56b), but none corresponds exactly to
the laws underlying the Apostolic Decree.” Terrance Callan, “The Background of the Apostolic Decree (Acts 15:20,
29, 21:25),” CBQ 55, no. 2 (1993): 293.
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basis for the four prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree. The creation-fall account in Gen 1-3 is
the most important composition prior to the flood narrative. This has support from three recently
developed Old Testament theological concepts echoed in the NT. These are the creation-fall—re-
creation paradigm, the concept of natural/universal law, and false versus true worship motifs.3
These three concepts, in what follows, will together provide the platform to support the
prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree.

Roland Deines, in his recent work, argues that the lasting significance of the four
prohibitions “lies in the component that relates them to natural law.”38! He views that “the
Decree obliges Gentile Christians to live a life according to the most basic elements of God’s
order of creation (cf. the references to Luke’s creation theology in Acts 14:15-17; 17:24-7.7382
This view of Deines is supported by Bettina Rost.®3 Identification of the creation theology in the
writings of Luke suggests that the early church understood the universal significance of the
creation motifs and could employ them in forming a decree of universal significance, which
regulated the life of Christians in non-Jewish cultural contexts.

This thesis will argue that the apostles during the Jerusalem Council crystalized the four
prohibitions from the mass of theological principles of the law, with the help of what is known as
the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm. During the process of reviewing the law, the apostles
came to understand the temple motifs of the OT to be fulfilled in Christ. As a result, the parts of

the law such as those governing temple cult were assumed unnecessary for salvation. At the

380 According to Block, the temple theology is rooted in creation theology and temple motifs in the OT and
the NT prefigured the world’s re-creation. The temple also denoted the role of Christ “as the link between a fallen
world and a heavenly court”. Daniel Block, "Eden: A Temple? A Reassessment of the Biblical Evidence," in From
Creation to New Creation: Biblical Theology and Exegesis, ed. Daniel Gurtner and Benjamin Gladd (Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 2013), 26-27.

381 Roland Deines, Acts of God in History: Studies Towards Recovering a Theological Historiography
(Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 187.

%2 Deines, Acts of God, 186.
383 Bettina Rost, “Das Aposteldekret im Verhiltnis zur Mosetora: Ein Beitrag zum Gottesvolk-Verstindnis

bei Lukas” in Jorg Frey, Clare K. Rothschild, Jens Schréter, editors, Die Apostelgeschichte | Kontext antiker und
friichristlicher Historiographie (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2009), 575-576.
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same time the apostles recognized the validity of the natural law of God rooted in the Genesis
creation-fall account. For them, the four prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree fitted into the
pattern of the natural law of God as reflected in Gen 1-3. As will emerge later in this thesis these

three concepts, working together, reveal the rationale of the Apostolic Decree.

4.3.1. The definition of the ‘natural law of God’

The natural law of God as used in this thesis is to be understood as an adaptation of the universal
law of creation, as impacted by the consequences of the fall. The existence of this natural law
established by God is evident; “the serpent’s lie is a lie about nature: idolatry denies the natural
ordinance that God is God and man is man.”384 This universal law as the divinely ordained order
of the whole universe, established at and valid since its origin, seems to be reflected in the
creation account of Gen 1-2.38 True worship, dietary regulations and marriage order were
established at creation. After the fall, universal law experienced changes and was adjusted to fit
the consequences of life under the curses of the fall.>® This extension of the universal law will be

referred to as the ‘natural law of God’, since God made those adjustments to fit natural law to

384 Bockmuehl argues for “the idea of law according to nature”. He derives this idea from selected prophetic
and wisdom passages “which argue for moral propositions from a natural state of affairs.” Thus, he notes that God’s
order in creation is fundamentaly related to the order expressed in Torah. He shows they “are not the independent
edicts of autonomos nature, but the direct response to God’s sending forth his word to the earth.” Markus N. A.
Bockmuehl, “Natural Law in Second Temple Judaism,” VT 45, no. 1 (1995): 17, 19-20, 43

385 According to VanDrunen, the natural law is for preservation of life after the fall. Though he views the
Noachic covenant in Genesis 8-9 as the starting point for natural law, he believes that it represents a repetition of the
covenant with Adam from Genesis 1:28-30, adjusted to new life conditions. David VanDrunen, “Natural Law in
Noachic Accent: A Covenantal Conception of Natural Law Drawn from Genesis 9,” Journal of the Society of
Christian Ethics 30, no. 2 (2010): 137. John Wood and Fowler White propose the theory of the Adamic covenant.
See John Halsey Wood, “Merit in the Midst of Grace: the Covenant with Adam Reconsidered in View of the Two
Powers of God,” International Journal of Systematic Theology 10, no. 2 (2008): 144-148. See also Fowler R. White,
“The Last Adam and His Seed: An Exercise in Theological Preemption,” TJ 6, no. 1 (1985): 67, 72.

386 The universal law of creation in Gen 1-2 predicated: 1) the true worship affirming holiness, blessings,
covenant keeping; 2) an ideal diet (1:29); 3) immortality; 4) ideal marriage; 5) procreation; 6) dominion over the
Earth; 6) innocence of people. The natural law of God appeared after the fall in Gen 3 reflects some changes: 1)
restoration of the true worship due to repentance, confession of sin and redemption (God’s call to Adam in 3:9-13);
2) change of diet (3:17-19); 3) natural law of death (3:19); 4) woman’s desire for a husband and her submissive role
(3:16); 5) pains in bearing and delivering of children (3:16); 6) antagonism in the animal kingdom (3:15); 7) shame
of ‘nakedness’ (3:10). All these consequences of the fall can be assumed as natural at the present stage of life.
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fallen human nature living after the fall.*®” As a result, the worship system, the dietary

regulations and the marital order were also adjusted to the new conditions of life after the fall.

The history of humankind reveals attempts of humans themselves to adjust the natural
law of God to the life conditions of fallen humanity. This adjustment will be labelled ‘natural
laws of nations’. These culturally conditioned laws reveal diverse attitudes toward worship,
marital and dietary regulations among the nations of the world. Violation of the biblical order led
to the appearance of alternative cultic systems among the nations. The cultic laws of the Gentiles
were more immoral than their civil laws, due to the close association of Gentile cults with
demonic worship.3® The concepts of true worship, marital relationships and diet were corrupted
by pagan cults.

As will emerge later in this thesis, the discussion on the Jerusalem Council was aimed
finding a theological core which would redirect the Gentile converts from worshiping in pagan
cults, back to true worship. To make this reversal possible, the apostles invited Gentile converts
to live according to the light of the natural law of God. This law “from ancient generations” was
preached and “read in the synagogues every Sabbath” (Acts 15:21). According to apostolic
advice, the Gentile converts were not to be subjected to the Mosaic ritual system, but to the

natural law of God, which would unite all nations to God on the grounds of Gen 1-3.

387 David Novak defines the ‘natural law’ in terms of “the universally valid and rationally discernible norms
of human conduct.” David Novak, “Law of Moses, Law of Nature,” First Things, no. 60 (1996): 45. He also
additionally describes the ‘natural law’ as the basic moral norms “accessible to human reason independent of divine
revelation”. Aaron W Hughes, “David Novak: An Intellectual Portrait,” in David Novak: Natural Law and Revealed
Torah, ed. Hava Tirosh-Samuelson and Aaron W Hughes (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 5-6. The present study finds it
necessary to differentiate the ‘natural law of God’, which is divinely ordained order (in Gen 1-2; 3:9-19 and 9:1-4)
from the ‘natural law of nations’, which fits better Novak’s concept of ‘natural law’.

38 Gen 20:9 repeats the words of the Gentile king Abimelech to Abraham, who called his wife “a sister” and
allowed her to be engaged in relationship with another man, “You have done things to me that should never be
done”. The phrase reveals that even in Canaan culture it was unlawfull to commit sexual intercourse with someone
else’s wife. Gen 26:11 refers to the civil law protecting marital union. At the same time pagan religious practices
allowed more than the violation of the marital union (Gen 38:12-26; Lev 18:3-24, where the forms of cultic
prostitution, and incestuous relationships are described). Exod 34:15-16 links cultic prostitution of Canaanites to
their religion. Deut 18:9-14 demonstrates that such practice, like human sacrifices and necromancy, were linked to
pagan idolatry, divination and witchcraft.
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In order to make Gentile conversion possible, the apostles prescribed a reversal in
Gentiles’ lives of three main practices: worship, diet and marriage. The prohibition of
eldwlobvtmv can be understood as a reversal of the core of worship. It seems also to coincide
with dietary law. The connection of the prohibitions of aipatoc and Tviktdyv to a pattern of
dietary law is clear. Moskala suggests that the prohibitions of the Decree are linked to the dietary
laws, “in light of Lev 17:10-14 ... apostolic prohibitions implicitly include the clean and unclean
food distinction” 38 Moreover, the connection of the prohibitions to Lev 17-18, commonly
known as the Holiness Code, implies that they include a call to holiness.3®° The dietary laws in
general were daily reminders leading the believer “into patterns of ethical behavior.”3%

It is hard to define which part of the dietary laws belong to natural law and which to
universal law. Some scholars assume that the dietary laws of Torah reflect the process of rational
separation, programmed in Gen 1 as a part of the universal law of creation.>*2 However, the
present study views the dietary system of Leviticus (11 and 17) as part of the ‘natural law of
God’ developed after the fall, though the primordial dietary regulations existed since creation as
a part of the universal law. The detailed exegesis of Gen 1-3, in chapter 3, argues that the
prohibitions of gidmAobvtwV, aipotog and aviktdv originated after the fall and fit into the pattern
of the natural law of God.

The prohibition of mopveiog to be linked to the marital laws of Torah, developed out of
Gen 1-3. The ground for this prohibition in the Holiness Code has also been noted by scholars.

On one hand, this presumes the association of the marital laws with the true worship, and on the

389 J. Moskala, The Laws of Clean and Unclean Animals of Leviticus 11: Their Nature, Theology, and
Rationale (Berrien Springs, MI: Adventist Theological Society, 1998), 377.

39 Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary., AB, vol. 5 (New
York: Doubleday, 1991), 730-731.

391 Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 736.

392 The term “rational separation” was used by J. Moskala in order to show that some separations were made
by God during the process of creation, including separation of the animals into groups of clean and unclean.
Moskala, Laws of Clean and Unclean, 150, 212, 365. Leon R. Kass also links the dietary system to an eternal
universal law. Leon R. Kass, “Why the Dietary Laws,” Commentary 97, no. 6 (1994): 42, 43.
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other hand defines mopveia as an activity associated with fornication in pagan cults. The detailed
explanation which fits the prohibition of mopveia into the patterns of the natural law, will be

provided in chapter 3.

4.3.2. The role of the worship motifs in the Apostolic Decree
According to Roy Gane, all OT laws were traditionally divided in four categories: 1) moral laws
including the Ten Commandments, which “express timeless and universal principles”; 2) ritual
laws which “served as ‘types’ and ‘shadows’ until they met their fulfillment at the cross”; 3) civil
laws “applicable only under Israel’s theocratic government”; and 4) health laws “which have
ongoing value because human bodies function the same today as they did in ancient times”.3%

The worship motifs in Torah are explicitly associated with the temple cult. This cult was
designed to deal with the consequences of the fall. True worship before the fall presumes
people’s roles as priests and guardians of the temple-garden. This stage of worship is implicitly
present in the narratives of Gen 1-2. Gen 3 presents the motif of redemption, which is also
implicit at that stage. Hope for redemption becomes a basis for the ritual system.

The role of rituals was rightly understood to project the image and hope for the Messiah,
who would make atonement possible. For the apostles, Christ’s atoning sacrifice accomplished
redemption. The ritual law accomplished its purpose, and was then canceled and therefore has to
be assumed as no longer necessary for salvation. This assumption found agreement among the
apostles on the Jerusalem Council. As a result, no ritual law was included in the content of the

Decree. The apostles did not impose the ritual law upon Gentile converts, since they recognized

its temporary validity.3%* Moreover, the apostles found this new way of salvation in Christ more

3% Roy Gane, Leviticus, Numbers, 306.

3% Milgrom sees a connection between the dietary laws (precisely blood prohibition) and Acts 15. He argues
for the abolition of the dietary system by the Jerusalem Council, except for the prohibition of blood, because “it is
incumbent on mankind.” He links the dietary laws to a pre-Mosaic tradition originating in the flood narrative.
Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 726. However, this study reveals that 1) the premises for the distinction between clean and
unclean creatures appear in the Gen 1-3 account (discussed in chapter 3); 2) Luke reflects the inclination of demons
to associate with unclean creatures (discussed in chapter 4); 3) pagan worship included sacrificing unclean creatures.
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appropriate than requiring Gentile converts to become Jews first. The four prohibitions of the
Decree were in no way associated with the temple cult and are to be understood as practical
observations of key aspects of the natural law of God.3® By observing these rules the converts

were called on to experience a reversal from their former paganism to the true worship of God.

4.3.3. The creation—fall-re-creation paradigm
With help of the creation—fall-re-creation paradigm, the eternal validity of the universal laws of
creation can be brought into view. On the other hand, natural law originating after the fall, has
temporary validity which, according to the creation—fall-re-creation paradigm anticipates the
reversal of natural law and the restoring of creation to its pristine state. Douglas J. Moo sees
“new creation” as the act of restoring this original state of creation, which presupposes the inner
renewal of individual hearts and the restoration of the whole community.3®® VVanDrunen believes
that eschatologically the new creation will provide “liberation from life under the natural law.3¢’
The hope for the restoration of all creation to its initial state found expression in the Old
Testament.3®® The Old Testament reveals “not the hope of the creator God’s annihilation of his

good creation, but of its ultimate restoration, fulfillment, and renewal”.>®® This hope is also

39 |dol sacrifices, things strangled and fornication were never prescribed in the temple cult of Israel. The
rituals performed with blood did not presume its consumption. They were divided into cultic slaughtering and non-
cultic slaughtering. Both types of slaughtering required the blood to be drained out of the body.

3% Douglas J. Moo, “Creation and New Creation,” Bulletin for Biblical Research 20, no. 1 (2010): 39, 42-47,
60.

397 VanDrunen, “Natural Law in Noachic Accent,” 146.

%% Enns also finds the motifs of the creation and re-creation in Ps 95 and Heb 3:1 — 4:13. He states that even
Exodus and the return from Babylon were understood as an act of God’s new creation. Enns sees the fulfilling of
hope for the ‘new creation’ in the time of eschatological rest. This will be the same rest that “God has enjoyed since
the completion of his creative work™ as expressed in Gen 2:2. Peter Enns, “Creation and Re-Creation: Psalm 95 and
Its Interpretation in Hebrews 3:1-4:13,” WTJ 55, no. 2 (1993): 259, 278.

399 James Ware, “Paul's Hope and Ours: Recovering Paul's Hope of the Renewed Creation,” Concordia
Journal 35, (2009): 130.
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reflected in the Jewish writings contemporary with Luke.*® The Lukan hope for restoration is
linked to the Genesis account.*%!

Continuing validity of the dietary laws, up to the time of the re-creation, is determined by
their association with the natural law.%? Since the prohibitions of the Decree are associated with
the dietary laws, marital laws and the core of true worship, they were understood by the apostles
as necessary things up to the time of re-creation. Moreover, the unbroken validity of the dietary
laws for New Testament believers until the time of the re-creation has support from the wider
biblical context.*%

The literature summary provided in this chapter reveals that the search for a unified rationale
for the four prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree which eluded scholars through the Christian era
now can be reopened with the help of new theological concepts and methods which suggest a
possible connection between the Apostolic Decree and the universal/natural laws grounded in the
creation account of Gen 1-3. They also have to be understood as a call for a reversal out of the
false worship to the true worship which is fitted into the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm.
Temple motifs reveal that the role of the ritual law was to shape the mission of Christ and point

to its fulfillment. They presume the restoration of true worship on a deeper spiritual level, and

400 N, T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God: Christian Origins and the Question of God, vol. 2
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1996), 444-446.

401 Walter E. Pilgrim, “Luke-Acts and a Theology of Creation,” Word & World 12, no. 1 (1992): 51-52, 58.
Here Pilgrim argues that “Luke links creation and redemption.” He states that “in the theology of Luke the whole
created order bears testimony to the goodness of the Creator”. He also notes that images of the new heaven and new
earth in Rev 21-22 “correspond to Luke's own view of God's ultimate plan for creation”. The connections of Lukan
thoughts to the creation account were also expressed by Minear and Heyler. See P. S. Minear, Christians and the
New Creation: Genesis Motifs in the New Testament (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 1994), 53-55. Also
see Larry R. Helyer, “Luke and the Restoration of Israel,” JETS 36, no. 3 (1993): 321.

402 The health laws, which Gane discusses here, are the natural laws. Thus, he views the dietary laws of Lev
11 and 17:10-14 as part of the health laws. He describes them as the laws of eternal validity (after the fall) since the
human body functions after the fall similarly in all periods of human history. Gane, Leviticus, Numbers, 309-310.

403 Moskala, Laws of Clean and Unclean, 371. He takes a number of texts as the larger New Testament
context of the dietary laws of Torah: Matt 15:11, 17-20; Mark 7:19; Acts 10:15; 15:19-21, 28-29; Rom14:14; 1 Cor
8:8; 10:23-27; Eph 2:15; Col 2:14-16; 1 Tim 4:1-5; Titus 1:15; Heb 9:10; 13:9.
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hope for world restoration. In order to support the statements made in this section the research

behind this thesis employs methods described in the next section.

5. Methodology of the present study

5.1. Intertextuality

This study employs intertextuality, a method that maps the memory associations “evoked in
one’s mind, between one text and another.”*%* This method shares similarities with classical
biblical exegesis, which presupposes the investigation of the linguistic context of Acts 15 in
relation to Luke-Acts and its wider biblical context, literary structures, genres, cultural context
and textual commentaries. Since the aim of this research is to discover the background rationale
of the Apostolic Decree, the need for intertextual investigation of motifs, formulas, type-scenes
and parallel accounts of Acts 15 is self-evident.*%®

Intertextuality as a method was first proposed by Julia Kristeva in 1969,%% and then,
employed by Richard Hays in 1989 for the study of Old Testament echoes in Pauline letters.
Hays defines his method as “imbedding of fragments of an earlier text within a later one.”*%’
David I. Yoon argues that originally intertextuality was a secular term “applied to works of

literature, such as novels and epics, as well as works of art, not authoritative writings as the

404 Cynthia Edenburg, “Intertextuality, Literary Competence and the Question of Readership: some
preliminary observations,” JSOT 35, no. 2 (2010): 137.

405 Edenburg, “Intertextuality,” 137.

408 Benjamin J. Reynolds, “Echoes of Daniel in 1 and 2 Thessalonians” BA. Hons. (Bachelor’s honours
thesis, Avondale College of Higher Education, 2013), 5-6.

407 Richard B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989),
14.
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Scriptures.”*® For him intertextuality “does not categorically apply to biblical studies unless one
wants to study it simply as literature and not as authoritative writings designed to convey truth
propositions regarding God and his gospel.”*%®

However, Hays did not introduce a new method, but a new term in order to identify the
old rabbinic method of interpretation of the biblical texts.*° As a method of critical study,
intertextuality was not invented to destroy the authority of Scriptures, but to recognize the Jewish
thoughts or theological concepts of the Old Testament known prior to the particular text in the
New Testament, concepts which apostles found worthy to be used as a basis of their theology.

Intertextuality will be used to disclose explicit and implicit echoes and allusions in the
Decree of passages of the Hebrew Bible. It is anticipated that linguistic data will be helpful to
find word-markers or catch-words employed to combine complex Old Testament quotations.
These markers will be identified to assist in reconstructing the original context of those Hebrew

Bible quotations, in order that their original contextual meaning can be recovered and rightly

understood.

5.2. Diagrams

Semantic diagramming of passages in Acts 15 and 21 has been employed to better reveal the
structure of the Greek text.This type of diagraming has been developed in order to reveal
semantic structures such as narrative links, dialogues and speeches, elements of Jewish tradition,
temporal indicators, comparisons, contrasts, plus Luke’s conclusions. The peculiarities of Luke’s

composition, developed to help the original audience comprehend and remember the narrative,

408 David 1. Yoon, “The Ideological Inception of Intertextuality and its Dissonance in Current Biblical
Studies,” Currents in Biblical Research 1 (2012): 73.

409 Yoon, “ldeological Inception of Intertextuality,” 73.

410 Hays, Echoes of Scripture, 14.
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will reveal the theological purposes of his work. It is likely that Acts narratives employed well-

known literary patterns to enhance audience understanding.

5.3. Midrash

The discovery of midrashic tradition in Acts 15 will be another main feature of the present
research. Midrash represents a “process by which one ‘searches out’ the meaning of scripture”,
which presumes the interpretation of the texts in halakhic, haggadic and homiletic interests by
verbal expansion (as in Targums), and by the transformation of words, phrases and clauses (as in
LXX).*! At this stage, for the discovery of patterns behind the Decree, we will look for the key
ideas of Gen 1-3. Analysis of the structure of Acts 15 will show the influence of midrash.*'? The
goal will be to find all correlations between the speeches in Acts 15 and the creation—fall-re-
creation paradigm through which the reconstitution of the new people of God would occur. To
achieve this, we will explore relevant methods of Jewish rabbinical exegesis and their use in

biblical writings, contemporary to the New Testament era.

5.4. Historical reconstruction and the concept of ‘law’ in Luke-Acts

This research will involve exploration of the historical context of Acts 15 in connection with its
theological issues. The most important step here is the search for Luke’s understanding of the
law as a complex of various blocks, fitted into different patterns, rather than a single entity. This

thesis also explores selected texts in Luke-Acts that mention law (explicitly or implicitly), and

411 Bruce Chilton, “Varieties and Tendencies of Midrash: Rabbinic Interpretations of Isaiah 24.23,” in Gospel
Perspectives: Studies in Midrash and Historiography, ed. R. France and D. Wenham, vol 3 (Sheffield: JSOT Press,
1983), 9-10, 24.

412 Midrashic elements found in the NT differ from the classical midrash known in Targums. R. T. France
suggests the use, in cases of NT midrashic tradition, of the term “creative midrash”. He suggests that this kind of
midrash has to be studied from the relation between the scripture and history in the actual text of the gospels. R. T.
France, “Jewish Historiography, Midrash, and the Gospels,” in Gospel Perspectives: Studies in Midrash and
Historiography, ed. R. France and D. Wenham (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1983), 99, 124
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investigate the literary structure and rationale for evidence of different types of uncleanness. The

aim will be to find traces of the so-called natural law of God, that is, an extension of the eternal

principles of creation made by God in order to maintain life after the fall.

6. Chapter summary

This chapter reviewed the history of interpretation of the Apostolic Decree in Acts 15. The

history can be summarized in the following points:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

The four-fold tradition of the Alexandrian (ambivalent) reading of the Apostolic Decree
preserved by B84, x 01, A 02, B 03, E 06, L and ¥ should be accepted as original.

The three-fold Western (ethical) form of the Decree preserved by D 05 represents the 4"
Century alteration of its text, which preserves attempts to introduce an ethical
interpretation of its provisions as a result of anti-Jewish polemic in the church between
the first and the fourth centuries.

The cultic form of the Decree preserved by $*° is a variation of the three-fold tradition
not influenced by the ethical interpretation. It preserves a tendency to interpret the Decree
in association with Jewish cultic law.

The dominance of the Western text of Acts 15 above the others was a result of anti-
Jewish policy due to increasing Orthodoxy in the church.

The alteration of the text into the form found in D 05 was the result of a process that
included four stages: theological transition, theological pre-shift, theological shift and the
period of variant readings. This alteration of the text was caused by the theological shift
from Jewishness to Orthodoxy, taking place in mainstream Christianity during the 3 and
4" centuries.

This theological shift influenced the transmission of the text of Acts 15.



7)

8)

9
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During the Mediaeval period, the text of the Apostolic Decree preserved the ethical form,
plus alterations made during its transmission in previous centuries. The period of the
Protestant Reformation, and the period of the critical study of Acts continued to deal with
the same alterations. The critical study of Acts which investigated the possible sources of
Acts, preserved in D 05, revealed that those sources cannot be identified and their
trustworthiness cannot be proved.
Contemporary studies reflect various attempts to find a unified rationale for the four
prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree. They represent a search for the original form of the
Decree, and led the attention of scholars from the ethical form of the Decree back to its
Jewish roots.
The unsatisfactory results of the approaches surveyed in this chapter call for new
research: to find a connection between the Alexandrian form of the Apostolic Decree and
the universal/natural laws grounded in the creation account of Gen 1-3. The argument of
this thesis is that the Genesis creation-fall account provides a common basis for the four
prohibitions of the Alexandrian (ambivalent) form of the Apostolic Decree, rooted in the

controversy between true and false worship.



96

CHAPTER 2

Exegetical study of the Apostolic Decree in its narrative context

This chapter investigates the three accounts of the Apostolic Decree found in Acts 15:19, 20,
Acts 15:29 and Acts 21:25. Each account is fitted into its literary context. The aim of this chapter
is to show Luke’s purpose in preserving the Apostolic Decree in triple tradition. The first two
accounts are fitted into the structure of Acts 15, and follow one another in logical sequence. The

third Lukan account of the Decree is fitted into a different literary context of Acts 21:17-26.

1. The exegetical study of the first account of the Apostolic Decree in Acts 15:1-21

1.1. General structure of Acts 15:1-35

The text of Acts 15 represents Luke’s report of the Jerusalem Council. It consists of five units of
information linked by narrative. The units reveal the main stages of the council polemic: 1) the
original issue in the Antiochene church, 2) the opinions of parties in Antioch, Phoenicia, Samaria
and Jerusalem congregations, 3) the speech of Peter, 4) the speech of James 5) the apostolic
letter.413

Each unit is constructed with the help of a narrative frame around the ‘nucleus of

authentic information’.*!* By ‘nucleus of authentic information’ is meant the factual data

413 F F. Bruce divides the units of Acts 15 into eight parts, however the semantic organization of the units is
similar to the present study with some exceptions. Thus, he treats Acts 15:1-2 and 15:3-5 as separate units. V. 6
according to Bruce seems to be separated from v. 5 and forms a new unit by itself. This subdivision, however, does
not help to identify the unit formed by a single verse and the purpose of this unit. Bruce, Acts, 332-348.

414 The term “authentic information” indicates information reaching Luke, which he found trustworthy,
approved by trusted eyewitnesses, and derived from the Apostolic letter. He places it in the nucleus of his structure.
It is accepted in this thesis that Luke leaves the authentic information with a minimum of his redactional work, while
in the narrative frames Luke, likely, was more flexible.
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preserved by Luke which he placed either in direct quotation or in letter form. The nuclei report
the factual data of the council, which most likely existed in Luke’s source and were chosen by
him for their credibility. Thus, Luke could use the collective memory of the Antiochene and
Jerusalem congregations which were preserved in the form of sayings, outlines of the polemic
written down by various people.*t®

The ‘narrative frame’ provides Luke’s personal explanation of the polemic. The narrative
preserves in several places Luke’s personal judgment of the opinions of the parties, his exaltation
of mission work, his rendering of the apostolic decision as wise and beneficial, and his account
of the unanimity, gladness and peace in the churches. The aim of the narrative was to link the
nucliei of information in a logical way and to show the progress of the polemic. It was later
woven according to Lukan design in between the nucliei of information. Thus the introductory
words, current explanations, and consequent actions furnish the narrative frame for the exact
nucliei.

The nuclei of information and their narrative frame, together, form one unit. In accord
with the subdivision taken for units of information, the narrative frame also has to be divided
into groups. There are seven groups of narrative frame in 15:1-35. Five are related to their units
and two have a special purpose. The units will be described in sequence.

Unit one (15:1, 2) reveals the original matter of the debates in Antioch: the relation
between the Mosaic law and the salvation of men. The nucleus of information here is provided
by the direct quotation of the words of the opposition. The narrative frame designed for this unit
describes the origin of contradiction, the growth of polemic, and the manner of its treatment in
Antioch.

Unit two (15:3-5) represents two different attitudes toward the conversion of the Gentiles:

those who accepted Paul’s report with gladness and those who found the work unaccomplished

415 Dibelius, Studies in Acts, 3, see also n. 4. Dibelius regards the speeches in Acts to be an “older formula of
a kerygmatic or liturgical nature”. The text’s structure, thus, may reveal the kerygmatic core of the Jerusalem
Council.
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without circumcising the converts and binding the Mosaic law on them. The nucleus of
information here is represented by a direct quotation of the Pharisaic party. The narrative frame
describes the trip of delegates to Jerusalem, their promotion of the mission for the Gentiles, the
reaction of churches in Phoenicia and Samaria, and the reaction of converts from the Pharisees in
the Jerusalem congregations.

Unit three (15:6-11) is constructed with the help of a short narrative frame around the
large nucleus of information. The information here is presented in the form of a direct quotation
of Peter’s speech. In order to highlight it, Luke writes the speech of Peter in the first person. The
narrative frame here pictures the assembling of the council, the long arguing of the parties, the
introduction to Peter’s speech, and then, the response to it.

Also, Unit three lays the foundation for a more spacious structure, namely, the
theological core of the council’s debate, expressed in the form of midrash.*!® Thus the narrative
frame of Unit three provides discussion about the vopog Mwicémg as a base clue to the presence
of midrash. Following that, Unit three includes Peter’s speech, which builds a bridge between
viv and fjuepdv apyaiov and connects the midrash to creation.*!” Following the narrative link
(C), in 15:12, and Unit four (15:13-21) will provide the links to creation, a complex quotation of
prophets and a final text of midrash.**

The following narrative link was placed by Luke between two main speeches of Peter and
James. This fourth narrative was not connected to any unit of information, as it was designed to

designate the crucial point of the council. Luke uses the fourth narrative while mentioning Paul’s

416 Midrash means “searching, enquiring, investigating”. “Midrash entails searching the text for clarification
beyond the obvious.” Craig A. Evans, “The Old Testament in the New,” in The Face of the New Testament Studies:
a Survey of Recent Research, ed. Scot McKnight and Grant R. Osborne (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2004),
131-132.

417 This connection to creation will be demonstrated in section 1.4 of this chapter. The midrash (Unit four)
will be described in 1.6.

418 Fernandez Perez notes that NT midrash, “often had been fitted by evangelists into the narrative for the
theatrical representation of the Old Testament text and Jesus’ teaching.” Fernandez Miguel Perez, “Midrash and the
New Testament: A Methodology for the Study of Gospel Midrash,” in The New Testament and Rabbinic Literature:
Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism, ed. Reimund Bieringer et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 367-369.
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and Barnabas’ speech, which was written from the third person not only to preserve the order of
speeches, but also to stress the most positive aspect of their God-approved ministry. Thus the
work of Paul and Barnabas, which was placed in the middle of the council proceedings, between
the two main speeches, appears as the fulfilment of God’s salvific plan for the Gentiles.
Consequently this fourth narrative link represents the turning point of the council and has to be
recognized as the central narrative link (C) in 15:12.

Unit four (15:13-21) contains in its nucleus the speech of James written in first person.
This emphasizes the authenticity of the information. The narrative frame gives a short
introduction, possibly designed to show that James’ opinion provided explanation of and support
for both Peter’s and Paul’s experiences in their mission field. This unit smoothly transitions to
the final decision of the council. The whole of Acts 15:13-21 reveals the main features of
midrash: the summary of previous statements, the complex-quotation from the prophets with an
explanatory formula, the reverse-element linked to creation, and the final text which is linked to
Moses as well. The unit also provides a well proposed decision based on the midrashic tradition
and set for the council’s approval.

Unit five (15:22-19) reveals a new source of information, which is the Apostolic Decree,
which becomes the nucleus of this unit. Its narrative frame serves a special purpose. It pictures
the unanimity of the assembly, the decision to choose representative messengers, and an
agreement to write the decision in the form of a letter.

Finally, the concluding (C”) narrative (15:30-35) is not based on any source that Luke
quotes. It was added by Luke to his factual data to show the positive impact of the Decree on the
Antiochene congregation. The narrative shows that the interpretation and ratification of the
Decree in the church in Antioch was undertaken by the prophets-messengers sent from
Jerusalem. It also describes the church as glad and encouraged by the content of the Apostolic

Decree.
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1.2. Exegesis of Unit one, Acts 15:1, 2

Unit one which includes the first two verses shows the origin of the problem. For convenience of

study this unit is divided into three chronological parts.

Figure 1 Unit one- Acts 15:1, 2
1) Kai tiveg
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Part 1a reveals that the issue appeared after some men from Judea started to teach in Antioch.*%°
The issue was not about cultural differences, but about differences in teachings, as it arose when
those men started to teach. This suggests that from the beginning the church in Antioch accepted
those Gentiles as brothers in Christ without cultural discrimination. It might suggest that the

congregation did not view the Mosaic custom as a divisive issue.*?° This also suggests that Paul

419 Bruce suggests to identify them with ‘messangers from James in Gal 2:12, who exceeded their rights, or
optionally with ‘false brothers secretly brought in” Gal 2:24. He also connects those men to ‘zealots for the law’ in
Acts 21:20. Bruce, Acts, 333.

420 Bruce pictures the church in Antioch as holding a liberal attitude toward Jewish customs from its origin.
He attributes this attitude to the liberal theology of Paul. Bruce, Acts, 329.
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and Barnabas, who were Jews by origin, did not create a problem by imposing circumcision and
purity laws on the Gentiles as necessary for their fellowship.*2

The teaching of men from Judea contradicted that of Paul and Barnabas. Luke clarifies
what led to disagreement in v. 1: 'Eav pn meprtun0ijte 1@ £€0e1 1@ Mobcéwc, ov dHvache
ocwOijvar. Here, Luke uses a sentence expressing a more probable future condition. The
conjunction £av, together with the negative particle un, translates “unless, except”. The meaning
of the first clause thus becomes, “unless you are circumcised...”

The subjunctive mood is used in regards to events that are possible if certain prior
conditions are met. The construction av-+subjunctive points to the more probable future
condition, which is 00 d0vacte cwbfval. Consequently, the prior condition which makes
salvation possible is circumcision.*?? In addition to it, the negative particle pr indicates that the
expected answer is ‘no’. Thus the construction is formed in a way which denies the possibility of
salvation if the rite of circumcision is omitted. Thus, the reason for the sharp dispute appears to
be the demand for circumcision. From this point Paul and Barnabas were likely arguing against
the specific issue: the necessity of circumcision for one’s salvation.*?®

The mentioning of the sharp dispute in part 1b (v. 2a) is placed by Luke as consistent
with the teaching preached by the men from Judea, at the end of part 1a (v. 1). Thus the dispute
might be triggered not only by the demand to follow the custom of Moses, but also by an attempt

to make salvation conditional, and make it dependent on the custom of Moses. Describing the

circumcision party, Bruce notes that “a Pharisee could add acceptance of Jesus as Messiah to his

421 Bruce notes that some Jews at that time thought, “the physical rite of circumcision might be neglected”
and explained the significance of this rite in a spiritual sense. He observes this fact from the polemic in Philo and
Josephus. Bruce, Acts, 329.

422 Here, the statement of the men from Judea “takes the form of a conditional sentence, in which
circumcision forms the condition for salvation itself.” Luke Timothy Johnson, The Acts of the Apostles, ed. D.
Harrington, SP, vol. 5 (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1992), 259.

423 Fitzmyer suggests understanding of ‘salvation’ here in its eschatological sense. Fitzmyer, Acts, 541, see
Note on 15:1.
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existing beliefs without ceasing to be a Pharisee”.*?* The rite of circumcision had always been
embodied in Mosaic customs.*?® There was nothing surprisingly new about it. The new claim
was made in regards to salvation. Thus, one may assume that the reason for the dispute was
making circumcision a requirement for salvation.*?®

The phrase, neprtpnOijte 1@ £0e1 1® Mwioémg employs a dative of reference and is
translated “unless you are circumcised with reference to the custom of Moses.” This would make
the custom of Moses into an additional demand along with circumcision.*?” Alternatively, the
phrase can be viewed as a dative of cause and translated, “unless you are circumcised because of
the custom of Moses...”*?® There is also the instrumental dative option. The ‘instrumental
dative’ makes the custom to be an instrument of salvation. The first option makes the men from
Judea refer to Mosaic custom in order to base the need of circumcision on an authoritative
source. The second option makes the Mosaic custom the reason for circumcision. Yet, it is
unlikely that those men would represent the custom of Moses as a duty for the Gentiles. The
third explanation seems more adequate as it clarifies the matter of the following debate.

Although there was a connection of circumcision to Mosaic custom, this rite was a sign

of the covenant made with Abraham. However, Abraham was saved according to his faith. Paul

424 Bruce, Acts, 334.

425 Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 389. Although Bruce views the law of circumcision known since Abraham
(Gen 17:10-14), he assumes it to be embodied in the Mosaic law (Lev 12:3). Bruce, Acts, 333. Johnson also sees the
long history of the development of this rite in Gen 17:10-14, 23-27; 21:4; 34:15-24; Exod 12:44, 48; Lev 12:3; Josh
5:2-8. Johnson, Acts, 259.

426 See Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 389.

427 According to some views, the demand of circumcision here makes reference to the law or custom by
which it was presupposed. Kirsopp Lake and Henry J. Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, vol. 4 of The
Beginnings of Christianity: Part | The Acts of the Apostles ed. Foakes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake, (London:
Macmillan, 1933; repr., Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1965), 170. It is noteworthy, that Didache at this point adds
the phrase “except you are circumcised, and walk in the custom of Moses, and are purified from foods and all other
things”. With the help of this additional phrase Didache identifies the parts of the Mosaic law that are supposed to
be cancelled. These specified customs are represented as connected to wrong beliefs of men from Judea and
negatively viewed by the apostles.

428 Bock, Acts, 494. He sees here a dative of cause or rule, referring to Moulton, Turner and Wallace. Under
1@ £€0e1 1@ Mwboémg he sees the Jewish traditional law rooted in the covenant with Abraham. He follows Bruce
placing the ground for the circumcision in Gen 17:10 -14.
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and Barnabas, thus, could argue against the use of the rite as an instrument of salvation. They
could argue not against the Mosaic custom itself, but against the presupposition which makes
salvation dependent on any custom. Also they could see no applicability of the covenant made
with Abraham to the Gentile converts. Finally, they could see no need to keep the covenant of
Abraham in the time when Jesus Christ became its fulfillment.

Moreover, the wording suggests that the issue was about customs, not laws. Here Luke
uses the phrase 1@ £€0e1 1® Mobcémg, but not katd 1OV vopov Moboéwg which he uses in Luke
2:22 and not katd OV vopov kupiov which he uses in Luke 2:39. These phrases might have
similar and interchangeable ideas, if Luke used them in a similar context.*?® However, Luke
refers to the law of Moses and to the law of God in passages taken to approve someone’s actions.
He used the wording “custom of Moses” for the contrary, in order to show the insignificance of
the issue. When circumcision was declared by “some men” as the condition necessary for
salvation, Luke chose this wording for the purpose of minimising its role. Thus, Luke contrasted
salvation by faith in Christ to the demands of the covenant with Abraham, which anticipated
messianic salvation. This difference in beliefs led to sharp dispute between Paul and “some
men.”

The translation of £&ta&av causes some difficulties. The phrase, Kai tiveg kateddovteg
ano ¢ Tovdaiag £6idackov Tovg aderpovg (Act 15:1), reveals that the Judaisers are tveg
KkateMovteg amo g Tovdaiag, while the members of the church in Antioch are identified as
TOVG adelpovs. The phrase, &ta&ov avafaively [TadAov kol Bapvafay kai tvag dGhdovg €&
avT®V TPOG TOVG dmootdrovg (Act 15:2), does not reveal who those were who sent Paul and
Tvog GAhovg €€ avt@dv. The phrase twvag dAlovg € avtdv identifies those who were sent with

Paul to Jerusalem.

429 Contrary to Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 389.
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The Western reviser in D 05 assumed from vv.1-2, that the men from Judea become the
subject of the second sentence.**® Most modern commentators, however, suppose that Tod¢
adeApovg is the subject of Erafav.*3! This view understands that the members of the church in
Antioch sent Paul and Barnabas to Jerusalem.*3? This is supported by comparing Acts 15:2 with
11:30, where tovg adelpovg of the church in Antioch sent Paul on a mission. Also they sent their
gifts to Jerusalem with Paul in Acts 13:1-3.%%3 The wording of Acts 15:24 also clarifies that the
men from Judea did not represent the authority of the Jerusalem church and thus could not be
understood as authoritative figures to send Paul and Barnabas to be judged in Jerusalem. Taking
in account these observations, the view that tov¢ adelpovc as the subject of &ta&av is preferable.

Part 1c (v. 2b) pictures the church in Antioch looking for an authoritative opinion. They
delegated Paul and Barnabas and some of those men from Judea to seek the judgment of the
Jerusalem congregation. The word otdoig is translated in BDAG as “lack of agreement
respecting policy, strife, discord, disunion.”*** The word {ijtnoig means “engagement in a
controversial discussion, discussion, debate, argument.”3®

The phrase yevopévng 6& otdoemg Koi (NTnoemg ovk OAMYNG ... TpOg avTove With a
temporal clause, adverbial participle yevouévng and two nouns, the genitive case reflects the

genitive absolute construction.**® It should be translated, “When dissension and no small debate

430 |_ake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 169. They suggested that “the grammar of this
sentence is defective” and support the idea that Paul obeyed the order of men from Judea.

431 Lake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 170.

432 Bruce rightly notes that although there is no explicit subject for &ra&av, it is evident from v. 3 that it was
the Antiochene congregation that made this decision. Bruce, Acts, 333.

433 |ake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 170.
434 BDAG, otéoic, 3. Luke uses this word also in Acts 23:7, 10 and 24:5.

45 BDAG, {fitnotg, 3. In John 3:25 (o1 describes a debate of John’s disciples with the Pharisees also on
purification.

436 B, H. McLean, New Testament Greek: An Introduction (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2011),
172-173. See also Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar: Beyond the Basics (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1996),
654-655.
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arose ...with them”, then Paul and Barnabas were appointed by the church to go up to
Jerusalem.**” The cause for Paul and Barnabas’ journey to Jerusalem was “no small dissention”,
which stopped the progress of the Gospel mission reported in Acts 14:26-28.

The issue which arose in Antioch presupposed deep knowledge of the laws of Torah and
their purpose. Both sides of the dispute, Paul and Barnabas and those from Judea, were Jews.
Therefore they had to examine their views in the presence of the Jewish congregation of the
Jerusalem church. That is why v. 2b pictures the church of Antioch in subordination to
Jerusalem, in teaching.**® As one can assume from this point that both the Antioch and Jerusalem
churches had the same teaching, although they might treat the ritual issues differently in

practice.*®

1.3. Exegesis of Unit two, Acts 15:3-5

Unit two describes the trip of delegates to Jerusalem. The unit can be devided into two parts. The
first (15:3-4) represents the positive account of the trip to Jerusalem, including reports about the
success of their mission, given on the way and in Jerusalem, to the congregations. The second

(15:5) reveals the opposition group in the Jerusalem church and their demands.

437 Arnold Ehrhardt, The Acts of the Apostles: Ten Lectures (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1969), 73. He believes that Luke in Acts 15:2, 23 and 21:18 acknowledged the unique status of the Jerusalem church
“as the Sanhedrin of the new Israel of God.”

438 Bruce here notes that although it is hard to decide whether the primacy of Jerusalem had a formal status or
not, the opinion of its authorities was unquestionably of more weight in theological disputes. Bruce, Acts, 333.

439 Bruce, Acts, 333. Bruce states, that “the church in Antioch would have felt it wiser to keep in step with
Jerusalem.”
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Figure 2 Unit two — Acts 15:3-5
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Part 1 (15:3-4) describes the trip to Jerusalem: mporepupbévieg vro tiic ExkAnoioc. This phrase
establishes that the Antioch church “helped the delegates on their way.”**° This might include
financial support as well as prayer and recommendations. In the center of Part 1, Paul and
Barnabas report to the churches on their way to Jerusalem.**! This part ends with their arrival in
Jerusalem and warm reception by the church.*4?

The adverbial participle éxdmyovuevor shows Paul and Barnabas “providing detailed

information” about the conversion of the Gentiles.**® It may also picture them connecting their

440 BDAG, mpoméumom, 2, “to assist someone in making a journey, send on one’s way with food, money, by
arranging for companions.”

441 Fitzmyer notes that their report on the way to Jerusalem refers to the report mentioned in Acts 14:27. He
also sees that Paul’s reports in Acts 15:3, 4, 12 have the same connection to the previous missionary jorney
described in Acts 14. Fitzmyer, Acts, 545, see Note on 15:4.

442 Arrington notes that ‘such a warm welcome would not have been possible if the church had sympathized
with the Judaizers’. F. Arrington, The Acts of the Apostles: An Introduction and Commentary (Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 1988), 151. Also Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 390.

443 BDAG, gkdimyéopoi.
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separate stories into one strategically chosen apologetic line. As a modal participle,
gxdumyovpevot describes an accompanying mode of the action of d1pyovro, indicating that Paul
and Barnabas intentionally visited all those brothers aiming to share the news.**

The phrase émoiovv yapav peydinv shows the response to the report: great joy for all the
brothers.**® Luke emphasizes that all churches gladly accepted the conversion of the Gentiles.
This additional feature of their trip was important for Luke, because it described Paul’s ministry
to the Gentiles as not creating conflict, and as good news in the eyes of the majority of
believers.*# Luke thus implies that the debate in Antioch was caused by an opposing minority.

Luke refers to the conversion of the Gentiles, described in Acts 13:1-14:28. Antioch was
the starting point of Paul’s missionary trip, and on their return Paul reported the mighty deeds of
God among the Gentiles during that journey.**” The church, according to Acts 11:19-26, was of
mixed Jewish and Gentile background since its origin.**® The message initially was preached by
Jews, and for Jews. At that time some Jews from the diaspora (originally from Cyprus and
Cyrene) started to preach the good news about the Lord Jesus to Greeks. As a result, the Antioch
congregation was filled with Gentile converts, as suggested by Acts 14:20, 21: “the Lord's hand
was with those [who preached to Greeks] and a great number of people [possibly, Greeks]
believed and turned to the Lord.” It can be assumed that the majority were Gentile converts.

The passage also indicates that the church in Antioch maintained a theological
connection to Jerusalem, regarding teaching. One may assume that the Jews would teach the

good news in line with their cultural inheritance, using scriptural proofs and picturing salvation

44 Bruce, Acts, 334.
445 Johnson, Acts, 260. He views this phrase as one of Luke’s indicators of a positive decision.
46 50 does Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 426.

47 Johnson also connects the report of Paul and Barnabas which they did in churches on the way to Jerusalem
with their report in the Antiochene church described earlier in Acts 14:27. Johnson, Acts, 260, n. 4.

448 David Peterson, The Acts of the Apostles, ed. D. A. Carson, The Pillar New Testament Commentary
(Nottingham: Apollos, 2009), 419-420.
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in Jesus as a fulfillment of Israel’s national hope, rather than teaching the Gospel disconnected
from its Jewish background. Thus, the Gentile mission without the law seems at that stage to be
doubtful.

Sometime later, Barnabas who belonged to Jerusalem church, Paul who was educated in
Jerusalem, and also some prophets from that city built the doctrinal basis of the Antioch church.
Luke records nothing about relations between their teaching and the issue of the law. It may be
assumed that all those teachers from Jerusalem shared the same view concerning the issue of the
law for Gentile converts. That view had to be traditional and commonly accepted by the disciples
of Jesus, since Luke did not introduce any new approach.

The phrase mopedéynoav ano tic EkkAnciog Kol T@V ATocTOA®Y Kol TV TPesPLTEPWV,
in Part 1 opens with mapedéydnoav (3" person passive aorist of mapadéyopon) “they were
accepted/welcomed” by the church as a whole, and by all its key figures.**® Luke does not
mention whether delegates from the opposition travelled with them. It is likely they did not,
since Luke gave them no voice on the journey. Luke’s reason for leaving them voiceless might
also be due to the fact that they did nothing important excepting the disturbance in Antioch,
where Paul and Barnabas had positive testimony to their work, and used this testimony to
convince their audiences.

The last phrase of Part 1 (v. 4), aviyyeilav te 6ca 6 Og0¢ €moinoev pet’ avtdv, reveals to
the Jerusalem congregation what God had accomplished through Paul and Barnabas.**° The
phrase pet’ avt@v should be translated “with them”. Thus, 6 6g0¢ becomes the subject, who acts
(émoinoev). Paul and Barnabas here become agents of God, who acts. Here it is likely that Luke
stresses their subordination and makes them the agents of God’s will, to show God’s prime

concern for the salvation of the Gentiles.

49 BDAG, mopadéyopar, 2, “to accept the presence of someone in a hospitable manner, receive, accept.”
Also Fitzmyer views the reaction of the Jerusalem church as a ‘welcoming reception’. Fitzmyer, Acts, 545, see Note
on 15:5.

450 BDAG, avayyého, 1, “to carry back information, to report”.
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Part 2 (15:5) reveals that some of the Jerusalem congregation “stood up” (é€avéotnoav)
to confront Paul’s report.*>! The situation changes from positive to negative as Luke shows by
the particle 6¢. Those, who é€avéomoav, were defined by Luke with tivec, which shows them to
be a minority.*2 Further Luke explains that twec... memotevkdte employing the adverbial
perfect tense participle to describe those who come to believe in Christ after following the
Pharisaic movement.“>® They are the subject of an entire sentence.

The phrase tig aipéoewc v Dapicaiov might be understood as a negative expression
toward Pharisaic teaching, not the tivec.*** The problem rose because some of them, even after
they had become Christians, upheld strong Pharisaic beliefs.*>> Their beliefs were expressed in
following words: 611 8€l mepitépvey avTog TapayyEALELY T& TNPELV TOV vopov Mmicémg “that it
is needful to circumcise them and to command them to keep the law of Moses.” Fitzmyer notes
that Pharisaic demands, here, were “based on the way they interpreted God’s words to Abraham

in Gen 17:10-14 (cf. Josh 5:2-9) and to Moses in Deut 5:28-33.”4%

1 BDAG, gaviotnu, 3a, “to come to the fore, stand up...to speak”.

452 Fitzmyer notes here that it was not said that the Jewish Christians ‘stood up’ to argue against Paul. He sees
that Twveg as the small group of Jewish Christians of Pharisaic background. Fitzmyer, Acts, 545, see Note on 15:5.
This point had already appeared in Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 427.

453 Lake and Cadbury translate twveg... memotevkoteg as “converts”. Lake and Cadbury, English Translation
and Commentary, 171-172.

454 Johnson, Acts, 260, n. 5. Johnson states that Luke in his two volume book always pictures the Pharisees as
‘opposing God’s plans’.

455 Dibelius calls them “Christian Pharisees from Judea”. Dibelius, Studies in Acts, 93-94. See also Robert
Maddox, The Purpose of Luke-Acts, ed. John Riches (Edinburgh: T.&T. Clark, 1982), 67. Bruce linkes tfic aipécemg
TV Papicoiov TEMoTEVKOTEC to HLPLAdEC. .. TOV TemioTevkoToV in Acts 21:20. This however lacks sense, because
in both cases Luke himself clarifies which nemiotevkotec he assumes. Thus, Luke represents the group in Acts 15:5
as the nemotevkoTeg from the Pharisees in ékkAnoio. Another group of Temotevkdteg in Acts 21:20 is represented
by Luke as popiddeg. .. tdv nemotevkotwv, which existed outside the ékkAnocia (eiciv €v toig Tovdaioig is taken in
the sense of ethnos) and was {nAmtai tod vopov. Bruce, Acts, 334.

456 Fitzmyer, Acts, 546, see Note on 15:5. Their understanding of eschatological salvation could be influenced
by the phrase gig d1001knv aidviov in Gen 17:13 and the promises of eternal blessings in Deut 5:29.
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The particle of necessity, 3¢i, here has a sense of ultimate demand, “must.”*" The
language of necessity presumes a reference to God’s will.**® The words mepitépvetv,
napayyéAdew and tpeiv are infinitives which are governed by d&i. The word tpeiv (infinitive
from tnpém) means “to persist in obedience, keep, observe, fulfill, pay attention to.”**® The
believers from the Pharisees insisted on persisting in obedience to the whole law of Torah
including its ritual parts for all Christian believers. The ritual law was, in their view, behind their
demand to circumcise Gentile converts in order to initiate them for the temple cult and the ritual
law connected with this cult. The t@® £0e1 1® Mobdcéwc in v. 1 changes here into tov vopov
Moiboémc, possibly to show that the Pharisaic demands related to the teaching of Torah and not
only to Jewish customs. This feature also reveals that the issue before the council concerned the
various parts of the law of Torah. With help of the change from £0e1 to vouov Luke clarifies that
the council had to review all Mosaic laws to decide whether or not those laws must be observed
for salvation.*°

Thus, the first two units of information form the council agenda: 1) to define whether the
Mosaic laws are necessary for salvation. 2) to find out whether the Mosaic laws are still
necessary to be observed. 3) to clarify whether or not the Gentile converts have to keep some
points out of the Mosaic law, and for which purpose. As soon as the question raised by the
Pharisaic party appealed to the will of God expressed in Torah, the appologists for the Gentile
mission also had to provide the scriptural proofs in support of their understanding of the will of

God.*e*

457 Here “the compulsion of law or custom” is intended. BDAG, 8¢i, 1 b.

458 peterson, Acts, 423. The Parisaic party probably tried to show their demands in accord with God’s will
expressed in the laws of Torah.

49 BDAG, mpéo, 3
460 This can be inferred from the use of cw0fjvar in 15:1.

461 peterson notes that the crucial point has been passed when the council recognized the theological
evidences of the God’s will in support to the mission to the Gentiles. Peterson, Acts, 423.



1.4. Exegesis of Unit three, Acts 15:6-11
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Unit three provides the narrative link which fits the speech of Peter into the council debates. It

shows that Peter’s speech was not a part of the debates in the Jerusalem congregation, but part of

the specially appointed ‘elder’s meeting’ (15:6). The infinitive of purpose i6€iv shows that the

council was summoned to work out a common solution.

462

Figure 3 Unit tree - Acts 15:6-11
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462 Bruce notes that the phrase i6€iv mepi can be “a coinage on the analogy of Lat. uidere de”, used to show
the purpose of the meeting. Bruce, Acts, 335.
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According to the narrative, Peter took courage to express his thoughts after a long
discussion.*®® The phrase moAAfic 8¢ {nticemg yevopévnc (15:7a) is a genitive absolute
construction describing the timing of Peter’s speech.*®* The construction can be translated
“during/ or after a big dispute.” Peter’s speech (15:7b-11) was purposely positioned in Luke’s
record of the big dispute. The discussion was ‘drowning’ in a multitude of opinions prior to the
juncture when Peter stated his decisive resolution to the dispute.

The structure of Unit three shows Peter using four comparisons between fuiv/fu®dv (us)
and avtoic/avt®dv (them). Comparison 1 (v. 8) reflects the equality of the status of those who are
saved from the Gentiles to those who are saved from the Jews. Then he uses aorist Euaptopnoev
to state God’s past action referring most probably to his experience in Caesarea, at Cornelius’
household. There, God poured out the gift of the Holy Spirit on uncircumcised Gentile believers
who experienced a Pentecostal speaking in tongues and praising God (Acts 10:45, 46).4%°

This event was understood by Peter as a sign of God’s benevolence in deciding to baptize
Gentiles without making them Jews first. He said, “Can anyone keep these people from being
baptized with water? They have received the Holy Spirit just as we have” (Acts 10:47). This
Gentile Pentecost was referred to by Peter at the council: éuaptdpnoev adtoic dov¢ O TvedO TO
dryov kaBag kai fpiv. The modal adverbial participle, dovg (from didmpu), describes the manner
by which God witnessed to the faith of the Gentile converts. He gave them the Holy Spirit
equally to those from the Jews. Appealing to God’s authority and provision, Peter finds the status
of Gentile and Jewish converts equal, and witnessed by presence of the Holy Spirit. They had no
need to become Jews first.

In comparison 2 (v. 9), Peter even puts stress on the words o00&v diékpvev peta&d fudv

1€ kol avTdV (“God made no distinction between us and them”), clarifying that God himself has

463 Fernando shows that v. 7 placed before Peter’s speech were added by Luke to emphasize that “the
Judaizers had a chance to say what they wanted to say”. Fernando, ed. Acts, 421.

464 Mclver, Intermediate NT Greek, 20, 169. See also Wallace, Greek Grammar, 654-5.
485 peterson, Acts, 425. He shows the parallel between Cornelius’ story and Pentecost.
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chosen to remove previously-existing distinctions.*®® According to Pao the phrase
HeTaEd UMY Te Kai avtdv, in Peter’s speech, means that the Gentiles become an equal party.*®’
Luke uses koBapiocag (modal participle of kabapilw), which refers to “moral and cultic
cleansing”.% The aorist participle presumes that the action takes place before the action of the
main verb dwokpive, “[God] did not make a distinction”. The association of kafapicag and ov0E
diékpvev suggests the removal of distinction by purification. According to Luke, Peter says that
God now makes no distinction because the purification took its place.

Here Luke declares the inward purity of the people by faith in the lordship of Jesus.*6°
The phrase 1§ miotel kabapicag tag kapdiog avtdv, “for he purified their hearts by faith,”
reveals that the distinction was removed by inner purification of those who turned to God from
among the Gentiles.*’® According to Bruce, the only other occurences of dwakpive in Acts are

10:20 and 11:2, 12, in connection with the Cornelius story. Occurences of éxafapicev are in

Acts 10:15; 11:9.4"1

466 The Apostolic Decree is connected to Rev 2:23, which contains two out of four prohibitions (£i8wAo80tmv
and mopveia), and partially preserves the wording of Acts 15:8-9. The phrase 6t €&y gipt 6 Epavvdv veppovg kai
kopdiog (Rev 2:23) describes God in characteristics similar to Peter’s 0 kapdioyvdortng 0g0g (Acts 15:8). Peter
reflected God’s ability to see the inner thoughts of a believer. He proved that God has shown no partiality between
the believers from the Jews and those from the Gentiles. God himself establishes distinction or removes distinction
(see the use of dakpivm in Acts 15:9). The removal of the distinction reveals the unity of the believers in true
worship. Contrastingly, in Revelation the ability of God to know the inner thoughts of the believers establishes the
distinction again (ddom vuiv ékdote kata To Epya Vudv). Here, God puts a distinction between those Christians
who eat gidwAroB0Tov, worshiping idols in their hearts and those who practice true worship, though publicity all of
them profess one faith.

467 Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 238.

468 BDAG, xofopilw 3, b a, “to purify through ritual cleansing, make clean, declare clean... of moral and
cultic cleansing.” Here kafdapi{w refers to the aspect of purification by ritual cleansing. Thus, Peter explained to the
audience that the Gentile converts have been already ritually cleansed by faith in Jesus, which is evident from the
presence of the Holy Spirit in them.

469 Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 236-237, n. 64. This concept of inward purity has always been used to support
the redefinition of the law in the new era, especially for the rejection of food laws. However it seems inadequate to
support the rejection of food laws for the Christian community.

470 peterson, Acts, 425. He notes that ka@épi{m was used in Acts 10:15, 28 describing the cleansing of the
Gentiles. He sees that the Gentiles lacked the “purifying benefits of the law” and were considered to be unclean.
From this observation one may assume that the vision in Acts 10 with its following application to the issue of the
Gentiles was concerning the Gentile converts and not the distinction of meats.

471 Bruce, Acts, 336. Bruce sees Acts 10 and 15 linked by the same idea. He argues that Ps 24:4; 51:12 and
Mtt. 5:8 also express the concept of purity of heart.
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Mentioning of purification might shed light on the main issue which blocked the
communication between Jews and Gentiles. As Gentiles did not practice ritual purification
according to Mosaic law, they were viewed by Jews as ritually unclean. Association with a
Gentile, thus, might profane a Jew and made him temporarily unable to participate in the temple
cult. This issue of ritual uncleanness was viewed as temporary and reversible for both Jews and
Gentiles. The issue was invoked by the ritual law, which was to prevent the defilement of the
temple by bringing ritually unclean things/humans/animals into a ritually holy place. The phrase
0 £0g1 1@ Mobvcémg (Acts 15:1; 6:14; 21:21; 28:17) referes to Mosaic custom connected to the
temple cult.4"2

The temple cult was pictured in Stephen’s apology (Acts 7:44-50) as narrowed by
tradition to a number of ritualistic actions performed in a special place.*”® Because of their
superficial attitude, the temple cult lost its ability to influence minds and renew the heart long
before the coming of Messiah (Acts 7:51, 52). Since Jesus fulfilled the purpose of the ritual law
of Moses, the need for the temple cult was set aside (Rom 10:4; Gal 3:19, 24, Heb 7:19). Jesus
predicted the replacement of the temple cult with worship in Spirit and truth (John 4:23, 24; Rom
8:4, see also Luke 3:16).

Comparison 3 (v. 10) is intended to show no difference between the Jews and the
Gentiles in relation to the ritual law (Heb 10:1). It is seen from the point that the Israelites also
failed to reach the standards of the law. Peter’s expression for the law is {vydg “a yoke.”*"*

Arrington, Jackson and Lake suggest that Peter’s {uyog was the allusion to Jesus’ words in Matt

472 Jervell notes that “the connection between temple and law is demonstrated in Acts 6-7”. Jervell, “Law in
Luke-Acts,” 24. See also Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 226-227. Also Braulik views the rites as “entrance liturgy” as
one approaches the sanctuary. Georg Braulik, “Law as Gospel: Justification and Pardon According to the
Deuteronomic Torah,” Interpretation 38, no. 1 (1984): 7-8.

473 Johnson shows that the phrase, toic &pyoig tédv xepdv avtéyv, in Acts 7:41 was used in LXX for idols (Isa
16:12). Luke uses similar language: yeipomotfjrolg korowkel in Acts 7:48 is appealing to the Jewish audience by the
lips of Stephen, and ysipomomtoig vaoig in Acts 17:24 is appealing to a Gentile audience by the lips of Paul.
Johnson, Acts, 133, n. 48.

474 BDAG, (uyodg, 1, “in the case of humans, to expedite the bearing of burdens, yoke”
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11:29 with the parallel sayings: 6 yap {uydc pov xpnotodg koi T goptiov pov éAappdv oty
Thus, Jesus showed his mission to be one of liberation from a heavy yoke, to be exchanged for a
lighter one.

Since a possible allusion to {uyog in Matt 11:29-30 was recognized, the second allusion
to Quyog in Matt 21:5 must also be noted. It echoes Zech 9:9. The image in Zechariah’s prophecy
presents the Messiah coming “on a donkey, and the colt an offspring of a yoked donkey,” émt
6vov kai TdLov viov vmoluyiov. Jesus sent his disciples to untie the donkey and bring her with
her colt. This prophetic image of a donkey depicts Israel tied by bonds of the ritual law, followed
by her colt which had never been under its yoke. Jesus possibly employed these OT prophetic
images when he entered Jerusalem as royal Messiah to demonstrate his will to lead all people in
his kingdom unbound, liberated.

Peter, impressed by Jesus’ action, might have kept in mind the fact that the donkey bore
the yoke, and that it had to pass it on to her colt as an inheritance. That is why Peter exclaims
during the council, “Why do you tempt God trying to pass the yoke from Israel on to the Gentile
converts? You inherited it from your fathers, but could not bear it! ” So, the yoke of ritual law
should not pass from the Jews to the Gentile converts. This picture reveals a deeper meaning of
the prophecy: the conversion of the Gentiles will follow the initial release of Israel.

Peterson sees the depiction of the law by the image of a yoke to be a common tradition
shared by Matthew and Luke.*’® Also Paul mentioned {uy®v SovAeiac when he gave a negative
description of Jewish circumcision in Gal 5:1-2.4"" These passages signal liberation of the people
of God from keeping the rite of circumcision, and consequently, from the burden of the ritual

law.

475 LLake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 174. The same thought appears in Arrington’s
work. Arrington, Acts, 152.

476 pPeterson, Acts, 427. He notes that Luke 11:46 repeats Matt 23:4, where he changes Matthew’s gopria
Bapéa to the poptia dvcPdaotakta, intensifying the negative impression of the ritual law.

477 Lake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 174.
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Echoing the image of the OT, Peter pictured the ritual law as a yoke. He then exclaimed,
viv oDV i Tepdlete 1oV 0edv Emeivar uyodv &mi OV TpéymAov tdv podntéyv. This phrase has
prompted scholarly discussion. Thus, Bruce views {uyog as the yoke of the commandments of
Torah, “in the sense of an intolerable weight” and connects it to “burden” in v. 28.4’® Marshall
believes that when Peter calls the Law a “yoke”, one needs to understand Luke expressing his
own attitude to the law.*”® Johnson mentions the literal meaning of {vyog in Deut 21:3 and as a
figurative metaphor of political or social oppression.*® The context of the chapter, however,
suggests viewing ({uyog in light of Matt 11:29-30 and Gal 5:1, where {uyog can be explained in
terms of the Jewish ritual law.

According to Peter, God liberated Israel from the demands of ritual law and if someone
now tries to impose it on the Gentiles, this tests the grace of the Lord. The phrase neipalete tov
Bedv émbeivon Luyov translates as, “you test God to impose the yoke...” Here, 0gov is the direct
object of melpalete and the aorist infinitive émbsivon subordinated to nepdlete forms a
prepositional phrase describing a tempting action by some Jewish believers.*®! Here, Lake and
Cadbury suggest that meipdlete was chosen in view of Exod 17:2 and Deut 6:16, where it
describes one “acting against the declared will of God, and so tempting him to inflict
punishment”.*8? Bruce rightly showed that in the LXX meipéle can mean “to stretch the patience
of God or invite his judgment,” imposing conditions “over and above those which God has

required.””*®® From Sandt’s point of view the word meipalw in Acts 15:10 means “to try” or “to

478 Bruce, Acts, 337. Bruce cites the words of Jesus in Matt 23:4; Luke 11:46; Gal 5:1; Matt 11:29, linking his
yoke to the yoke of the Jewish law.

479 Marshall, Luke, 191.

480 Johnson, Acts, 262-263, n. 10. The word is used in this sense in 2 Chr 10:10; 1 Macc 8:31; LXX Ps 2:3; 1
Tim6:1.

481 BDAG, émtiOnpt, 1a o, to “lay/put upon”, and BDAG, neipélm 2 ¢, “to endeavor, to discover the nature
or character of something by testing, try, make a trial of, put to the test”, speaks of “a trial of God by humans”.

482 |_ake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 173. See also Arrington, Acts, 152.

483 Bruce, Acts, 336. It is evident from Exod 17:2; Ps 77:41. Bruce saw the matter of temptation in imposing
of additional rules on the converts whom God has already approved by pouring out the Spirit on them.
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put to the test” and he sees that “imposing the law upon the Gentiles delays the realization of
God’s design”.*8* Here, Peter emphasizes the senselessness of ritual law keeping by repetition 6v
olte ol Tatépeg UMV obte NuElS ioydoapev Baotaoar “[the yoke] which neither our fathers nor
ourselves were able to carry” since no one is made better by serving it.*°

Comparison 4 (v. 11) provides the solution of the problem. The ritual law revealed the
predestination of all people to disobedience, after which God predestined them all to receive
mercy (Rom 11:32). From this perspective Peter states: aAAia i TG xapitog Tod kvpiov Incod
motevopey cmbfvor ko’ Ov tpdmov kakeivol. He uses o1 instrumentally, revealing that God’s
grace is the instrument of salvation.*®® The infinitive cw0fjvau is the direct object of motevopey,
and the phrase is in indirect speech.®” The phrase, thus, can be translated literally as “but
through the grace of the Lord Jesus, we believe to be saved, in the same manner with them”.

Here, Peter uses three contrasts as well. The first contrast (vv. 7b, 10) is between the days
of old and the situation at present, and it is expressed by contrasting a¢’ Huepdv apyaiov with
viv odv between the two parts of his speech.*® The apostle explains that in God’s provision the

plan of salvation was chosen from the days of old (e’ Nuepdv dpyaiov).

484 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 89, n. 1. The meaning “put to test” or “to tempt” in connection to
the “yoke” of the law suggests that the law is considered not only as the yoke but also as the temptation. This should
be another view of tempting God by treating the law improperly, namely, using it as means of salvation. Thus,
Dickinson understands nelpalm as acting against the declared will of God, tempting Him to inflict punishment.
Dickinson, “Theology of Jerusalem Conference,” 69.

485 Dibelius translates these words to mean that “the law has always been unbearable, even for Jews”. He,
however, believes that the law was cancelled not for this reason, but because Christ fulfilled it. Dibelius, Studies in
Acts 95.

486 BDAG, &, 3.

487 Bruce identifies three ways of translation of motevopev codfjvai: 1) “we believe we shall be saved” (for
the aor. infin. in the future sense), 2) “we believe we have been saved,” or 3) “we believe (so as) to be saved”
(epexegetc infin.). He prefers the last interpretation. Bruce, Acts, 337. However, the infinitive cw8fjvau (in passive
voice, the direct object of miotevopev) appears in indirect speech. Thus, “cm0jvar expresses the content of what is
believed” and the phrase miotevouev cwbfjvor has to be translated “we believe to be saved”. Mclver, Intermediate
Greek, 22-23, 26, 61, 190. For the use of the infinitive as a direct object of a verb in indirect discourse see Wallace,
Greek Grammar, 603-605.

488 Dickinson also notes in Peter’s speech two temporal indicators: “in the early days” (Acts 15:7) and “now”
(Acts 15:10). Dickinson, “Theology of the Jerusalem Conference,” 68. According to Sandt, in Acts 15:7-9 Peter
relates God’s provision for the Gentiles to Cornelius’ story and in Acts 15:10-11 he shifts to his day (viv odv).
However, he mentiones that G. Zuntz and B Prete view these temporal indicators as a reference not to the Cornelius’
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There are three possible ways to explain contrast between a’ nuepdv apyaimv and viv
ovv. The first way is to view ¢’ Nuepdv dpyoinv as a reference to the Cornelius’ story in Acts
10 and viv ovv as the time of Jerusalem Council. According to Dibelius, épyaimv might remind
hearers of the event in Caesarea.*®® Pao also believes that both speeches of Peter and James in
Acts 15 have a connection to the Cornelius story in Acts 10.4° The Cornelius story may be
assumed to be a ‘classic prototype’ of Gentile conversion.*®! These scholarly observations
suggest that the Cornelius story can be taken as one of many backgrounds of the discussion in
Acts 15. Its purpose was to demonstrate the acceptance of the Gentile converts into the ‘people
of God’.

The second way to explain Peter’s use of apyaimv, and later James’ use of tpdtov, is to
referring these time indicators to the time of the Exodus.*®> Though Pao links Acts 15 to Acts 10,
he also traces it back to the Exodus narrative and notes that the Exodus has connections to the
creation story. Lake and Cadbury accept the meaning of apyaiov here in terms of “ancient”.4%3
They agree that “Luke recognized that the history of the church had covered a longer time than

his relatively few and rapid narratives might suggest.”*%*

story, but to a distant past, since LXX in Pss 43:2; 76:6; 142:5; Isa 37:26; Lam 2:17 and in Luke 9:8, 19 uses these
indicators as a terminology referring to a distant past. Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 73, 74 n. 1.

489 Dibelius links the words, é¢’ fjuepdv dpyaiov, to Cornelius’ story assuming that the words of Peter, i
100 oTOUATOG Hov dxodoal T E6vn TOv Adyov Tod gdayyeiiov, could refer only to the account of Acts 10. He
believes that by the phrase, a¢’ fuepdv dpyaiowv, Luke gave to Cornelius’ story a fundamental significance.
Dibelius, however, notes that Peter’s reference to Cornelius’ story “is quite vague”, and could not be understood by
Peter’s hearers. He states, that only Lukan readers could see this parallel. Further, he links Peter’s a¢’ juepdv
apyaiov to the words of James, xaBng mpdtov 6 0g0¢ Emeokéyaro. Dibelius, Studies in Acts 94-95, 118.

4%0 pPao, Isaianic New Exodus, 237-238 n. 65. Here he argues that the context represents Cornelius as a
Gentile rather than God-fearer.

41 Fitzmyer, Acts, 547, see Note on 15:7.

492 Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 56-57. Sandt also developes the link of Acts 15:7 and 14 to Deut 4:32. He
argues that temporal indicators are echoing creation, and states that Luke also first of all had the purpose “to prove
that the conversion and salvation of the gentiles was known from the beginning of the world”. Sandt, "Explanation
of Acts 15:6-21," 74-75, 84.

493 LLake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 172.
494 Lake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 172. The Exodus narrative shows the people of

a particular nation. They were taken out of nations to be “the people of God”. To belong to the “people of God”
meant to be circumcised and keep the law of Moses. If we are to assume the Exodus in the background of Peter’s
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However, Luke’s choice of apyaiov, the adjective of apyn, is not accidental, but
deliberate. It becomes obvious in comparison with Acts 21:16, “where dpyoiog pabntmg surely
means ‘an original disciple’”.#®> Moreover, in Acts 15:7 fjuepdv apyaiov is connected to Tov
Adyov tod evayyehiov. This link shows God making the new conversion (indicated by viv) in a
way similar to the creation of the world (indicated by dpyaiov). The midrashic key-word Adyog
here makes a reference to creation.**® Thus, the meaning of yuepdv dpyaimv in Luke’s writings
can also be taken to mean “the days of origin,” which represents the third way of explanation of
the contrast between &’ ipuepdv dpyaimv and viv odv.

In addition to Luke’s use of apyaimv to designate “the days of origin”, dpyaicwv can also
mean “what was in former times, long ago, ancient”.*” The use of apyn and apyaiov attributed
to Peter elsewhere deserves special attention. In 2 Pet 3:4 the phrase, an dpyig kticemg fits
perfectly the creation account.*®® “This is an allusion to the Creation account in Genesis 17.4%°
In 2 Pet 2:5 the apostle describes the world before the flood as apyaiov k6ouov. Though many
scholars translate apyaiov kéopov as “the ancient world” referring it only to the flood narrative,

the flood itself “implies that the destruction resulted from God’s undoing of the work of

nuep®dv apyoinv, than it means that the law of Moses is still valid. However, Peter identifies the ritual law of Moses
as a ‘yoke’ and states that circumcision is not necessary for salvation. Consequently, he has to find more appropriate
background than the Exodus story.

4% |ake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 172.

4% Robinson describes the same connection of the “logos” with an allusion to creation in the prologue of the
Gospel of John constructed in the form of midrash. Marilynne Robinson, "Wisdom and Light: John's Prologue as
Midrash,” Christian Century 129, no. 8 (2012): 11. In addition MacLeod connects the “logos” to the Creator of the
universe and to redemptive work of Christ. David J. MacLeod, "The Creation of the Universe by the Word: John
1:3-5," BSac 160, no. 638 (2003): 189.

497 BDAG, dpyoioc, 2. Peterson connects this term to “from former days” by which he clarifies that the
salvation of the Gentiles is the action of God and is in accord with his will. Peterson, Acts, 424-425.

4% Gene L. Green notes that am dpyfic kticemc is a common expression in Mark 10:6; 13:19; 1 En. 15.9;
Barn. 15:3, which refers to the time of Creation. Gene L. Green, Jude and 2 Peter, BECNT (Grand Rapids, Ml:
Baker Academic, 2008), 318.

499 Ruth Anne Rees, 2 Peter and Jude, ed. Joel Green and Max Turner, The Two Horizons New Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2007), 165.
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creation.”®® The wording in Acts 15:7 a¢’ uep@dv dpyaimv, thus, most likely refers to the
creation narrative.

The creation narrative depicts a world without the necessity of circumcision undivided
into clean and unclean groups from its origin, until the fall. The church in Acts 10:15, 28 and
11:5-18 is also called to remove this distinction between people. Thus, the phrase juep@dv
apyaiov and tpdtov in Peter’s speech can refer to the creation narrative. This meaning becomes
possible if one assumes that the apostle Peter viewed the church’s origin in terms of re-creation
and restoration of the eternal plan of God for his creation.

Some NT passages suggest Jesus, the Twelve and the early church could understand
fuepdv apyaiov in light of the creation—fall paradigm.®®! Thus, Pao finds that the Isaianic
scheme of judgment — salvation has been reversed in the writtings of Luke.>*> Marshall states
that both quotations from Amos 5 and Amos 9, which Luke uses in Acts 15:16, 17, represent the
judgment and following restoration.®® In 1 Pet 1:20, the apostle compares his contemporary time
with the time before foundation of the world when he states that at the very beginning Jesus was

foreordained to be an atoning sacrifice, in terms of ritual law. Further, Peter shows that the

50 p, Davids and R. Bauckham view 2 Pet 2:5 only in light of the flood narrative. Peter H. Davids, The
Letters of 2 Peter and Jude, ed. D. A. Carson, The Pillar New Testament Commentary (Nottingham: Apollos, 2006),
226-227. See also Grant R. Osborne, ed. James, 1-2 Peter, and Jude, ed. Philip W. Comfort, Cornerstone Biblical
Commentary, vol. 18 (Carol Stream, IL: Tyndale House, 2011), 315. However, the link between 2 Pet 2:5 and 3:4
was noticed by scholars, who argue for the context of Creation (Gen 1:2, 6-9) behind both passages. Terrance
Callan, “Rhetography and Rhetology of Apocalyptic Discource in Second Peter,” in Reading Second Peter With
New Eyes: Methodological Reassessments of the Letter of Second Peter, ed. Robert L. Webb and Duane F. Watson
(London: T&T Clark, 2010), 82. Also Green notes that 2 Pet 2:2-8 has “broad interpretive tradition that connects the
angelic fall, human sin, and divine judgment”. Green, Jude and 2 Peter, 252.

501 Johnson rightly shows that the restoration of the Twelve in Acts 1:16-26 plays an important role. The
eleven had made their decision by ‘lot’. The ‘lot” could mean symbolically ‘inheritance’ associated with the land
and preserve the picture of when the tribes in the days of Exodus divided the land into portions ‘by lot” (Num 16:14;
26:55; 33:35). Johnson, Acts, 35, n. 17. This allusion to the inheritance of the Promised Land views the Creation in
the background. Moreover the Twelve apostles represent the twelve tribes in the heavenly kingdom. This idea was
kept in mind by the disciples of Jesus.

502 pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 108.

03 H. 1. Marshall, “Acts,” in Commentary on the New Testament Use of the Old Testament, ed. G. K. Beale
and D. A. Carson (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2007), 593.
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decision made before the foundation of the world was manifested in his time, when Jesus
accomplished the task of the ritual law, redeemed people and removed all their sins.

In a similar manner, Jesus pictured his kingdom as prepared for his people before the
foundation of the world. It is noteworthy that Jesus in Matt 25:34 and Peter in 1 Pet 1:20 refer to
time ano xatafoliic kéouov and not to a’ NuepdV apyaiwv, as Peter does in Acts 15:7.
However, both expressions might share a common meaning as they represent the starting point in
time when the salvific plan was designed; awaiting future fulfillment. This thought is clearly
expressed by Paul in Eph 1:4 when he states that God &&gléEato fjudg v avtd [in Christ] mpo
kataPpoAfig kéapov. This corresponds with Peter’s words at the council: ae’ fuep®dv apyaionv &v
vpiv €€elé€ato O Bg0g 010 TOD oTONATOC LoV dkodoat T E0vn Tov Adyov (Act 15:7). Peter might
view his task to be an apostle serving both Jews and Gentiles, as the part of the ancient plan of
God. The choice of apyaimv ties in better with the concept of “ancient plan” than it does with an
account of recent events in Caesarea. The creation-fall-re-creation paradigm in Peter’s speech
serves as a core, to show God bringing his eternal plan to fulfillment.

The second contrast (vv. 8, 10) Peter uses, is between the salvific work of God and men’s
misuse of his laws. Here kapdioyviotg 0g0g contrasts to ti mepdlete tov Ogdv and reveals that
God knows the inner world of the heart, while some are unable to recognize his ways. Since the
Holy Spirit dwells in the hearts of believers, there is no need to demonstrate faith by keeping
rites. From this point demands to enslave the Gentiles under the yoke of the ritual law become an
intervention in God’s plan of salvation, and look harmful in light of the new Exodus inaugurated
by Christ. Peter thus calls on his audience to use the laws according to their purpose.

In addition one can note that kapdioyvdotng is a unique term of Luke’s and is found only
in Acts 1:24 and 15:8 in the NT.>% The first occurrence, Acts 1:24, describes God choosing

which one of two disciples would become an apostle and restore the Twelve. This restoration

504 petersen finds a link of this Lukan term to 1 Sam 16:7 and Ps 139:1-12. Peterson, Acts, 425.
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signified the restoration of Israel.>® Moreover, a new person is called to replace Judas who
betrayed Jesus and thus ‘fell away’ from God. By comparison with another occurrence of
Kapdloyvaong in Acts 15:8, it is clear that Gentile converts are called to replace those Jews who
‘fell away’ from God. By this action God restores Israel, the people chosen in his name.

The third contrast in Peter’s speech (vv. 10, 11) represents the failure of salvation by
works and the triumph of salvation by faith.>® Pao notes that the “yoke” contrasts with “grace”
by the adversative conjunction aAA&.%% Peter firmly states that salvation of all people, without
distinction, is possible only in Christ, by grace. No law serves as an instrument of salvation,
however much it may feature in the zealous ‘dreams’ of Israel. The wording, dw tijg x&ptrog ToD
kvpiov Incod employing s + genitive, clearly means “through the grace of Jesus,” thus
declaring grace to be the channel of salvation. The phrase, dia tfig ydpitoc ... ToTEVOUEY
ocwOijvai, can be translated then as “through grace ...we believe to be saved”. One reaches
salvation due to the grace of Christ and through a decision to believe.

When Peter recalls some laws, he does not view them as an instrument of salvation. At
the same time Peter’s speech hints at the kind of laws under discussion during the council. Peter
uses the word kabopicog which indicates that the apostles revised the laws of purification. It has
to be viewed together with the emphasis by Luke, in Units one and two on issues of Mosaic law,
customs and circumcision. The fact that the opposing view was supported by Pharisees, who
interpreted the law in restrictive ways, shows Peter arguing against a suppressive use of law and

against overstating its role in salvation. When Peter declares the end of the ritual law, he does not

505 Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 58, 124-25, 239. Here Pao shows the parallels between Jesus’ selection of the
Twelve in Luke 6:12-16 and Acts 1:15-26. It can be interpreted as the actions for the restoration of Israel. That is
why the narrative of Acts begins with the reconstruction of the Twelve and continues with the inclusion of the
Gentiles into the people of God.

506 Klinghardt states: “the Torah for Jews is insufficient as criteria of belonging to the people of God, unless
conversion is added to it.” Mattheus Klinghardt, Gesetz und Volk Gottes: das lukanische Verstindnis des Gesetzes
nach Herkunft, Function und seinem Ort in der Geschichte des Urchristentums (WUNT 2.32; Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1988), 114.

507 pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 239-240.
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mean the end of all laws of Torah. It can be assumed that he himself, the other apostles, and the

elders who were present at the council, lived in accordance with Torah moral teaching.

1.5. Exegesis of the central (C) narrative link in Acts 15:12

Figure 4 Central (C) narrative link - Acts 15:12
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O aOT®V.

The first phrase can be translated “then the multitude became silent”. The adversative
conjunction 6¢ and shift from moAAfig 0¢ {ntoewg in v. 7 to €oiynoev 8¢ mav 10 mAfjfog in v. 12
denote the turning point of the debate. The shift after Peter’s speech means that the audience
agreed with his arguments or at least took them into consideration. It suggests that the arguing
declined and the first steps toward unanimity were taken.

The verb dxovw followed by a participle é&nyovpévov “to relate in detail, tell, report,
describe, to set forth in great detail,” reveals that the attention of the audience was drawn to
Paul’s and Barnabas’ explanation of God’s mighty deeds.*® They were explaining 8ca émoincev
0 Bg0¢ onpeia kol tépota v toic £Bveoty. This phrase shows God as acting subject. The addition

31’ otV represents Paul and Barnabas as agents of God’s actions directed to the Gentiles.>*®

508 BDAG, &Enyéopan, 1, 2. Fitzmyer notes the inactivity of Paul in the process of the making of the decision.
This decision is made with assumption that Luke gives Paul the minor role and scarcely mentions his report from the
third person. Fitzmyer, Acts, 546, see Note on 15:6. However, the opposite view on the role of Paul can be assumed
if one takes into account that Paul’s report is placed by Luke in the central, crucial point of the council and shows
the support of Paul’s mission from God.

%9 BDAG, 814, 4a, “marker of pers. agency, through, by...by human agency”.
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The central narrative link thus shows God to be the invisible motivator and conductor of
all salvific work in Israel and among the nations as well.>1° Here, God becomes the main initiator
of mission to the Gentiles. This explains why Luke provides Paul’s report in the third person at
this crucial moment. He wants the reader to switch and listen to God. Although God does not
speak during the council, Luke represents God’s intention by the success of the Gentile mission.
Luke does not refer to the success of the Gentile mission to strengthen Paul’s authority, but to
show mission was in the hands of God the Savior, who called workers and equipped them by

miracles and wonders for this unique purpose.

1.6. Exegesis of Unit four with the first Lukan account of the Decree

Unit four contains the speech of James in Acts 15:13-21. The narrative frame of this unit appears
in v. 13a. The nucleus of information is vv. 13b-21. The passage contains several rare words:
AvOlKoSOUNGm, KATUAOITOL, TaPeVOYAETY, dMcynudtmy and mviktod.>t

Although the narrative frame of Unit four is very short, it plays an important role in the
whole narrative. The phrase, peta 6¢ 0 oryfjoar avtovg more likely relates to Paul’s and
Barnabas’ report in v. 12. The construction (peta 6¢ to + articular infinitive owyfjoa) reflects
subsequent time and should be translated “after they stopped speaking”.5!2 This helps to put the
speeches of Peter, Paul and James in chronological order, showing the progress of thought, and

the developing of a logical pattern for the coming decision. The order of speeches shows the

ability of the council to turn an unproductive debate into a logically arranged pattern. That

510 Dibelius rightly argues that the aim of this “colourless transitional statement” was to show that “God had
associated himself with this kind of mission” and supports it with the signs and wonders. Dibelius, Studies in Acts
95-96.

511 Sakae Kubo, A Reader's Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, M1: Zondervan,
2010), 116. These words appear rarely in the writings of Luke and are absent from the rest of the NT. If one assumes
that these words are Lukan special terms, then it is hard to explain that he does not use them anywhere else, but
attributes them to someone’s speech. Thus, it is likely, Luke here quotes from James’ speech, either written in Greek
by an amanuensis during the council or translated by Luke from the source in Aramaic.

512 Mclver, Intermediate NT Greek, 24, 208.
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pattern begins in Unit three, follows into the central narrative link and, finally, crystallizes in
Unit four in form of midrashic tradition. The wording, dnekpidn TaxwpPoc Aéywv marks James’

speech as an answer to all debate.

Figure 5 Unit four - Acts 15:13-21
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James started his answer with an imperative of request, dxovoaté pov. This feature reflects a
common way to start a speech and could be omitted with no harm to the idea. Luke, however,
keeps the wording in order to call the reader to attention, because the following exposition by

James provides the answer to all discussion and convinces the council. The way in which James
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has chosen to arrange his arguments reflects midrashic tradition. This type of Torah explanation
allowed James to summarize previous opinions and bring them into accordance with the teaching
of Torah. The midrashic explanation was always employed when the inner meaning of Torah
was needed. Because the Pharisaic party stated that the will of God, according Torah, demands
making Gentile converts into proselytes, the opponents had to disprove those statements, and
supplant them by providing stronger Torah-based arguments.

James chose to start with Zvpeav é€nynoarto, introducing a summary of Peter’s
arguments. This shows that James agreed with Peter’s opinion and took it as a starting point for
his own explanation.>® Sandt notices that the two speeches in Acts 15, those of Peter and of
James, have a similar structure.>* Bruce rightly pictured James taking his cue from Peter’s
speech and reverting to it in v. 19.°%° He makes one remarkable statement: in all cases where
Paul deals with the issue of sacrifice to idols and fornication, he never refers to the Apostolic
Decree, but “argues from the order of creation and the ethical implication of the gospel”.>!°

Thus, using Peter’s link between vdv and fuepdv apyoiov, which links the present time to the

time of creation, James fits the creation-re-creation pattern into the basis of his midrash.>’

513 Dibelius rightly notes that James uses the Semitic form of Peter’s name. Dibelius, Studies in Acts 96.
From this point, one can assume that James was ready to use linguistic forms appropriate for Jewish mentality.

514 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 74, n. 1, 76. He argues for the influence of the LXX version of
Deut 4:29-35 on Acts 15:6-21. According to him, “the quotation of Amos 9:11-12 (LXX) with its universal
significance, replaces Deut 4:29-31 in Acts 15:16-17. The allusion to Isa 45:21 in Acts 15:18 accounts for the
temporal indications in Acts 15:7, 14.” E. Richard found similarities between the quotation from Amos in Acts
15:16, 17 and that one in Acts 7:42-43, including three key-words: ‘tent’, ‘David’, and ‘Build/rebuild’. Earl J.
Richard, “The Creative Use of Amos by the Author of Acts,” NovT 24, no. 1 (1982): 49-50.

515 Bruce, Acts, 337-344.
516 Bruce, Acts, 331.

517 The frequent use of several key-words linked to creation in different texts of the NT suggests the tradition
of midrash, known to the apostles. Thus, the more explicite creation motif can be seen in Jas 1:18, where the word
amapynv (firstfruit) and the same root with Acts 15:7(apyaiwv) appears in connection with Aoy dAndeiog and tédv
kticpdtov. R. Martin notes that arapynv, here, “has a wide range of meanings”, and “could refer to the old creation
but more likely is used in regard to believers as the eschatological creation of God.” Ralph P. Martin, James, ed. D.
Hubbard and G. Barker, WBC, vol. 48 (Waco, TX: Word Books, 1988), 40. Accept James’ use of dmapynv in Jas
1:18, has the same root apy as used by Luke in Acts 15:7 (dpyaiwv) and by John in John 1:1 (&pyij). The word
amapyv may mean “in beginning” (in 2 Thessalonians 2:13) and is used in Rom 16:5 as analogue of one’s
conversion. It was noticed that “in the NT, firstfruits represent the beginning of God’s redemption of all creation”.
Dan G. McCartney, James, ed. Robert W. Yarbrough and Robert H. Stein, Baker Exegetical Commentary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2009), 110-111. In Jas 1:18 drapynyv is contrasted with
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Moreover, the rabbinic midrashic tradition in Genesis Rabbah (final editing 400 CE)
assumes an’ apyfg related to the time of, or even prior to creation. Thus, six matters were
described as preceeding the creation of the world: Torah (Prov 8:22), throne of Glory (Ps 93:2),
heavenly sanctuary (Jer 17:12), Israel as the people of God (Ps 74:2), the name of the Messiah
(Ps 72:17), repentance (Ps 90:2, 3).518 In Ps 74:2 (73:2 LXX) it was said about Israel: pvicOntt
T suVaywYRic cov TG éxtriom am’ apyfc. Here, the temporal indicator én’ dpyfig corresponds to
Hebrew kedem which means, “before the creation of the world”.>'® Also apynv in Prov 8:22 is
assumed by rabbis as a reference to the time of creation. In Ps 72:17 the name of the Messiah is
said to be present before the creation of the Sun, and &ig tov¢ aidvag, which corresponds to the
time before the creation of the world.>?°

Such connections of the apostolic age with the “primeval” part of Genesis might seem
strange at first glance. However, the frequent telling of the ancestral stories by the characters of
Acts in their speeches opens up the possibility of such a connection.®?! Genesis was assumed as
“the fundamental text of the Bible”.%?2 Pao emphasizes that “most of the quotations that Luke

uses, come from the Pentateuch”.5% There are six direct quotations and 33 allusions to Genesis

newpalopon in v. 13. The reversed order of this contrast can be observed in Acts 15. Here, Peter’s dg’ quepdv
apyaiov in Acts 15:7 is contrasted with neypdlete in Acts 15:10. The pointing to the prime will of God by 6 6g0¢
€€elé€aro, and the fulfillment of God’s will by tov Adyov oD gvayyehiov both suggest the presence of the creation
motif in Peter’s and James’ speeches at the council.

518 Wilfred Shuchat, The Creation According to the Midrash Rabbah, ed. Raphael Posner (New York:
Devora, 2002), 15-17.

519 Shuchat, Creation Midrash Rabbah, 16.
520 Shuchat, Creation Midrash Rabbah, 17.

521 Rachel Havrelock, Reception History of Genesis, ed. Michael Lieb, Emma Mason, and Jonathan Roberts,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 11. Downing, "Freedom from Law," 49.

522 Havrelock, Reception History 11.

52 David W. Pao, Commentary on the New Testament Use of the Old Testament, ed. G. K. Beale and D. A.
Carson (Grand Rapids, MI: Backer Academic, 2007), 252.
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in Acts itself. In addition to this, Genesis was cited five times and alluded to 28 times in the
Gospel of Luke.>?*

The rabbinic tradition supports the idea that James’ midrash in Acts 15 represents a
reference to the creation of the world, and not merely to the Exodus story. As the apostles during
the Jerusalem Council, were rethinking the laws of Torah, and the new community of believers
as the ‘people of God’, and also the role of the Messiah, it is likely they viewed these concepts as
linked to the time of creation and eternity preceeding it, which is similar to rabbinic tradition.®
Consequently, the link to creation was reflected in Peter’s speech in the phrase, a¢” nuepdv
apyaimv (Act 15:7) and the link to the eternity was shown by James in the phrase, yvoota an’
aidvog (Acts 15:17).

James further paraphrases Peter’s words using kamg tpdtov 6 0£0g Eneokéyoto AaPeilv
g€ 80viv Aaodv 1@ dvoportt awtod.>?® Translation of mpdtov depends on the context. Here, the
adverb of time, Tp@tov, is not to be translated “for the first time”, which in Hellenistic Greek
would be expressed by mpdtmg (Acts 11:26).%2" Instead, the meaning of James’ np@dtov, likely,
has reference to Peter’s fjuepdv apyaiov, and, thus, to the creation account.>?® This thought has

support from M. Rich, who sees the Lukan “beginning” of Jesus only in Luke 3:23-32, when

524 Barbara Aland and Kurt Aland, eds., The Greek New Testament, 4th ed. (Stuttgart, Germany: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1998), 887-891.

52 In the classical form of midrash the text usually was taken from the Sabbath texts of the synagogue
lectionary cycle. However, New Testament writers didn’t employ them and used simple allusions to Pentateuch
stories. Despite the tradition, Christians often didn’t use this secondary text and their final text might not correspond
or allude to the initial text. Earle E. Ellis, “How the New Testament Uses the Old,” in New Testament
Interpretation: Essays on Principles and Methods, ed. H. Marshall (Exeter: Paternoster, 1977), 206.

526 Peterson views the meaning of mpdtov in the sense, ‘at first’, which refers to the action of God sending
the Messiah to Israel. Peterson, Acts, 429.

527 |ake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 175. Here the adverb npérog is used, which
means “the first, the earliest.” BDAG, npdtoc, 1 a o. The difference in meaning can be seen from the comparison in
Acts 11:26, where the word npdtg is used. BDAG, mpmtmg “for the first tme”.

528 Jeannine Brown notes a NT tradition to associate év &pyf with creation and views creation and renewal
inaugurated in Jesus, explicit in the Gospel of John and implicitly present in all Gospels. Jeannine K. Brown,
“Creation's Renewal in the Gospel of John,” CBQ 72, (2010): 275, 277, 290.
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Jesus appears to be the son of Adam, who is the Son of God.>* Here, np@tov seems to mean
“the earliest”.>3® Thus, Luke’s design represents one uniting background for all the nations in one
forefather, Adam.

Pao notes the transfer from “€0vdv” to “Aadv 1@ dvouatt adtod” in James’ speech
(15:14) as the acceptance of the Gentiles into the framework of the New Exodus of Acts as the
Gentiles.*! Peterson explains that James’ use of éneoréyaro is comparable to LXX use of this
word to describe God’s visitation of Israel in Exodus narrative of Exod 3:16.%%? Dickinson argues
that the conjunction, kai, in Acts 15:17 should be considered epexegetically, and the redeemed
Gentiles are the remnant, and not included in the remnant.>® Indeed the wording Aoeiv €€
EOvav Aaov t@ dvopatt ovtod (15:14) echoes God calling the Israelites out of Egyptian bondage
to be the people of God.

The Exodus event, however, might preserve a meaning deeper than just liberation from
bondage, but also a new status.>** Gathering of people under the name of God may also signify
the process of establishing the kingdom of God. Simon Butticaz states,

“From time immemorial, in effect, God had envisaged the universalisation of his elect
movement, the outcome of which came with the accomplishment of the reconstruction of
the booth of David. On reaching this point in the narrative of Acts, the Lukan

reader/listener discovers the wideness of the ecclesial journey up to this moment. The

529 Rich sees the different use of the “beginning” by evangelists. Thus for the Mark, “in the beginning” linked
to the beginning of Jesus’ public ministry. Matthew connects “beginning” to genealogy from Abraham. John traces
it back to God. Luke gives Jesus’ beginning only after infancy narratives in Luke 3:23-38, and pictures Jesus’ origin
from Adam, Son of God. Matthew A. Rich, “In the Beginning,” Journal for Preachers 34, no. 1 (2010): 25.

50 BDAG, npdtov, 1 a B, “first, in the first place, before, earlier, to begin with”.

531 Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 239, see also n. 71.

532 Peterson, Acts, 429, n. 39.

533 Dickinson, "Theology of Jerusalem Conference," 77.

53 Sandt, "Explanation of Acts 15:6-21," 89. Thus the word £0voc from Deut 4:34 had been replaced by the

Aaov in Acts 15:14 which was usually reserved in Luke-Acts for the people of God, and “for himself” turned into
“for his name” revealing the new status of the Gentiles.
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entire saved community, born at Pentecost, now constitutes the ekklesia of God. Not only
Israel restored, the kingdom of David raised up from the ruins, but also pagans, converted
solely to the Lord Jesus.”>%

Moreover, the infinitive of purpose, Aof<iv, reveals that the purpose of God has not come to an
end with liberation from slavery, even from slavery to sin, but it presupposes future restoration
of the world to the state known from creation. Thus, the theme of the restoration of creation
resides in the background thought of James’ speech, together with the Exodus theme.

The theme of re-creation becomes more evident from the following complex quotation of
the biblical prophets. Glenny understands Acts 15:15-17 as a conflation of passages from several
prophets. For him the opening words, “Meta tadta avactpéyo,” and the last words,

“yvootd 6’ aidvoc,” of the quotation were taken from Hos 3:45.5% At the same time the Lord’s
promise of avactpéym can relate to Zech 8:3 or Jer 12:15.%%" The last allusion was added to the
quotation from Isa 45:21, which declares the things known from the beginning.>® In addition,
James introduced his quotation as “the words of prophets” which actually reveals the fact that he
develops the complex quotation from a combination of passages.

Further, James uses repetitions of avotcodopnoo, to “build up again,”**® and évopddcw

“to rebuild, restore”.>* These show that restoration is the prominent theme of his speech.>*! This

535 Simon Butticaz, L 'identité de I’Eglise dans les Actes des apétres: De la restauration d’Israél a la
conquéte universelle (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2010), 330.

5% Edward W. Glenny, “The Septuagint and Apostolic Hermeneutics: Amos 9 in Acts 15,” BBR 22, no. 1
(2012): 11. However Dickinson notes that Peter’s speech had two temporal indicators: “in the early days” (Acts
15:7) and “now” (Acts 15:10). Dickinson, “Theology of Jerusalem Conference,” 68.

537 Glenny, “Apostolic Hermeneutics,” 12-13, n. 52.

5% Glenny, “Apostolic Hermeneutics,” 14.

539 BDAG, avoikodouém.

540 BDAG, dvop@dm, 1, “to build smth up again after it has fallen, rebuild, restore”.

%41 Marion L. Soards, The Speeches in Acts: Their Content, Context, and Concerns (Louisville: Westminster

John Knox, 1994), 94. He notes that the restoration described in Acts 15:16 might bring to mind the promise in Jer
12:15, where the restoration is shown in its eschatological meaning.
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finding is important, because James makes a parallel comparison between his summary of Peter,
and his complex quotation of prophets with the help of a midrashic explanatory formula, kot
TOVTE GLUE®VODGIV 01 Adyot TV mpoent®dv. This explanatory formula demonstrates that these
two parallel sayings uphold the same idea, namely, the restoration of the people of God in
expectation of the re-creation of the world, rather than a new Exodus.

The phrase tpdtov 6 0eo¢ éneoxéyaro echoes Luke 1:68-70, dt1 éneokéyarto koi
gmoinoev ATpwoy... Kabmg EAGANGEY Sl GTOUATOG TAV AyimV AT aidVOS TRV TPOPNTMV o TOD,
where éneokéyaro is connected with ar aidvog and might suggest a reference to the earliest
prophecies of Genesis and the very beginning of salvation history.>*? The adverb of time,
np@dtov, can also emphasize Peter’s assurance that success of the mission among the Gentiles
was due to God’s prime concern and his leading role in salvation history.>** Although
émokéntopat plainly means “to visit”, it appears in Luke’s writings to imply the redemptive act
of God (Luke 1:68, 78; 7:16; 7:23, 19:44) or an act of care for people’s physical wellbeing and
spiritual growth (Acts 6:3; 15:36).%** The word usually applied to the people of God, now is
applied to Gentile converts.>*

546

It is noteworthy that v nentokviay is a perfect active participle of the verb ninto.

This participle relates to v oknviv Aavid and describes David’s tent as ‘fallen’. The phrase koi

542 BDAG, aidvog, 1 a, “a long period of time, without ref. to beginning or end, the past, earliest times”.

543 W. Mounce notes the use of mpétov in the NT; meanings include “first in time” in Mark 4:28; 16:9, “at
the first, formerly” in John 12:16; 19:39 and “before all things” in Matt 6:33. The Marcan use seems to be closer to
Peter’s meaning. William D. Mounce, The Analytical Lexicon to the Greek New Testament, Zondervan Greek
Reference Series (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1993), 402-403.

54 BDAG, émioréntopot, 3. Here, the verb means “to exercise oversight in behalf of, look after, make an
appearance to help”.

545 Kaiser views the word évaotpéye as indicator of the messianic era and salvation of the nations, and fits
this salvation of nations into the blessings of the “seed of Abraham”. With this he overlooks that the promised
“seed” of Abraham presumes a root in the promise Of the messianic “seed” in Gen 3:15. Walter C. Kaiser, “Davidic
Promise and the Inclusion of the Gentiles (Amos 9:9-15 and Acts 15:13-18): a test passage for theological systems,”
JETS 20, no. 2 (1977): 106-111.

%6 BDAG, rinto, 1 b B. The verb means “fall, fall to pieces, collapse, go down”.
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0 KoTeokappéva avtic also refers to ‘David’s fallen tent’.%*” The perfect tense might stress that
the Israelite nation has already fallen and remains in ruins. The quotation from this point
supports Peter’s observation about the yoke that neither the Jews of their time nor of their
fathers’ have been able to bear (Acts 15:10). This states that all Jewish attempts to base their
salvation on the cult of the earthly tabernacle have collapsed. Thus, James answers the first
question of the council agenda: are the Mosaic laws necessary for salvation? According to him
the Mosaic laws do not provide salvation even to those who keep them.

It is important to mention the connections between two quotations of Amos in Acts 7:42-
43 and 15:16. The quotations in Stephen’s apology and in James’ speech are two out of twenty
NT quotes introduced by the formula “kadac yéypomton”.>*® During his apology Stephen recalled
the worship of the golden calf at the beginning of Israel’s history and their constant idolatry,
turning them back into exile. This picture of idolatry could explain the phrase, “David’s fallen
tent,” in Amos 9:11 and Acts 15:16.54°

However, the manner in which James quotes the prophets suggests that he refers not only
to the Exodus event. Thus, James quotes Amos 9:11, according to the LXX, to the Jewish
audience assembled in Jerusalem.>*® He could rather have used the original Hebrew wording,

instead of the reading in the LXX. The difference is significant. The Hebrew reads “and I will

%47 Fitzmyer notes that Trv oknvilv Aavid was interpreted by Essenes in the sense of ‘the books of the law’ in
CD 7:16. By its restoration, the renewal of the Mosaic law was envisaged. Fitzmyer, Acts, 556, see Note on 15:18.

548 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 77, n. 2, referring to P.A. Paulo, Le probleme ecclésial des Actes a
la Lumiere de deux prophéties d’Amos (Montreal; Paris: Bellarmin; Cerf, 1985), 29, 47.

549 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 78. Sandt believes that the origin of the quotation in Acts 15:16 is
the story of the golden calf described in Exod 32:1-6. Later, the first allusion to this story moved through Deut 4:1-
28 onto Amos 5:26-27. The second allusion reflects upon Deut 4:29-31 and Amos 9:11, ‘projecting’ into Acts 15:16.
This can be understood as a split of two pictures of the “day of the Lord” since Deuteronomy. As a result they come
in different parts of Amos’ prophetic book, despite both pictures being connected to doomsday.

550 Stamps, writing about different methods of interpretation of the OT in the NT, recognizes that the OT was
not only quoted from MT. The NT writers used different recensions for the LXX. They also used Aramaic targumic
traditions. Stamps stresses three major lines of interpretation: terminology, hermeneutics and theological issues.
Dennis L. Stamps, “The Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament as a Rhetorical Device: A Methodological
Proposal,” in Hearing the Old Testament in the New Testament, ed. Stanley E. Porter (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
2006), 10-16.
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build them as in the days of old, that they (the Israelites) may inherit ("=*) what remains of
Edom (oimx n N nx) and of the other nations over which my name is named.”*! The LXX
reads w0 as w7 (omitting NR), and translates it ék{nmowot, “to seek.” According to
Glenny, the Hebrew “they may possess the remnant of Edom”, appears in the LXX as “that the
remnant of men may seek me.”*%? Moreover, LXX reads X7i0 as X710, and takes X712 as the
subject of the verb instead of the object. Thus, “men” becomes the subject of the sentence
instead of “Edom.”®*® As a result, the meaning of the whole phrase shifts from “a promise that
Israel should posses their lands” to a promise of conversion of the Gentiles.>*

According to Glenny’s observation the LXX translation of Amos 9:11 contradicts the
other passages in the Minor Prophets (Hos 9:6; Amos 2:10; Obad 17, 19, 20; Mic 1:15; Hab 1:6:
Zech 9:4), where the Hebrew, yaras, was translated with the Greek, kinpovopéw, “to inherit”,
and not “seek.” Glenny accounts for it by the fact that LXX translators could have been
influenced by the wording of Zechariah’s prophecy.>® Zech 14:2, 9, 16, similar to Amos 9:12,
contain the phrase mavta @ £0vn and katoletyOdow ék ndvtov tav E0vav. The wording of
Zech 8:22 repeats in the following manner, kot £6vn moAla ék{ntiical TO TPOGM®TOV KLPIOV.
Here, the aorist infinitive éx{ntijoar means “to exert effort to find out or learn someth., seek out,
search for”.>>® The LXX translators most likely adjusted the wording of Amos to the similar text

in Zechariah’s prophecy.>’ If one accepts that the LXX was used by Jews living in the diaspora,

%51 Lake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 176.

552 Glenny explains the contradiction by the translator’s misreading of the second yod in the word
(“possess™), which lead to the change to dalet and became w7 (“seek”). Glenny, “Apostolic Hermeneutics,” 6, 7.

553 Lake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 176.
554 Lake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 176.
55 Glenny, “Apostolic Hermeneutics,” 8.

%6 BDAG, éx{ntéo, 1.

%7 Glenny, “Apostolic Hermeneutics,” 8.
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and that they had access to the Greek translation of these Hebrew prophecies, it becomes clear
that the reading, “that the rest of men may seek the Lord,” appeared preferable.

However, one needs to enquire why James uses the LXX reading for his Jewish audience.
There are three possible answers. The first is that James quotes the LXX because final judgment
concerns the Gentile converts, not Jewish ones. This, however, is doubtful, because Greek
secondary quotations make James’ statement less convincing to his Jewish audience, who knew
the original MT wording as well. The second is that James spoke Greek, or that Luke uses a
Greek version of James’ speech. This also is difficult to accept, since from the first words of his
speech James uses the Aramaic version of Peter’s name. Moreover, if Luke used the LXX
version of the text which James pronounced according to MT, it is hard to see from which point
James could have drawn the conclusion that the Gentiles have to be accepted into the people of
God, instead of repeating the aggressive territorial message of MT.

The third explanation presents James preferring the meaning of LXX over the meaning of
the MT. Here James clearly prefers the wording which presumes an inheritance achieved by way
of conversion of the Gentiles to the wording which suggests the way of territorial expansion. His
view on the restoration of the fallen tent appears in terms of the growth of the Gospel message,
and not in terms of land possession. In contrast to the military tone of the Exodus narrative, the
interpretation of the prophets, declared by James at the council, reveals a peaceful restoration of
the kingdom (&vowkodounom and avopbmcwm linked to the ‘booth of David’), where all nations
are accepted (6nwg av Ex{nriomoty ... TOV Kuplov... Tavta o £0vn). This contrasts the idea
expressed by the Exodus narrative, and likely finds its meaning in terms of the final restoration
of the whole creation. That is why James prefers the LXX reading to MT, as it helps him to go
further back than the Exodus, and reach the time of creation and the foundation of the world in

its undivided wholistic condition.
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Moreover, the purpose of James’ LXX citation was to link the promised restoration of the
kingdom (évowkodopncm and dvopddom) with Jesus’ victory over death.”*® Glenny states that in
v. 17 mévto ta €0vn is connected by 6mwg + the aorist subjunctive ék{ntowotv to the previously
mentioned “booth of David.”®* From this point he explains the restoration of the “booth of
David” in terms of the resurrection of the Messiah, with the result that Gentiles may now seek
the Lord.>®® Thus, at the council, James shifted the focus of discussion “from a proselyte model
to an eschatological one.”%%!

However, Marshall believes that here Luke uses davowkodopnom and avopbmcm, but not
aviotnut, which usually describes the resurrection of Jesus.>®? Luke uses the words which can be
employed to describe building restoration. Dickinson interprets Luke’s émwg v + aorist
subjunctive éx{ntomotv as a purpose clause which indicates that the mission to the Gentiles has
as its purpose their restoration.”®® Their restoration can be understood as the global world
restoration, not limited to the single event of Jesus’ resurrection.’®* Thus, restoration started with
the resurrection of Jesus and as a final goal includes all nations.

Sandt interprets the reason for the replacement of, “in the last days,” in Joel’s prophecy

by “after these things” in Acts 15:16 as due to its connection to the Pentecost event.>®®

58 Arrington, Acts, 154. He believes that this prophecy “was fulfilled in the resurrection of the crucified Son
of David”.

559 Glenny, “Apostolic Hermeneutics,” 5-6.
560 Glenny, “Apostolic Hermeneutics,” 6 n. 19, 18.

561 Richard N. Longenecker, Acts, vol. 9, The Expositor's Bible Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan,
2008), 446.

%62 Marshall, “Acts,” 592. Here, Marshall sees that Luke, by making an analogy with Jesus’ resurrection,
pictures the restoration of the eschatological temple.

563 Dickinson, “Theology of the Jerusalem Conference,” 76.

%64 The Jews in John 2:19-22 employ the term édvoukcodoun0n in relation to the temple’s restoration. Jesus
compares his body to be a temple of God and uses the term éyep@® in order to emphasize the rapidity of its
restoration. This may suggest that Jesus viewed his resurrection as the dawn of the restoration of his church in a
global sense, which is a spiritual temple in the NT era and Jesus’ spiritual body. In the OT era this was understood
and represented as the restoration of cknviv Aavid.

%5 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 79-80. In Acts 2:17 Peter quotes Joel on the Pentecost. The next
quotation of Joel in Acts 15 turns to be the consequence of “that day” or “these things.” This means that disputants
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Supporting this thought, Sandt argued that “yvoota dn’ ai®dvog” in Acts 15:18, taken from Isa
45:18-25, reveals the Gentiles’ search for God and the end of their exile.>®® As James rightly
noted, it was “foreknown from of old” or “from the beginning”. Sandt understands the
“beginning” as the echo of Israel’s exodus out of slavery, connected to the kerygma of the
Gentiles’ emancipation.®®’

At the end of the complex quotation James refers no longer to prophets, but to God
himself, saying Aéyel kOploc. He adds, Aéyel kdprog moidv tadto, assuming that God has begun
to bring his promises to fulfillment. On one hand James applies the prophetic promises to the
recent events among the Gentiles and their conversions, as reported by Paul and Barnabas. On
the other hand he sets those events in connection to the will of God, who predicted through the
prophets things known to him from the very beginning.>®

After this, James states that the salvific work of God was yvoota dn’aidvog, which

means “known from eternity”.%® Here, yvootd presumes ‘knowledge’, which did not originate

with James or one of prophets.>’® James refers here to the knowledge of God, who knows the end

of the council understood their days as last days or days of the judgment for rebels and restoration of the true Israel
from all nations.

566 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 82.

567 Sandt links the ‘Npepdv apyoimv’ in Peter’s speech in Acts 15:7 to the event of the Sinai revelation in
Deut 4:32-34. He notices a peculiar terminology, when Peter in Acts 15:7 said “d1d t0d 6T6p0TOC OV Koot T4
£0vn TOV AOYoV ToD edaryyekiov” that, according to Sandt, refers to “avoifag 8¢ TTétpoc T© otoNa simey” in Acts
10:34. Further, he connects the outpouring of the Spirit upon the Gentiles in Cornelius’ household and that upon
Jews in the Pentecost event. As everyone knows, the theophany at Pentecost had been expressed in the miracle of
“tongues as of fire”. From this point Sandt argues that the Pentecost and Sinai were associated events. Later he
connects all four events described in Deut 4:32-34; Acts 2:1-13; 10:33-48 with 11:15-18 and 15:7 by the same
pattern of God’s revelation to the “people of God,” chosen from the nations. Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,”
74n. 1, 87.

568 Butticaz describes the Decree as “God’s accomplishment of a decree from time immemorial, rendered
public by the prophets of ancient Israel.” Butticaz, L ‘identité de I’Eglise, 345.

569 Arrington, Acts, 154.

570 Jackson, however, attributes this additional phrase yvoota én’ai®vog to a confused memory of the xafaog
ai uépoat tod aidvog in Amos 9:11. He assumes that Luke might transfer the one part of the quotation to another.
He states, that “the Hebrew parallelism lent itself to such transfer of phrases”. The phrase also could reflect a
tendency to round out the quotation in Biblical style. Lake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 176-
177.
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from the beginning. The addition yvoota drn’ai®vog inserted by James, just after the complex
quotation, helps him 1) to present the meaning of the quotation grounded in the creation account
and 2) to form the reverse-element of midrash.>* With the help of this element, James points to
the beginning in its perfect initial state, and shows God’s purpose to restore his people to that
perfect original condition. Barrett supports this idea when he states that “God has not suddenly
thought of the inclusion of the Gentiles; it has always been his intention, and he has long made
his intention known”.>"?> Consequently, on the council James demonstrates that 1) salvation is the
supreme will of God, 2) the cult has been rescinded, and 3) God fulfilled the task of the cult.

At this point James comes to his conclusion in which he needs to propose a solution. As
is known, the council was triggered by the difference in attitudes to the role of the Mosaic law.
Most likely, James proposes his solution in view of the main concern of the council. Thus one
expects him to answer three main questions: 1) whether the Mosaic laws are necessary for
salvation? 2) whether the Mosaic laws are still necessary to be observed? 3) whether or not the
Gentile converts have to keep some points of the Mosaic law, and if so, for which purpose?

Here James shifts to his personal judgment of the Mosaic law. The shift seems to be
appropriate, since James proposes his own opinion. Before it is accepted by the unanimous
decision of the council it cannot be presented as the will of God. He uses the inferential
conjunction 610 to link his decision by inference to all that was previously spoken, then he
declares, éya kpivo, “I judge/ decide/ consider.”®” James then formulates the consequences of

the divine initiative in the four requirements for Gentile converts.>’*

571 Ellis, “New Testament Uses the Old,” 207. Ellis describes the Christian practice of midrash using an
eschatological exegesis, when all prophecies and promises of the Old Testament had been seen as finding their
fulfillment at the time of the writer’s community, as if writer was looking back for the promises to the current event.

572 Here, Barrett states that choosing én’ aid@voc instead of dm’dpyfic James speaks more forcefully, revealing
that the Gentiles were part of God’s eternal plan. Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 728.

573 Jackson believes that here, James is acting by his personal authority. Lake and Cadbury, English
Translation and Commentary, 177.

574 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 73-74.
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The discussion now turns to answering the second question of the council agenda: are the
Mosaic laws still necessary to be observed? At this point James states his judgment: un
mapevoyAeiv. .. aAla.>"® This phrase states the practical consequences of James’ (y® kpive)
decision: pn mapevoyleilv (present infinitive meaning “to cause unnecessary trouble, cause
difficulty ... annoy”).5’® Here “the tense of the infinitive indicates the aspect of the action, not the
time of the action.”®”” Thus, un mapevoyAeiv prohibits ongoing action, the attempt to impose the
ritual law on the Gentiles. Haenchen views un mapevoyleiv as an infinitive expressing the
present imperative, and translates it as “stop overburdening.”®’® He links the meaning of u
napevoyAeiv to Peter’s Cuyov in Acts 15:10. This understanding was rejected by Jervell and
Fitzmyer.>"® Johnson, who views u7 mopevoyAeiv in the sense of “to stop troubling”, seems to be
right.>8°

The conjunction aAAa can be viewed as adversative, coordinating or emphatic. The
sentence should not be interpreted in such a way that the principal decision is un mopevoyAeiv,
with an added subordinate clause starting with &ALé.%8t Some scholars view it as a set of

temporal regulations in respect of common table-fellowship between the Jewish and Gentile

575 Jackson shows the discussion to be about whether the mapd in tapevoyAeiv implies the sense of ‘extra’
and controls the meaning of the phrase, in the sense, ‘to put additional burdens’. Here the scholars reject the
translation of mapevoyleiv as ‘extra burdens’ and suggest translation of the whole phrase un mapevoyieiv in meaning
‘stop annoying’ rather than ‘do not annoy’. Lake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 177.

576 BDAG, nopevoyléo.
577 McLean, New Testament Greek, 200-201.
578 Haenchen, Acts, 448 n. 6, citing Lake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 177.

579 Jervell, Luke and the People of God: a new look at Luke-Acts (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1972), 143-144,
repeated in Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 392-393; 396. Jervell’s view also had support from Fitzmyer, Luke the
Theologian, 176.

580 Johnson, Acts, 266, n. 19.

581 Pao argues for the connection in functioning of ¢ALd in Peter’s and James’ speeches. He states that in Acts
15:10-11 by aALa, the “yoke,” is explicitly contrasted with “grace”. In 15:19-20 Poa indicates the same function of
the adversative conjunction dAla translated, “but”. Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 239-241. The present thesis suggests
that the conjunction d\La here reveals the phrase contrasted with pn mopevoyleiv due to a different reason. It does
not contrast “grace” of v. 19 with “yoke” of v. 20, but reveals that the content of v. 20 (related to the matters of
natural law) stays separate from the content of v. 19 (matters of ritual law). Thus, d\\a joins two parallel phrases,
contrasting to one another in meaning.
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converts.>®2 Thus, Blomberg accepts that both chapters, Acts 10 and 15, had the purpose of
leading readers to the idea of “freedom from the Law.”*%® He takes Peter’s vision in Acts 10 as
“not only cancellation of dietary laws but also the abolition of the barriers banning table
fellowship between Jews and Gentiles.”®* Supporting his view Glenny states: “James’s
quotations from Amos 9 in Acts 15:16-18 are the scriptural basis for not imposing the Law on
the Gentile converts at the Jerusalem Council”.%%

The opposing view was expressed by Jervell, Marshall, and Fitzmyer. First of all, Jervell
states that the Decree presumed the freedom from circumcision and not from the law itself.>%®
According to Marshall, Luke had no intention of cancelling all of the Law, but only the ritual
law.%®" Fitzmyer demonstrates that for Luke the Mosaic law continues “to be a valid norm of
human conduct ... and also a means of identifying God’s people”.>®® Supporting this idea,
Fitzmyer shows the linguistic heterogeneity of the words vopoc, évtolr, and £00¢.%% These
terms tell us about the law from different perspectives, and have different meanings. The issue of

the laws of Torah was disputed also by Mattheus Klinghardt who argues that the law, even after

%82 This view has support in the work of Blomberg. Blomberg, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 64. Perry also argues for
the temporal significance of the four prohibitions. Perry, “Ethics in Acts 10-15,” 171. Barrett states that a better
explanation for the prohibitions is “the desire to make it easier for Jewish and Gentile Christians to eat together.”
Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 734 (d).

583 Blomberg, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 70. This view was maintained by Mark A. Seifrid, “Jesus and the Law in
Acts,” Journal for the Study of the New Testament, no. 30 (1987): 51-53.

584 Blomberg, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 64. Darrel Bock also views Acts 10 and 15 together and then concludes
that “Jewish believers are free to practice the faith in their way, just as Gentiles are not required to come under the
law”. Bock, Acts, 37, 508. However, it puts believers in the situation of double standards. They had been obliged
now to keep one law in mixed meals and a different law in separated meals.

585 Glenny, “Apostolic Hermeneutics,” 20-21. Here Glenny insists that the four prohibitions were driven from
Lev 17-18.

586 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 33, repeated in Apostelgeschichte, 397.

587 Marshall, Luke, 20, 185. Marshall considers that only the Jewish ritual Law became unnecessary to keep.
He asserts that all aspects of the Mosaic law were fulfilled in Christ.

%88 Eitzmyer, Luke the Theologian, 176.

%89 Fitzmyer, Luke the Theologian, 177.
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Christ’s death and resurrection, remains valid in its modified form (the form which has been
cristallised in the Apostolic Decree) for the ecclessia consisting of Jews and Gentiles.>%

Secondly, it is less likely that Peter in the vision of Acts 10 was given an order to declare
all unclean food as clean. If so, then the prohibitions of the Decree seem to be a step back. Also,
it would seem impossible to apply the few dietary prohibitions to non-kosher foods. The
cancellation of the dietary laws in Acts 10 cannot explain the reason to keep practicing one part
of dietary system, while rejecting another. What kind of table fellowship could be possible
between Jewish Christians and those from the Gentiles if the table is full of unclean meat, even
though the blood had been drained out? Moreover, in Acts 10:19, 28; 11:10-12 Peter clarifies
that his vision had a clear application to the issue of Gentile converts. He never mentioned any
application of his vision to dietary law.

Thirdly, explaining the prohibitions of the Decree in terms of temporary significance also
seems doubtful. Goppelt states that the Decree was written in order to regulate common life in
mixed communities and was of a temporary and incomplete character.>** However, Dibelius
emphasised that the four prohibitions were given without saying that “these conditions will be
necessary, especially if Jewish and Gentile Christians are to associate with one another.””>%?
Additionally, the temporary application of the prohibitions would require the subordinate clause
to be written as a temporal clause. There are, however, no markers of a temporal sense.

The phrase pun mapevoyAeiv... aAla can be better interpreted by understanding it as the
connection of two clauses with a paratactic relationship, indicating two clauses of equal
importance. It can then be interpreted as a judgment about the Mosaic law, and a judgment

concerning different laws, which are tied in a list of exclusions. Thus, the adversative

590 Klinghardt, Gesetz, 306-310.

%91 |_eonhard Goppelt, Apostolic and Post-Apostolic Times (London: Adam & Charles Black, 1970), 70. He
bases his view of the Decree on the law of aliens, written in Leviticus 17-18.

592 Dibelijus, Studies in Acts 97.
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conjunction aAia serves to introduce matters which readers should not mix together with the
Mosaic laws. It is evident from the fact that the infinitive, émoteiday, is the direct object of a
verb kpivo in v. 19. This supports the view that dALa joins two paratactic clauses.

The following clause, émioteilon avtoig tod anéyecOat, is constructed with two
infinitives. The first, émoteihon, describes the decision of James to send the answer, when the
pronoun’s antecedent identifies the recipients as the believers in Antioch (15:1).5% The genitive
articular infinitive, tod anéyecOat, expresses purpose, to warn the reader about necessary things:
“I judge ... to write to them in order that they avoid...”®%* Thus, v. 19 has to be structured as
follows:

Figure 6 Additional diagram 1- Acts 15:19, 20
19) 810 &ym kpive
LT TAPEVOYAETV TOIG GO TV E0VAV EMGTPEPOLGLY €L TOV OBgdV,
20) Al émoteihon aToig Tod dnéyeoat
TOV AACYMUATOV TOV EI0OA®V
Kai ¢ mopveiog
KOl TOV TTVIKTOL
Kai tod aipoatog:
The next important point is to interpret the list of prohibitions. The list belongs to purpose the
clause starting with tod améyeofot, meaning “to keep away/ to abstain”.%®® Consequently, the
phrase T@v dMoympdtov TV £iddAov can be translated as “of the pollutions of idols.”>%

Haenchen states, €idwlobvtov is the prohibition of “not only a participation in pagan cultic

meals but buying sacrificed meat in the market.”>*” Bock and Savelle note that the verbal form of

5% BDAG, “to send someth. to, inform/ instruct by letter.”

5% Wallace, Greek Grammar, 591-593. Johnson mentions here that the word énéyec0o1 occurs in LXX Job
28:28; Prov 9:18; Isa 54:14; 1 Thess 4:3; 1 Tim 4:3; 1 Pet 2:11 all of which should be understood as literal
prohibitions. Johnson, Acts, 266, n. 20.

%5 BDAG, anéym, 5, “to avoid contact w. or use of someth., keep away, abstain, refrain from”.

%6 BDAG, dAioynua, “pollution”, from dMoyém “make ceremonially impure” LXX.

%97 Haenchen, Acts, 449 n. 3, repeated in Apostelgeschichte, 432 n.2. However, the word &idmlo00tov was
used in 1Cor 8:7 in a ritual manner: “Some people are still so accustomed to idols that when they eat such food they
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aAloynua appears in Dan 1:8 and Mal 1:7, 12, “where it concerns the eating of food and suggests
a kind of desecration”.>® Bock interprets the prohibition of Tdv dMcynudtmv TGV 8OOV as
participation in pagan idolatry. He also notes that the omission of mopveia in 8* makes the
Decree “exclusively ritualistic.””%%

Citing Acts 15:20, Pao gives an interesting translation of the Greek phrase “tod
améyecOat TdV AMoYNUAToV” as “to abstain only from things polluted”.®%° He sees the key to the
understanding of the Decree in “context of the polemic against pagan worship”, which matches
the anti-idol polemic of Isaiah and Luke-Acts as a whole.®® Also, £idwio0btwv in v. 29 clarifies
the meaning of t®v dMoynudtov Tdv giddAov in v. 20.%°2 The word tév dMoynudtov less
likely relates to each of four prohibitions, as their cases do not correspond. Furthermore, Jackson
and Lake refer dMoynudtov to ritual dietary defilement, rather than moral pollution.®%

While €idwAob0tv means “meat offered to idols,” without negative connotation,

dMoynuétov seems to put stress on defilement that idols cause.®** Thus, Tod dnéyecon Tdv

think of it as having been sacrificed to an idol, and since their conscience is weak, it is defiled.” This text shows that
pollution comes not by buying sacrificed meat, but when the worship to idols is taking place.

5% Bock, Acts, 505. Savelle shows that the meaning of “é\icynua” is confirmed by the 51" Century CE
lexicographer Hesychius defining this word, “the taking as food of defiling sacrifices”. Savelle, “Reexamination of
Prohibitions,” 452, n. 9. Savelle quotes from E.A. Sophocles, Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods
(New York: Frederick Ungar, 1887), 1:114. The desecration was presumed by the laws of Lev 17:7 and Exod 20:4,
which link the Decree to the food laws. Otherwise it seems incomprehensible to repeat the prohibition of idolatry
three times in different forms at one resolution of the Decree.

599 Bock, Acts, 509. Bock views the Alexandrian text as the closest to the original.

600 Pag, Isaianic New Exodus, 240-241. It is clear that the word “only” is absent in the original text. Such an
enthusiastic approach might betray his presupposition concerning the four prohibitions of the Decree.

601 Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 241-242. Developing the idea of the anti-idol polemic Pao believes that the
Decree was invoked to call God-fearers from the Gentiles to worship the one true God. He rejects the thought that
the Decree could be a compromise between the Jewish and Gentile parties in the church and points to the challenge
of worshipping the true God instead of idols. However it seems to be a useless interpretation of the Decree, for it
represents the discussion about evident matters. If this Decree could not suit the demand of the Antioch church
members, then their joy after its reception becomes surprising.

602 Mclver, Intermediate NT Greek, 62.

803 | ake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 177. They note that cuvalicyo(0)uevor appears
in MSS of Aristeas 142 in a context which presupposes ritual dietary defilement.

604 Johnson relates this prohibition specifically to “food offered at the shrines of idols.” Johnson, Acts, 266, n.
20.
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amoynudtwov could provide a rationale for the prohibition, namely, to prevent defilement from
idols. Focus on the rationale could explain the fact that Luke preserved these two different
wordings. The following prohibitions, kai tfig mopveiog kai ToD TvikTod Kol oD aipotog are
expressed with nouns, which serve as the direct objects of anéyecOau.

Looking for an explanation of tod mviktod as “strangled”, Haenchen held it was
influenced by the Golden Rule in an ethical sense.®® However, he mentioned the evidence “that
abhorrence of blood and strangled meat had survived into the second century, independently of
consideration for the Jewish Christians.”®®® Also Gager mentions that Christian polemic against
Judaizers discussed the issue of the distinction among foods even in the fourth century CE.®’
Johnson notes that tob mviktod, “strangled/ choked,” could echo the meaning of nviyw in Mark
5:13, and Matt 13:7; 18:28.5%8 Also, anénviéav in Luke 8:7 (aorist of amonviyw) has the same
root, mviyw, and is translated as “choked.” Another form of amonviyw in Luke 8:33 (anenviyn)
means “drown.”®® These occurances of viyo were mentioned to illustrate spiritual lessons.

Together with the ethical aspect, they involve a cultic aspect referring to the laws of Torah.

605 Haenchen, Acts, 449-450 n. 6. He supports this with the opinions of Resch, Harnack, Clark, and Feine-
Behm, who viewed the prohibitions in a moral sense. At the same time he acknowledged that Zahn, Wendland,
Deihe, Preuschen, Weiss, Goguel, Loisy, Meyer, Ropes, Leitzmann, Beyer, Waitz, Bauernfeind, Cerfaux, Dibelius,
Schafer, and Kummel argue for the ritual nature of the prohibitions. Repeated in Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 432
n. 5.

606 Haenchen, Acts, 472 and Apostelgeschichte, 456. He refers to the witnesses such as Justin, Dial., 34.8;
Minucius Felix, 36.6; Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.1.26 and Tertullian, Apol., 9.13.

607 J. Gager, The Origins of Anti-Semitism: Attitudes Toward Judaism in Pagan and Christian Antiquity (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1983), 122.

608 Johnson, Acts, 267, n. 20. Johnson states that ‘strangled” was mentioned in the meaning of “meat with its
blood”. The word viktod meaning, “strangled, choked to death” appears only in the text of the Decree in Acts
15:20, 29; 21:25. BDAG, nviyw, 1, 2 a b c. In Matt 13:7; 18:28 it means “to be stifled, choke” and “drown” in Mark
5:13.

609 BDAG, anonviym, a b, “to check normal breathing”, “choke”, “drown”.
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Pao also suggests that tod mvictod and oipotoc may point to pagan religious practices. 51
Wilson refers to the historical context of four prohibitions.®!! He argues that aipatog in Luke-
Acts, always meant ‘kill’ or ‘murder’ and never referred to eating.%? However, Johnson points
out that, in Torah, aiua had frequent connection to animal sacrifice. If Luke took the four
prohibitions from the authentic apostolic letter and did not invent the main themes of the
speeches, then one may assume that he preserved the actual account of James’ argument. As a
Jewish leader, James had to refer to the meaning of aipa, found in Torah. His use of aipo would
not depend on meaning of this term in the entire context of Luke-Acts, but would rather depend
on the meaning that oipa had in Torah.

The order in which the prohibitions are listed in variant readings most likely reflects three
main concepts: idol worship, fornication and dietary rules. This is seen from the fact that tod
nviktod kai Tod oiporog are usually linked one to another.513 Barrett states that the link of
nviktod to afpartoc suggests one should view them as references to a ritual food law.%* The
cultic reading of $*°, while it omits ti|g mopveiog still keeps a link between tod TvikTod Koi 10D
aipotog. The ethical reading of D 05 might intentionally omit tod aviktod in order to break the
link and remove the reference to dietary law.

As both prohibitions refer to the same law, they could be understood as replaceable/

interchangeable. Arrington supports this view arguing for the meaning of tod nviktod in the

610 Pag, Isaianic New Exodus, 241. If so, this approach doesn’t explain the addition of the negative form of
the Golden Rule and omission of nviktog in Western reading.

611 Wilson, Luke and Law, 92. Wilson sees that meat was not a major dietary item in the ancient world.
That’s why the four requirements were not a burden for the readers of the Decree.

612 Wilson, Luke and Law, 100. See also Luke 11:50-55, 13:1; Acts 5:28, 22:20. Moreover, Wilson cites
Weiss, who sees here the distinction between unclean meat from forbidden animals (Lev 11) and unclean meat
because of the way (Lev 17) of its preparation. Ibid., 75.

613 Arrington supports the observation of the close relation between tod nmviktod kai Tod aipatog and suggests
treating them together. Arrington, Acts, 155.
g g g

614 Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 735 (b). The phrase “ritual food laws” seems to be here out of sense. The
word ‘ritual’ does not fit the concept of the food laws of Torah which prohibit blood consumption. The ritual food
laws presume ritual cleansing before the meal.
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sense of meat from the animal, killed without draining its blood.®*® That explains the fact that
sometimes only one of them was retained, as is evident in cases where tod aipotog was retained
and tod nviktod omitted. This, however, might point to the situation when the manuscripts with
the three-fold tradition, where tob mviktod and 1od aipatog were disconnected, reflected the loss
of the original meaning of the prohibitions.

The meaning of mopveia also needs clarification. Fitzmyer provides detailed study of the
word mopveio in Jewish literature of pre-Christian Palestine.®*® He notes that the Hebrew
analogue of mopveia in the LXX, the noun M3, is found in Num 14:33; Hos 6:10; Jer 3:2 and
reflects the symbolic meaning of ‘idolatry’.®t” While Jiirgen Wehnert views the term mopveia to
be underpinned by regulations of the so-called Holiness Code (Lev 18:6-30),%*® Fitzmyer argues
that this term does not occur in Lev 17-18. Instead, he notes the rabbinic explanation of m3a7 in
the sense of marriage within prohibited degrees of kinship (the contravention of Lev 18:13), and
polygamy or divorce (the contravention of Gen 1:27; 7:9; Deut 17:17).%1° Pao considers the term
nopveia in the sense of sacred prostitution, or even in terms of “a general criticism of the
morality of the Gentiles.”®?° Johnson adds that the meaning of mopveia, most discussed in the

New Testament, is sexual immorality.®?* Although commentators argue which of these meanings

815 Arrington, Acts, 155. He sees a clear theological connection between tod mviktod and tod aipatog and
relates both prohibitions to ‘certain laws’ in Lev 17:10-15; Deut 12:16, 23.

616 Fitzmyer, Acts, 557-558.

617 Johnson supports this view and adds Ezek 16:15-46 to the list of Scriptural evidences. Johnson, Acts, 266.

618 Wehnert links all four prohibitions of the Decree to Lev 17-18, emphasising the primacy of the idolatry
ban among the four prohibitions. He makes James the author of the so-called “abstention rules” by observing the
connection between the three appearances of James in Acts and the tree-fold repetition of the Decree (15:20, 29, and
21:25). Wehnert, Die Reinheit des “christlichen Gottesvolkes,” 65-67.

619 Fitzmyer, Acts, 558.

620 pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 241.

621 Johnson recalls different forms of mopveia in NT (1 Cor 6:18; 7:2; 2 Cor 12:21; Gal 5:19; Eph 5:3; Col
3:5; 1 Thess 4:3; Heb 13:4) and connected to divorce (Matt 5:32; 19:9). Johnson, Acts, 267.
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of mazs was intended by mopveia in the Decree, one still needs to keep in mind the contravention
of Gen 1:27 as its background.®?

This finding is important because it explains the use of Gen 1:27 in Jesus’ commentary
on divorce in Matt 19:3-9; Mark 10:2-12.52% His teaching is in agreement with Qumran halakhic
tradition.®?* Moreover, both these passages discuss the link between divorce and mopveio. Jesus
viewed mopveio as contrary to God’s original purpose for marriage. Mark 10:2-12 reflects
midrash, which Jesus created during his discussion with Pharisees.®? With help of midrash, he
appealed to the authority of natural/universal law of pre-Mosaic Torah, which was above that of
Mosaic law written later “to a post-creation period ‘hardened” humanity.”%25

Luke 16:18 repeats this saying of Jesus about mopveia, omitting the link to Gen 1:27.5%
This may be explained by the fact, that Luke wrote his Gospel for a predominantly Gentile
audience, unfamiliar with this hermeneutical method. Matthew’s community, though it had a
substantial Gentile component, was formed mainly by Christians of Jewish descend that

predetermined “the interest of the Gospel in issues relating to Jews.”®?® Matthew’s account

622 Fitzmyer refers to CD 4:20-21 arguing that the rabbis of that time understood 137 as the contravention of
Gen 1:27. Fitzmyer, Acts, 557-558, see Note on 15:20.

623 Regarding marriage (Mark 10:2-5), Jesus alluded in his answer to the creation story (Mark 10:6-9).
C. D. Elledge, “‘From the Beginning It Was Not So...”: Jesus, Divorce, and Remarriage in Light of the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” Perspectives in Religious Studies 37, no. 4 (2010): 374.

624 Some scholars recognize the similarities of the “principle of creation” in Mark 10:2-9 and Damascus
Document of Qumran literature. Avemarie Frierich, “Jesus and Purity,” in The New Testament and Rabbinic
Literature: Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism, ed. Reimund Bieringer et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2010),
255. The same thought appears in Peter J. Thompson, “Divorce Halakhah in Paul and the Jesus Tradition,” in The
New Testament and Rabbinic Literature, ed. Reimund Bieringer et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 322.

625 Goulder sees that “Matthew wrote a commentary on Mark” and was “eager to see the midrashic matrices
of apparently invented materials.” M. D. Goulder, “Midrash in Matthew,” in Midrash in Action and as a Literary
Device, ed. J. Duncan and M. Derrett (Leiden: Brill, 1978), 207.

626 Moyise notes that in Mark 10:2-9 Jesus valued the will of God more than the command of Moses and
linked marriage to a weighty law - natural law of creation. Steve Moyise, Evoking Scripture: Seeing the Old
Testament in the New (London: T&T Clark, 2008), 24-25.

627 Evans notes that the pericope of Mark 10:1-12 was expanded by Matthew and abbreviated by Luke. Craig
Evans, Mark 8:27-16:20, WBC, vol. 34B (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2001), 79.

628 Robert K. Mclver, Mainstream or Marginal? The Matthean Community in Early Christianity (Frankfurt
am Main: Peter Lang, 2012), 209.
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addressed to a reader who is familiar with Jewish Scriptures, repeats the link between marriage
and creation and shows mopveia as contrary to God’s plan appointed at creation. Thus, one can
argue that the creation account provides the background of the prohibition of mopveia in Acts
15:20.

Finally, James recalls the writings of Moses: Mwbotic yap... avaywvookduevoc. He does
not specify which part of those writings he views here and, thus, he likely implies the sum of
Mosaic writings, the Torah. The reason James did not to use the word “Torah,” but replaced it
with “Moses”, is his need to include the final statement of his midrash, in which the final text has
to recall the initial issue. The initial issue of the council was the discussion about vopog
Muwboénc, S0 James had to refer to Mwiofig in the final text.5%°

Some scholars understand the reference to Moses in v. 21 differently. Dibelius translates
v. 21 as “Moses also is proclaimed to the world without our assistance.”®3® Haenchen applies
“Moses” from v. 21 to the immediately preceding v. 20. As a result he sees the necessity of the
four prohibitions in the understanding that the law is preached everywhere.®3! Bruce agrees that
the need for keeping of the four prohibitions is because Moses is taught in every synagogue, and
Christians should bear in mind that many people were aware of Torah, or practiced it.®*? This
view, however, would impose the four prohibitions on Gentile converts as a negative result of
the universal preaching of Moses. The word dvaywvmokodpuevog means “read aloud for public

hearing”.% If one assumed that the spread of Mosaic law made the set of prohibitions an

629 Dibelius mentions here the possibility of “a little Midrash” connected to the quotation from the prophets.
He saw the midrash lying somewhere between vv. 17 and 21. Dibelius, Studies in Acts 98. Similar interpretation
was suggested by James Hardy Ropes, JBL, 1896, 75-81 and later taken up by Lake and Cadbury, The Beginnings of
Christianity, 1V, 177f.

830 Dibelius, Studies in Acts 97, n. 9. Dibelius believes, that the prohibitions were given because of the
dispersion of the Mosaic law in the world.

631 Haenchen, Acts, 450 n. 1 and Apostelgeschichte, 433 n. 1. Haenchen’s view was supported by Bock, Acts,
390.

632 Bruce, Acts, 344.

833 BDAG, avaywvdokw, 1 b. Similar reference to the ‘old covenant’ (tfig modondic Sradrxng) in terms of
‘Moses’ is found in 2 Cor 3:14, 15. The term ‘old covenant’ here may refer to the ritual law of Torah.
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unavoidable fact, then the judgment of James, stated with un Topevoyieiv... aAia, has to provide
connections to Mwbetig yap. Thus, v. 21 has to be linked in meaning to v. 19 and not to v. 20.
Also with this assumption it would have been better for James to rearrange the phrase in the
following manner: 510 y® Kpive U TaPEVOYAETV TOIG Amd TV VAV EMGTPEPOLGLY £l TOV
Be6v. 'Emoteilon e antoic tod anéyesbat ... Mobotic yap... dvaywookduevos. Thus, the
structure of the phrase would suggest that the prohibitions be imposed on the Gentiles because of
the spread of Mosaic law.

However, James forms his phrase differently and refers to Moses with a different
purpose. His reference to Moses in v. 21 could imply more than the law of Moses.®** The word
Mobotic, in the New Testament, implies a many-faceted portrait of Moses.%®® It suggests that
Moses was seen as a prophet (Deut 18:15, 18; 34:10), and a lawgiver (Exod 24:4, 12; 34:28, 29;
Deut 4:14; 31:9, 24-26). Thus, “Moses” could simply refer to Torah. The phraseology we have in
Acts 15:19-21 suggests that un mapevoyAeiv... aAla both are governed by kpive. Thus, Mebof|g
v0p has to be an object of ur mapevoyAeiv as well as of dAAd émoteilat. Jackson and Lake
survey several opinions on the meaning of the reference to Moses, where the conjunction yap
provides the reason for the previouse statement, kpive un mapevoyreiv, or for the ‘decrees’
themselves.5%

The positive role of reference to Moses in v. 21 was demonstrated by Jervell, who
represented his role as a witness of the Decree from the angle of the books of the law.%3” Wilson

noticed that the connection of v. 21 with v. 20 is more natural, for he sees the preaching of

634 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 24-25. See also Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 399. Jervell notices the unique
use of Trapavoudv in 23:5, in the words, “only Luke talks about ‘Moses being preached’”. This nuance suggests that
the phrase might have a special purpose. Jervell states that here Luke represents the ‘law’ by the name “Moses.”

635 Tjerman, “New Testament Moses,” 317-320.

636 |_ake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 177.

837 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 33.
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Moses in the synagogues as justification for the four prohibitions.®*® Sandt emphasized that
James concludes his words “with a reference to the authority of Moses (v. 21)”.%% Sandt stresses
James’ reference to Moses in v. 21 as “the law associated explicitly with Moses,” representing
the highest authority of his books for an adequate view of God’s will toward the Gentiles.5
Finally, Pao insists that the preaching of Moses, to which James refers, is important because it
means the proclamation of the one true God among all the nations.®** In light of these
suggestions, one may assume that the final mention of Moses in James’ speech does not carry a
negative judgment. Instead, it seems to be a simple assertion that the preaching and reading of
Torah is spread universally.

J. H. Ropes suggests that James first gave the quotation from Amos, which speaks about
the kingdom of David, and then had to show that the restoration includes not only Israel, but all
nations of the world. To support this thought, James used another argument and referred to the
fact that the synagogues are present in every town and that Moses is widely preached. Thus,
according to Ropes, James tried to show that the inclusion of nations was also presumed by
Amos’ prophecy.®*? This explanation, however, needs support from textual links from vv. 16-17
to v. 21, which are not evident.

This thesis takes into account that James uses a midrashic structure. His reference to

Mosaic writings at the end of the midrash is its final element.®*® On one hand James might refer

638 Wilson, Luke and Law, 83-85. Wilson views these four demands as matters with Mosaic connection and
states that they were preached by Diaspora Jews in the synagogues to the Gentiles.

639 Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 74.

640 |_inking Acts 15 and Deuteronomy 4, Sandt states that “the law of Moses remains in force also for the
Gentile believers.” Sandt, "Explanation of Acts 15:6-21," 93.

641 pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 242 n. 85.

642 |_ake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 177-178. However here they could not provide
any sufficient explanation for knpvocovtog avtov Exel, where the word knpidccew presupposes the proclamation of
previously unknown teaching. According to Jackson and Lake the proclamation of the Mosaic law for the God-
fearers among the Gentiles was the exact application of v. 21.

843 Ellis, “New Testament Uses the Old,” 203-205.
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to Moses in order to show the spread of the Mosaic law around the world and to confirm the
global meaning of Amos’ quotation. On the other hand James could intend to show that the
Mosaic law is well known and people can see the difference between its parts, whether they are
ritual, or whether they refer to the natural law for all humanity.

The question now is, whether James made the final reference to Moses assuming Mosaic
law (the original matter of the debate), or assuming Mosaic writings (the Torah).®* If the first
assumption is right, then James referred to Moses in the sense of Mosaic ritual law and the rite of
circumcision, which were the original issues of the debate. If the second is right, than James
made the reference to Mosaic writings in general, the wide distribution of which enabled the
content of the Decree to be understood.®* Thus, James’ decision can be represented in the
following diagram as 1) a rule, 2) an exception from the rule, and 3) an explanation of the rule:

o310 €ym kpive - the decision
the rule L1 TOPEVOYAETV TOTG ...
the exception GALG EmioTeTAon AOTOLG ... the explanation
Moiofg yap... AvayivooKOUEVOC.
Here, Mobotic yap becomes the explanation of the previously made decision.®*® When James
chose not to cause difficulty to those who are turning to God, and decided not to impose the
ritual law of Moses on them, he stressed the concepts were of pre-Mosaic origin. Doing this,

James had to be sure that people could see a clear difference between ritual Mosaic laws and the

644 Johnson views reference to Moses in v. 21 as the reference to Torah. He states: “Undoubtedly... Luke
regards these conditions as rooted in Torah”. Johnson, Acts, 267.

845 T, E. Fretheim believes that the apostolic letter was written in a ‘law-giving context’. He shows that one
basis for the moral law established on “those laws that are directly commanded by God”, while the second basis is
rooted in “natural law, a basic moral sense that God has built into the very stuctures of the created order”. The food
laws are associated by him to this natural law. Terence E. Fretheim, God and World in the Old Testament
(Nashville: Abingdon, 2005), 137, 139, 140-141.

646 Peterson also finds the link of “Moses’ in v. 21 to v. 20 alone as the most obvious link. Peterson, Acts,
435-236.
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Diaspora because it is said: Mobofic yap. .. kotd oA Tod¢ knpovscoviac ovtdv Exet.®*® Thus,

the reason for mentioning Moses is viewed by the present study as an affirmation of the

knowledge of Moses across the civilized world.

Figure 7 Additional diagram 2 - Acts 15:21
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It is noteworthy that Moiofic here is a subject of the verb £ye1.*® The tovg knpvocovtag is the

direct object: “Moses... has those who preach him”. The modal adverbial participle

avaywvwokopevog also relates to Mwiotic and further explains the manner in which Moses is

preached. The phrase can be translated, “Moses... has those who preach him, being read in

synagogues every Sabbath”. The prepositional phrases also have an important role in this

sentence. Luke puts the prepositional phrases before verbs to show that the frequency of

preaching and reading of Moses is what he wanted to stress.®>® The construction thus helps

847 Arrington supports this idea: “therefore, the Gentile Christians ought to have known the law as a standard

of conduct and the requirements demanded on them”. Arrington, Acts, 155.

648 Fitzmyer also sees that the reference to Moses in v. 21 as the affirmation of the fact that the Gentile

converts have access to the Pentateuch and can recognize the rationale behind the four prohibitions of the Decree.

Fitzmyer, Acts, 558.

645 Mclver, Intermediate NT Greek, 62.

CLINNT3

8%0 Johnson also stresses that this statement of James reflects “the long-standing”, “widespread” and “regular”
practice of preaching Torah in synagogues of the Diaspora. Johnson, Acts, 267, n. 21.
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James to show, not the fact that Moses is preached and read, but that he is preached and read
every Sabbath in every town where a synagogue exists.

It is interesting that Moses is the subject of the sentence. The sentence reveals no concern
regarding the Jews or tensions in table-fellowship. If he were concerned about the problem with
the Jews, James might have said, “...for the Jews preach Moses every Sabbath in every town”.
However, he chooses to shift from vopoc Mobceéwg to Mwibotig and personify the law. This shift
was mentioned by Jervell who noted that only Luke writes about ‘Moses being preached’.®!
According to Jervell the phrase Mwiotig ... Tovg knpvocovtog... £xel demonstrates that Moses is
still a powerful witness and grants him authority.®° This shift from vopoc Mobcéng to Mobotic
was likely designed to emphasize that Torah provides sufficient knowledge to determine the
pattern in which the Decree has to be understood. This pattern also was shown by James in the
same sentence with help of yevedv apyoiov.®>

At the same time, the phrase éx yevedv apyaiov is a verbal link to fuepdv apyaiwv,
which in turn links to the creation account.®®* The question might arise whether the law of Moses
was preached or read from creation. The link, nevertheless, can be viewed between creation and
the natural law, rooted in the creation narrative of the Mosaic writings. This natural law is

reflected in the creation-fall narratives of Genesis, and is further explained in Leviticus and

Deuteronomy together with ritual law, but not mixed with it.®> The reason for recalling the

851 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 24-25. The Mosaic law was also personified by Jesus (John 5:45), where the
law/Moses took the role of an accuser. Cf. Apostelgeschichte, 399.

852 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 24-25.

653 Bruce notes that Judaism in general traces the whole system of preaching of Moses to the time of Moses
himself. Thus, the meaning of yeve®v dpyaimv can be viewed as a link to the origin of Torah. Bruce, Acts, 344. Cf.
Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 399.

854 These temporal indicators (8k yevedv dpyaiov and fipepdv dpyaimv) were linked by Enns to creation. He
argues that the return from Babylon and the Exodus story always alluded to creation and presupposed re-creation.
He rightly stresses that “there is a tradition in Scripture that understands both the Exodus and the return from
Babylon to be antitypes of creation.” Enns, “Creation and Re-Creation,” 261.

855 The dietary prohibitions listed in the Decree have natural law of God in their background (examples Gen
6:19, 20; 7:2, 3; 9:3, 4; Lev 3:17; 7:22-27; 11:1-27, 17:10-14; Deut 12:21-25). They have to be viewed separately
from the dietary restrictions rooted in the ritual law and tied to the religious feasts, holy place, ritual slaughter,
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natural law in books designed for the ritual law made sense. The technique of midrash helped to
recall the rationale for keeping the natural law. Now the apostles separated the ritual system,
which was built to deal with consequences of transgressions against the natural law, from the
natural law itself.

At this point, the present study suggests that some laws of Torah were viewed by the
apostles as natural law. They were not understood to be a part of the ritual law, even though
placed in Torah in proximity to it. The writings of Moses, thus, reveal the eternal universal law
of God, known from the origin of the world, and its extension in the fallen world in the form of
natural law. So, the writings of Moses provide an explanation of the creation — fall — re-creation
paradigm, which is important for the proper understanding of salvation. The detailed explanation
for this pattern will be provided in chapter 3 of the present study. In general, the apostles
probably viewed salvation as fitting into the creation — fall — re-creation pattern preserved in the
writings of Moses. When discussing the role of the Mosaic law in salvific history, the apostles
had to differentiate the ritual law, written for the Israelites, from the natural law known from the
very beginning and embracing all nations of the world. The rationale for reference to Moses in
James’ speech, thus, becomes clear, especially when it is placed together with the reference to

creation.

involvement of priesthood, and permition of consumption only to a ritually clean person; (examples Exod 12:3-11,
15; 13:6, 7; Lev 6:14-18, 26-30; 7:15-21; 11:32-35, 40; 17:15).
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2. Exegesis of the second Lukan account of the Apostolic Decree, Acts 15:22-35

2.1. Exegesis of Unit five, Acts 15:22-29

Unit five starts with the narrative frame, which brings the reader back into the council hall. Luke

describes the way in which the unanimous decision was made. The semantic diagram of this unit,

has the narrative frame first.

2.1.1. The Narrative frame of Unit five, Acts 15:22-23a

Figure 8 Unit five Narrative frame - Acts 15:22-23a
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The structure of the narrative frame in this unit deserves detailed attention. The personal
pronouns (€€ avtdv and d1d xelpoc adTdV), at first sight, seem to belong to the same group of

people.®¢ If so, the congregation in Jerusalem becomes responsible for the content of the Decree.

8% Eitzmyer brings the idea of two independent Jerusalem assemblies and decisions joined by Luke together
as one ‘Council Decree’. He states that the decision, with the four prohibitions, was made by the elders during the
whole church assembly. Fitzmyer, Acts, 563. Bruce supports this idea, trying to remove a contradiction between
Acts 15 and Gal 2. Bruce, Acts, 331. Haenchen shows that the overwhelming majority of Protestant scholars
followed the Tiibingen school and see the Decree as drafted later in Antioch, without Paul’s collaboration. However,
Overbeck and Jacquier, Wendt, Schlatter, Lyder Brun, Zahn, Michaelis view the Decree as related to the Apostolic
Council. Haenchen, Acts, 468.
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The personal pronouns (£€ avt@v and d1a xepog awt@v), however, can describe two
different groups, one of which was the éxxkAnociq of Jerusalem, the other was the audience of the
council.%” As it is evident from v. 6, although the debate arose in éxxAncia (v. 5), the council
consisted only of the apostles and the elders of that ékkAnoiq. Thus, two groups were
temporarily separated, although finally they appeared to be unanimous in this decision. The
preposition ovv in v. 22, followed by dative 6An 1} éxkAnoiq, should be translated, “with.” In
this sentence, Luke combines one group with the help of kai, as it is seen in the phrase toig
amootoloig Kol Toig mpeoPutépoig, and conjoins the other group by cvv in the following phrase:
ovv OAn 11 ékkAnoiq. Thus, Luke uses two different ways to join people together, demonstrating
that two groups are present in one audience, but the temporary separation has not yet been
cancelled.

One can then assume that the decision, éx\e&apévoug avdpag, was taken by the council,
but €& avt@v likely refers to the previously-mentioned cov 6An 17 ékkAnoig. It is likely that the
council made the decisions when the éxkAnoia chose the delegates. This has support from the
observation that the phrase ékAe&apévoug ... dvdpag yovHEVOLS &V TO1g AdEAPOIC cannot
connect toig adehpoig to the council assembly, because this would make Silas and Judas the
leaders of the council.®® It is evident that the delegates had to be chosen from the leading
brothers of the éxiAncia, but not from the apostles.

The same issue appears in reference to dia yepog avtdv.®® The task of the council was to

make a decision and to write it. The letter was then written by the hands of the apostles and those

857 The group, consisting of the apostles, elders and the church, can be understood as one, in the sense they all
belong to the éxkinoia of Jerusalem. The apostles and the elders belonged also to a smaller group of members of the
council, as is seen in v. 6. Thus, the apostles and the elders were the members of two groups at the same time,
namely, the large group, which is ékkAncig in Jerusalem and a smaller group, which is the council body.

6%8 Barrett still notes with uncertainty that “one may guess that Judas and Silas were among the
npeoPutépor.” Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 739 (v. 22).

859 Johnson connects 81t ygpog awtdv to Judas and Silas. Johnson, Acts, 275, n. 23.
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of the ‘council group’.% It follows that abt@dv refers to the apostles and the elders, not to Judas
and Silas and not to the other members. Less likely, the council made its decision in verbal form
and then passed the responsibility to write it to the members of the congregation, who had not
attended the council. It seems more plausible to accept that the apostles and the elders wrote the
letter.

In Acts 15:1-35, Luke uses émioteidan (motéAlw) and népyar (téunm), both meaning
“to send”. The word wépuyar in v. 22 echoes mpomeppOévieg vmoO T EkkAnoiag about Paul and
Barnabas in v. 3. The word can also mean “to commission, appoint.” This would closely tie the
letter to the mission for which Judas and Silas were chosen and sent. Accordingly, their mission
consisted carrying the letter, confirming its authenticity, and interpreting it for the Antiochene
congregation.

Consequently, the main need for choosing the brothers was not to guide Paul and
Barnabas, but to carry and authenticate the apostolic letter. Because it contained a judgment in
favour of Paul’s and Barnabas’ view on the Mosaic law and the issue of salvation, Luke places
the preposition ovv before t@® [Mavio kai Bapvapd, showing that Judas and Silas were
commissioned by the Jerusalem Church with Paul and Barnabas in response to Antioch’s
request.

As it is seen from v. 3, not only Paul and Barnabas were delegated by the Antiochene
church. There were also tvag dAAovg €€ avt®dV, where adtdVv refers to tiveg KateABOVTEG GO
¢ Tovdaiag. To clarify that the apostles did not support their view, but judged in favour of Paul
and Barnabas, Luke pictures Judas and Silas joining Paul and Barnabas. With the help of cOv
Luke confirms that the council took the side of Paul and Barnabas.

The nucleus of Unit five is based on the apostolic letter. The source which Luke quotes

was apparently either the original document, or a copy made by Luke himself from the

660 Barrett following Blass-Debrunner notes the anacoluthon &3o&e .... mépyat... ypdwavteg S1dr x£1pdg
avtdv. Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 739 (v. 23).
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original.®*! One can suggest also that Luke inherited the content of the letter from Paul, who,

likely, had a copy himself.®%2

2.1.2. The nucleus of Unit five

Figure 9 Unit five - Acts 15:23b-29
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81 Fitzmyer attributes Luke’s sources of information about the Jerusalem Council to the written tradition of
the Antiochene church. Fitzmyer, Acts, 540-541.

662 Narrative in Acts 16:4 reveals that Paul delivered the decisions of the council to the churches in Asia
Minor. It would be unacceptable to rely on memory to recall the Decree, instead of reading the apostolic letter.


http://www.tlg.uci.edu/help/BetaManual/online/SB.html
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The letter can be divided into three parts. Part A (v. 23) in Figure 9 reveals the common pattern
of an introduction and contains the apostolic autograph, the recipients of the letter and greetings
(yaipewv) in an epistolary genre.®® It demonstrates a friendly approach as it designates members
of the council with simple adelpoi, and the recipients with adeloig Toig &£ £0vav.5**

Part B (vv. 24-27) is organized around two verbs: nkobcapev... £do&ev “we heard... we
decided.” The causal conjunction €1 with ikovcapey means “since” or “because we heard”
and gives the grounds for the action.®®® The following subordinate clause starts with the
conjunction ét1, introducing the content of what was heard, using an object clause twec...
grapatav vudc.5¢ This subordinate clause has two supplementary clauses, constructed with
adverbial participles é€el06vteg and avackevalovtes. The first clause, £€ Nuav [££eAB0vVTEC],
clarifies where tivég came from. The second supplementary clause, dvackevdlovteg TaG Yoyog
vudv “upsetting, unsettling”, describes the manner in which tivég disturbed the church in
Antioch. %7 The letter adds that the church was disturbed by Adyoic of tivég, namely, by their
teaching.

After mentioning Tveg as the source of wrong teaching, the letter comes back to the
apostles with the words: oi¢ o0 dieotetldueda (from SrootéAhm, “to define or express in no
uncertain terms what one must do, order, give orders”),%%® meaning “we did not delegate them to
teach” and thus relates to Aoyoic.®®® Thus, the letter emphasizes that although the apostles and the

elders were countrymen of tivec, they did not associate themselves with their wrong teaching.

663 Bruce, Acts, 345.

664 Barrett shows that the letter made ‘brothers’ of both the apostles and those £ €6vdv on a common basis of
Christian belief. Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 740.

665 \Wallace, Greek Grammar, 674.
666 \Wallace, Greek Grammar, 678.

667 Bruce suggests the meaning ‘subverting’, which can be understood as “a military metaphor for plundering
a town.” Bruce, Acts, 345.

668 BDAG, d100TEM®.

689 Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 741. He states that “the troble-makers are emphatically disowned. They had
no official backing.” See also Fitzmyer, Acts, 565.
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The first occurrence of £€8o&ev (v. 25) indicated that the decision is taken. Moreover, the
decision was taken opoBvpadov, “with one mind/purpose/impulse, ... unanimously”.5”® The aorist
participle yevouévoig shows that the decision was made at the stage when the council came to
one mind, revealing that the council decision was not the opinion of a dominant party. The letter
describes two decisions. The first was to choose the delegates (the participle éxieéapévong).o’
The second was to send (mépyat) the delegates (the chosen dvdpag) to the recipients of the letter
(mpog vuac). The perfect aneotdAixopev shows that the apostles fulfilled the first part of the
council’s decision.

Choosing and sending the delegates was not the council’s main decision, but rather an
additional (or preparatory) step.®’? This step was taken to ratify the Decree in Antioch (15:30-
32), to guarantee its authenticity, and to interpret its wording in oral form. This perception has
support from kai avTovg 010 Adyov dmayyéAlovtag Ta avtd. The meaning of the pronoun avtd is
determined by the coordinate conjunction yap in v. 28, which links the idea of v. 28 to the
previous idea, expressed by avtd. The verb droyyéhiovtag indicates future action. The
construction of dia+gen shows the Adyog to be an agent, by which the proclamation of avtd will
be taken.

Part C (vv. 28-29) contains the second (main) decision is introduced by the repetition of
gdocev (V. 28) and expressed in the form of the Decree.5”® Here, £50&ev is used impersonaly,

though the decision is attributed to t® mveduatt @ dyim kai nuiv. Writing the letter and

670 BDAG, 6pofopuadov. Citing Acts 15:25 Barret views 6po@vpadov in the sense of “reached a common
mind”, so “even the extremists agreed”. Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 742. Bruce notes it as the favourite adverb of
Luke. Bruce, Acts, 106.

671 Arrington, Acts, 157. He notes that two delegates from the Jerusalem church were sent “with strict
orders... to relate by words of mouth the content of the letter.” He explains the need of additional oral explanation

of the letter because its content was written briefly.

672 The main decision has to provide a solution to the original issue in Antioch. It was organized by the
members of the council in the form of the Decree which is interpreted below in part C.

673 BDAG, dokém, 2 b, “it seems best to me, | decide, I resolve” and expresses subjective opinion.
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approaching the part when the main decision was to be stated, the apostles shifted from “we
decided” to “the Holy Spirit and we decided.” They acknowledged God’s priority in making the
decision.®” Furthermore, they demonstrated assurance that the following Decree was inspired
and approved by God. Thus, the content of the Decree constitutes the revealed will of God.

It is evident that the account of the Decree in v. 28 is formed into two lines. The first line
undev méov Emifecon Huiv Papoc, where Bapog likely refers to Peter’s {uyov in verse 10.57°
Goppelt believes that according to Acts the only difference between Jewish and Gentile
Christians was in the observance of the ritual laws.®’® It becomes clear from the fact that the
phrase émitibeoBat...fapoc is similar to £émbeivar {uyov, sharing the same root of verb gmtionut.
The Bapog and {uyog seem to refer to vopog Mwicéwc, the original issue of the debate, and
describes it as a burden.®”’” The word mA&ov, here, is used as a comparative, meaning
“more/greater”.%’® The meaning of the first part of the Decree seems to be: “It was decided by
the Holy Spirit and us to lay upon you no greater burden except...”

The second line (v. 28) appears to be a parallel saying and starts with the conjunction
m\v, which can be subordinate or adversative.5”® Here, mAnv is likely used in a subordinate way,

different to the manner expressed by the adversative conjunction éAAd in v. 20.58° Then, v

674 Peterson notes that the council “came to affirm what the Spirit had already shown”. Peterson, Acts, 439.
Bruce, Acts, 346.

675 Barret observes the connection of Bépog here to v. 10 and also rightly notes that Bdpog here, also is similar
to 00 BaAA® € Vudg GAlo Papog in Rev 2:24, which also is linked to €idwAiofbtwv and Topveia in Rev 2:20.
Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 744.

676 Goppelt, Apostolic Times, 64, 67. He views the life of the early church through the issues reflected in
Galatians and other Pauline writings. He also believes that the church in Antioch followed Paul’s theology. For
Goppelt, the Decree in Acts 15 provided the grounds for the common table-fellowship.

577 BDAG, Bdapoc, 1, “experience of someth. that is particulary oppressive, burden.”

678 Johnson sees this statement as similar to James’ un mapevoyAeiv in v. 19. Johnson, Acts, 277, n. 28. In 1
Tim 5:16 Paul uses a similar prohibition in relation to Bapog saying: un PapeicOm 1 ékkinocia.

679 Barret notes that here wAnv is used as animproper preposition, taking the genitive and translates as
“except.” Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 744.

680 peterson also notes that the whole phrase, undsv miéov émtifecOar Opiv Bapog ANV TovTMV TV
gnavaykeg, although it reflected lexic of vv. 10, 19 and 29, was based on v. 20. Peterson, Acts, 439.
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subordinates the following phrase, Tobtov t@v éndvaykeg, to the previous sentence and by this
shows the exception/ limitations of the previous statement undev miéov €nttifecOon Huiv
Bapoc.8t Then the four necessary limitations appear: dnéyecOon gidwAodVTOV Ko oipoTog Kai
TvIKT®V kai Topveiag (V. 29). The word danéyesbot means “to avoid contact with or use of
someth., keep away, abstain”.®® The meaning of the Decree, then, is that the mAfov Bépoc, the
ritual part of the vopog Mwicémg, was taken away, and is not to be imposed on Gentile
converts.®83

The original issue in Antioch was viewed from the the perspective of salvation. Thus,
keeping those four prohibitions was declared to be érndavayxeg (“necessary”). The context of
Peter’s speech makes it clear that o1 TG yéprtog oD Kvpiov Incod miotevopey cmbijvar. Thus,
the prohibitions cannot be viewed as necessary conditions for salvation.®3* They were necessary,
but not for salvation. If to take into account that the main object of the sentence is the Holy
Spirit, it might be assumed that the prohibitions are necessary for t@® nvebpoatt T® ayio. This idea
will be examined in chapter 3.

The four prohibitions in v. 29 are similar to v. 20. The only significant change is that t@v
aamoynudtov Tdv eiddlov is replaced, and clarified by idmAobvTmV, meaning “something
offered to a cultic image/idol, food sacrificed to idols.”®® The other changes, namely, the
different order of words (eidwAoBVT®V, aipatog, Tvikt®v and mopveiag instead of Tod anéyecOot

TOV dMoynUaTeV TOV elddAmv, Topveiag, Tviktod and aipatog) and use of plural aviktdv

881 Barret suggests to0tov TdV émévaykeg to represent the corresponding adverb. He also notes that
éndvaykeg may indicate things ‘necessary’ for salvation if to assume that Judaizers sounded the necessity of Mosaic
custom in relation to salvation in v. 1 and in v. 5. Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 745.

82 BDAG, améym, 5.

683 Here Johnson compares mAéov Papog with its use in Matt 20:12; 2 Cor 4:17; Gal 6:2 and Rev 2:24.
Johnson, Acts, 277, n. 28.

684 Barrett observes ‘necessary’ in v. 28 with reference to the salvation issue in vv. 1, 5. Barrett, Commentary
on Acts, 745.

885 BDAG, &idwAd0vutoc. Johnson puts stress on ‘idol’, instead of the nature of meat. Johnson, Acts, 277, n.
29.
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instead of singular, are minor and insignificant changes. The last phrase, ¢ Gv dtotnpodvieg
gavtovg b mpatete, represents the concluding exortation expressed in covenant form. Wilson
thus assumes that the Decree was so decisive for Luke that “its authority is not challenged from

that point on” %%

2.1.3. Summary of the interpretations of the Decree
In general, interpretations of the content of the Decree, in this research study, have taken three
main directions: the ‘ethical’, the ‘cultic’ and ‘pre-Mosaic’. The ethical interpretation of the
content of the Decree employed by Haenchen carried the features of the earlier (mediaeval)
exegesis. A similar position was taken by Bruce, Bock, and Blomberg. They argue that the
function of the four prohibitions was to regulate the life in mixed communities and to enable
common table-fellowship, as well as to support the success of the Gentile mission.®

The cultic interpretation suggests that the content of the Decree represents an allusion to
the law about strangers in the midst of Israel in the Holiness Code.® It is noteworthy that despite
his espousal of the ethical approach, Haenchen viewed the rationale for the four prohibitions of
the Decree linked to this law about aliens. Jervell agrees with this point of view.%° Later this
view was adopted by Fitzmyer, Wilson, Sandt and Glenny.®%° Pao, however, argues against the

connection between the four requirements and the law about “strangers in the land” in Lev 17-

886 Wilson, Luke and Law, 107. This means Luke agreed with such a form of the Decree.

887 Schnabel argues that the prohibition of idolatry was necessary for conversion of the Gentiles rather than
for common table fellowship. At the same time the Decree allowed the Gentile converts to remain uncircumcised.
Eckhard J. Schnabel, Acts, ed. Arnold E. Clinton, Zondervan Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Zondervan 2012), 644.

688 |_ev 17:8-14, the discussion is about cultic slaughtering and in Lev 18 shifts to prohibited sexual
relationships which were imposed also on strangers (18:26). Schnabel notes that the law about aliens does not fit the
rationale for the Decree either: it does not explain why the dietary prohibitions appear in the Decree when Sabbath
keeping is not mentioned. He notes that the Sabbath was also imposed on aliens. Schnabel, Acts, 645, n. 73.

889 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 33.

6% Wilson, Luke and Law, 76.
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18.%%1 Dickinson, moreover, notes that if the cultic implication is linked to Lev 17-18, one may
suggest that a distinction between clean and unclean still makes sense.5%?

Another explanation of the ‘cultic’ interpretation views the content of the Decree as an
allusion to Jewish halakhah. Thus, Perry and Savelle link the prohibitions to the “Jewish ethos”
and not to “one specifically identifiable origin.”®® This inability to identify the background of
the Decree in Jewish tradition makes their explanation uncertain. The benefit of this approach is
that it helps in the discovery of the pre-Mosaic origin of the rationale for the Apostolic Decree.

A third group of scholars connect the Decree to the Noachic laws.®** Following this
approach Taylor makes proto-Noachide laws of first importance and satisfactory rationales for
the content of the Decree. According to him these laws “assign a status to Gentiles which in no
way compromises the separate position of Jews.”®% Instone-Brewer considers mviktog to be ‘an
additional sin’ to the three ‘mortal” sins known from rabbinic literature. At this point, he links
nviktog not only to halakhah, but also to Noachian commands.®®® Bockmuehl explains the
content of the Decree in Acts 15 in connection to the pre-Sinaitic/ pre-Mosaic covenant. He also
sees the background of this covenant older than the covenant made with Abraham. For him the

Noachic commands, developed later in the second century CE by rabbis, become now those legal

691 Pao sees the differences in a social context and details of the Decree and Lev 17-18, such as application of
these rules, only relevant to people residing in the land of Israel. Pao notes a lack of evidence if these Levitical
commandments were applied to proselytes in the first century. He points out that the recipients of the Decree were
outside of the land of Israel and Levitical laws could not be applied to them. Pao, Isaianic New Exodus, 241, n. 80.

892 Dickinson, “Theology of Jerusalem Conference,” 80.

693 Savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 468.

694 Novak relates these seven Noachic laws (Noachian commands) to the rabbinic text of Tosefta of the 2
century CE. In this document the second commandment prohibited idolatry; the 4™ prohibited sexual immorality, the
5t was written against shedding of blood and the 7" prohibited the practice of eating meat torn from a live animal.
Novak, “Jewish Mission,” 42.

895 Taylor, “Jerusalem Decrees,” 374.

6% Instone-Brewer, “Infanticide and Apostolic Decree,” 312-313.
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constructs, which “provide an essential clue to the specific rationale and content of early
Christian ethics.”®%’

From the discussion above, it becomes evident that the search for the rationale of the
content of the apostolic letter reveals a move from arguing its Mosaic context to a search for a
pre-Mosaic origin. The interpretation of the prohibitions also moved its focus from an ethical
rationale to a cultic one. Yet, there is a possibility that the rationale includes both (cultic and

ethical) aspects.

2.2. Exegesis of the concluding (C’) narrative link

Figure 10 Concluding (C") narrative link - Acts 15:30-35
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897 Bockmuehl, Jewish Law in Gentile Churches, 173. Bockmuehl believes that the law of resident aliens
“established the hermeneutical parameters” for Christian ethics. It helped early Christians to appropriate “the moral
teaching and example of Jesus for a worldwide church”. It also had been reflected in the Noachic laws of the second
century CE.
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The concluding (C’) narrative link was created by Luke for the purpose of showing the
positive impact of the Decree on Gentile believers, and its practical significance. The structure of
the narrative link C’ can be subdivided into three parts, which are three steps designed by Luke
to end the story. Part C’-A (15:30-31) represents the narrative of parts 1b, 1c of Unit one (15:2)
and part 1 of Unit two (15:3-4) and is reversed in order and meaning. To remind the reader, part
1b (v. 2a) records the beginning of the debate in Antioch. Part 1c (v. 2b) shows the Antiochene
church in strife and disunion, looking for an answer. Part 1 of Unit two (vv. 3-4) pictured the
Antiochene church sending delegates to Jerusalem, their trip and arrival to Jerusalem, and their
reception by that congregation.

Looking back, one finds the narrative of C’-A (vv. 30-31) arranged around the same three
points. First of all, delegates Silas and Judas together with Paul and Barnabas were droAvbévreg,
“sent back” from the Jerusalem éxkAncia. The narrative does not state whether or not they
preached to the brothers on the way. The possible explanation of that omission is that they
hurried to deliver the letter and address the question that arose in Antioch. The cascade of the
participles and verbs here suggests a dynamic scene: aroAv0évteg kotiiAbov ... kai
oLVOYaYOVTES ... Emédwkay TV émtotoAnv. The definite article ot (referring to the understood
subjects Paul and Barnabas) functions here as subject whose actions are stated first by the
participle anolvBévteg. The following participial phrase, cuvayayovieg 10 mAiibog, prepares the
scene for their main action, stated by the phrase éxédwkoav v émotoiv. So, verse 30 has to be
translated: “They [Paul and Barnabas] being sent off, went down to Antioch and, gathering the
assembly, delivered the letter”.

The following phrase, davayvovteg 6¢ Exapnoav €ni tf Tapakinoet, might represent either
the reaction of the Antiochene congregation or the joy of the delegates, who read the letter to the

people and were comforted, seeing gladness and union in the church.5®® The most probable

6% Fitzmyer sees here the Lukan idylic picture of the Church. Fitzmyer, Acts, 568, see Note on 15:31.
Johnson states that joy represents “a positive response to God’s visitation” (cf with Acts. 13:48). Johnson, Acts, 278,
n. 31. Barret interprets it as “they had got what they wanted.” Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 748 (v. 31).
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solution is to accept the conjunction ¢ as correlative to pev. Then, the paired conjunction pév...
¢ designates two sides of the assembly.®® On one hand, there were the delegates with the letter
from Jerusalem, but on the other hand, there were the disciples in Antioch, who were reading and
became joyful over the comforting news.

The word éni tf) mapaxincet here might echo the work of the Holy Spirit, and
demonstrate the final eschatological comfort awaiting in the kingdom of God.’® It could
anticipate the time of the re-creation of paradise. Luke often uses this word (Luke 2:25; 6:24;
Acts 4:36; 9:31; 13:15). In Acts 9:31 the comfort in the church is linked to the work of the Holy
Spirit: glyev elpnvnv...kai tf TapaxAincst Tod ayiov mvedparog émAndvvero. Similar results
appear in Acts 15:31-32, expressed by éxapnoav £t tf] mapaxkinoet, and following the work of
prophets mapekdiecay ... Kol EnecTpiEay. .. AneAbncav pet’ eipvne.

The part C’-B (15:32-33) describes the ministry of the prophets Judas and Silas. They are
designated avtoi mpogfitan dvieg “being prophets themselves”.”%! The expression &1 Adyov
nolod employs dwa+gen, makes Adyog the agent by which the prophets encouraged
(mopexdrecav)’?? and strengthened (neotipiéav) the church.”® This phrase also recalls the
purpose for which they were sent from Jerusalem (v. 27) expressed by: kai adtovg 610 Adyov
amoryyéAhovtog to ovtd. ' The pronoun té avté designates the content of the Decree, and
describes Judas and Silas transmitting or interpreting its content. It is noteworthy that the

message they preached is defined in v. 32 as “strengthening” and “encouraging.” Here, the word

699 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 672.

% Johnson views mopoxAncet here as ‘consolation’ in regard to eschatological salvation. Johnson, Acts, 278,
n. 31.

01 Mclver, Intermediate NT Greek, 63.

02 BDAG, nopakaréo, 2, “to urge strongly, appeal to, urge, exhort, encourage”.

03 BDAG, émiotnpilm, “to cause someone to become stronger or more firm, strengthen.” This would
suggest that the messengers confirmed and made firm the original beliefs of the Antiochean church before the
influence of Judaizers. It means that the Decree approved the mission to the Gentiles, freeing them from the ritual

law.

794 Bruce, Acts, 346. Their purpose was to announce the apostolic letter and to ‘strenghthen’ the church.
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emeompi&av is specifically Lukan, found in Acts 14:22; 15:41 and 18:43 and used in the sense of
“making of the disciples strong” in faith.

The phrase momoavteg 8¢ ypovov amerbOnoav pet’ eiprvng (V. 33) has one interesting
feature. Here the work of Judas and Silas is described by moié® and not by its synonym npdocoo.
Luke thus describes their ministry with momocavteg, pointing at the same time to 61 Aoyov...
napekdrecay.’® This is a possible reference to the work of God in the process of creation, where
the word was God’s creative agent.”® Moreover pet’ eiprivng describes their work as bringing
peace, and could serve as an expression for the completed mission.”®’

The third part C’-C (15:35) shows the ministry of Paul and others in Antioch. Bruce
views this transition of scenes as the forming of a generalizing sentence similar to Acts 14:28,
showing that life in Antioch returned to the initial peaceful stage that existed before the
debate.”®® Luke then shifts to the imperfect tense, describing that Paul and Barnabas &iétpiov &v
Avtwoyeig, which indicates a period of time. Mention of peta kol €tépov moAA®Y shows the
number of ministers in the Antiochean congregation serving the growth of faith.”® The wording
of Acts 15:35 echoes the rhythmical repetitions in Acts 5:42, 12:24, indicating the end of the

passage.

795 Here Bruce notes the link “between prophecy and exhortation” as it is shown in 1 Cor 14:3. Bruce, Acts,
348

706 It evident from the repetition xoi ginev 6 0edg ... kai éyéveto (Gen 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 14-15, 20, 24, 29-30) and
Kai elnev 6 0g0¢ ... ko émoinoev 6 Ogd¢ (Gen 1:26, 27). The same is confirmed by Ps 32:6-9.

707 Barret interprets pet’ eipfvng to be a “general situation of Christian well-being.” Barrett, Commentary on
Acts, 749 (v. 33).

708 Bruce, Acts, 348.

09 Barrett views them as prophets and teachers of Acts 13:1 and 11:19, namely, those who first preached in
Antioch. Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 750 (v. 35). Gager notes that “from the very beginning there are strong
indications that Christianity from Antioch in the West to Mesopotamia in the East was strongly influenced by
Judaism”. Gager, Origins of Anti-Semitism, 124.
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2.3. Conclusion

Exegesis revealed that the apostolic decision was structured around two points: 1) the ritual
Jewish law was found to be unnecessary for salvation, 2) four matters were noted as necessary
for observing. It has been argued in this chapter so far, that the explanation for imposing these
four prohibitions on Gentile converts was provided by the pesher-midrash in Acts 15:14-21,
which was employed in order to give a firm foundation to the proposal of the Decree on the
grounds of Torah.”° Thus, the literary form of the Decree in Acts 15 presumes the defense of the
apostolic decision on basis of the law of Torah, and not a total cancelling of those laws, with the
exception of the four specific matters.

The present research has concluded that the debate began with the issue of the validity of
the ritual law for salvation. Moreover, during the Jerusalem Council the requirements of the
ritual law were differentiated from those rooted in the natural law of God in the creation-fall
account. As a result, the ritual law was viewed as fulfilled in Christ and not necessary for
keeping. The content of the Decree was authorised with the help of midrash created from the
creation account of Gen 1-3. The reversal element of the midrash suggests that a creation-fall-re-
creation paradigm is involved in the background of the Decree. Finally, the motives for worship
evoked in the Decree were stated by the word dgAioynua, which in context suggests a kind of
desecration in terms of worship. Also, the decision not to make the turning of the Gentiles to
God difficult presumes changes in worship, yet made with the minimum of necessary

regulations.

10 David Halivni states that the function of midrash is to be “intellectual endeavor that anchors the present in
the past.” David Halivni, Midrash, Mishnah, and Gemara: The Jewish Predilection for Justified Law (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1986), 16.
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3. The third Lukan account of the Apostolic Decree, Acts 21:17-26

Luke returns to the account of the Decree once again in Acts 21:25. His third account of the
Decree stresses the importance of the document and its significance for the life of the church. For
the benefit of the current research a close look is needed at the context of Acts 21:25, especially
vv. 17-26. The passage starts with a genitive absolute, yevopéveov 3¢, and finishes before the
temporal mark o¢ 8¢ EueAdov. Both are indicators of scene shifts.

3.1. General structure of Acts 21:17-26

This passage represents a union of the narrative frame (vv. 17-20a and 26) and the direct speech
(vv. 20b-25). The structure of this passage consists of six parts: 1) Paul’s arrival in Jerusalem
(Acts 21:17, 18); 2) Paul’s report (Acts 21:19, 20a); 3) the problem of Mosaic law (Acts 21:20b-
22); 4) the offered solution (Acts 21:23, 24); 5) reference to the Decree (Acts 21:25); 6) Paul’s

consent (Acts 21:26).

3.2. Exegesis of part 1, Acts 21:17, 18

Figure 11 Part 1 - Acts 21:17, 18

—_

T'evopévav 8¢ Nudv &g Teposoivpa Paul is accepted
aopuévog amedéEovto NUag ol adekpor <———  — — by the Church

1] 8¢ émovon — Partl
glonet 0 [adAog ovV UiV
npog TaxwPov, The special
TAVTEG T TOPEYEVOVTO 01 TPESPOTEPOL. <«— assembly of elders

Part 1 describes Paul’s coming to Jerusalem and to the assembly of elders. The passage starts in

v. 17 with the genitive absolute construction yevouévov 8¢ udv, with temporal meaning.’*! The

11 Mclver, Intermediate NT Greek, 66.
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passage belongs to the so-called “we-sections”, indicating that Luke at this time was a
companion of Paul and an eye-witness of the events. Here, ol adekpot are the subject of the
sentence and nuag the direct object of aorist anedé&avto. The word oi adehpor might designate
the particular brothers, one of which was Mnason, a man from Cyprus and one of the early
disciples.”*? However, mentioning oi ddgkpot separately from oi mpesfitepot repeats the manner
in which the elders were assembled in Acts 15:6 out of the whole Jerusalem congregation.*®
Thus, more likely, by the phrase douévmg anedé&avto ot aderpot, Luke demonstrates that the
church from the beginning warmly received Paul.”*

This observation presupposes that those whom James calls év toig Tovdaioig tdv
nemotevkoTmv in Acts 21:20 were not the members of the Jerusalem congregation. They could
be Jews who came to believe in Christ during his ministry. John in his Gospel states, koi moAloi
gmictevoay gig antov, in the area across the Jordan (John 10:42). With similar words, moAAoi odv
€k 1@V Tovdainv... éniotevoav ig avtov, John states that “many of the Jews” believed around
Bethany (John 11:45). Although those people put their faith in Jesus, they did not join the
ekkAnoio. John reveals that “many even among the leaders believed in Jesus. But because of the
Pharisees they would not confess their faith, for fear they would be put out of the synagogue”
(John 12:42). Thus, all those Jews who had believed in Jesus’ messiahship remained a great
mission field.

The tradition of preaching at the feasts, when a large crowd was gathered in Jerusalem
existed according to John 2:23; 12:11, 12. James and the elders likely expected those believers

who had not yet joined the church, to arrive in multitudes in Jerusalem for the feast in Acts

712 Johnson notes the similar use of apyn elsewhere in Luke (Luke 1:2; Acts 11:15; 15:7). He assumes
Mnason to be among the first missioneres ‘from Cyrene and Cyprus’ mentioned in Acts 11:20. Johnson, Acts, 373,
n. 16. Therefore, it is likely, that Luke uses the word apyn towards the events staying in the ‘very beginning’, in
origin of something, in the basis of following events.

713 Peterson suggests that was “a more formal scene” when the visitors appeared before the Jerusalem
authorities. Peterson, Acts, 584. Johnson also sees the regularity in appearance of the board of elders here and in
Acts 15:4, 6, 22-23. Johnson, Acts, 374, n. 18.

14 Fitzmyer also notes that the Jewish Christians of the Jerusalem church warmly welcomed Paul. Fitzmyer,
Acts, 692, see Note on 21:17.
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21:20. It was known since Pentecost eve that the crowd which gathered in Jerusalem during
feasts responded gladly to the Gospel message (Acts 2:5; 4:4). Thus, in Acts 21:17-26 Luke
demonstrates the church preparing to witness once again on the day of Pentecost. Paul likely was
in a hurry (Acts 20:16) to reach Jerusalem before Pentecost in order to preach to the crowd, as
stated in Acts 21:22: avtmg dkovcovtot dtt EAnAvOac.

Verse 22 has variant readings, one of which adds d&l cuveAfeiv TAf00¢" dxovoovtot yap
before &t éAAvBag (preserved in B4, &%, A 02, E 06 and 33, 181, 945 etc). Another reading
preserved by D 05, ¥, L and P changes the order of words: d&l mAij0og cuveABeiv: dkoboovtal
vép before 11 EAAvboac. They likely preserve a later reading in comparison to the one found in
B 03 (4" CE).” The text of Acts 21 is absent from *° (250 CE). So, the non-interpolation
preserved in B 03, C*V1d, 36, 307, 453, 614, 1175 seems to be the original reading.

However, the presence of the additional clause might be explained by the need for
thought clarification. With help of the explanatory phrase, the copyist might have transmitted the
oral tradition surviving until his time, which provided extra information and could have appeared
in manuscript margins or between the columns, and later inserted into the text.”'® Although the
addition in v. 22 can be viewed as a later addition, it did not change the doctrinal meaning. Its
purpose was to clarify what kind of problem the elders viewed that the arrival of Paul could
bring.

With its help one can see in what light the 5" Century oral tradition understood Paul’s
arrival in Jerusalem for Pentecost. Probably they expected him to preach. The Jerusalem church

received Paul warmly, seen from the fact that Luke calls them oi adeAgot.”t” He also adds

715 Dating of mss according to Metzger, Text of New Testament, 37, 41.
716 See the similar cases of the intentional text corruption described by Metzger, Text of New Testament, 258.

17 Barrett shows that the warm welcoming of Paul proves that “there were no serious differences between
him and the Jerusalem believers, only false rumors.” Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 1004-5.
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dopévac anedéavto, translated “gladly recognized”.”*® This pictures the church as friendly to
Paul.

The next day, however, the problem appeared. Luke intentionally emphasizes the
urgency of the situation by tfj 6¢ émovon. “The next day” designates an event similar to the
council, except for the absence of the apostles. The phrase, gionet 6 [TadAog GOV MUV TPOG
TakmPov, could designate the specially appointed gathering in the home of the head elder of the
church.”® Mentioning mévtec te mapeyévovto oi mpesPitepor also shows the ultimate importance
of that meeting. The elders were all assembled to look for the best solution to the issue caused by
Paul’s arrival.

Some scholars hold that the issue might result from a misunderstanding of Paul’s mission
to the Gentiles by the members of the Jerusalem church. However, the issue which the elders
pose seems not to originate among the church members. As was shown above, they gladly

recognized Paul and received him with brotherly warmth.

3.3. Exegesis of part 2, Acts 21:19, 20a

Figure 12 Part 2 - Acts 19, 20a

(Paul)
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20) oi 8¢ (the elders)

AKOVoAVTESG
\l (Paul’s)

€00&alov ToVv Bedv,

718 Johnson translates dopévag as “gladly” and notes that Lukan dopévog is @ NT hapax legomenon.
Johnson, Acts, 374, n. 17.

719 Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 1005.
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Part 2 reveals two important features of the discussion. First, Paul reported the success of his
mission among the Gentiles, attributing it to God’s providence. Secondly, Luke shows the
attitude of the elders toward Paul’s report.”?® Luke writes doracduevog avtovg, “Paul having
greeted them”, thus implying that the atmosphere of the meeting was friendly from the
beginning.

The mentioning of é&nyeito kab’ &v Exactov depicts Paul reporting and interpreting
examples of conversions among the Gentiles.”?* The phrase, Gv émoincev 6 0ed¢ £v t0ig £0vesty
d1d Tiic Sraxoviog avtod, reveals the leadership of God in the work of salvation.”?? Paul shows
God acting through the work of men, and demonstrates his mission is subordinated to God. The
phrase, ot 6¢& dxovoavteg £60Ealov Tov Oedv, emphasizes that the elders “glorified God” and
consequently received Paul’s report gladly.”?® The glorifying of God suggests that the elders
recognized Paul’s ministry as guided and supported by God. This signifies that the church and
the elders had nothing to say against Paul and his mission. What, then, was the source of the

problem?

20 Fitzmyer indicates that the elders and James “willingly praise God for Paul’s ministry”. Fitzmyer, Acts,
693, see Note on 21:20.

21 BDAG, &&nyéopan, 1, “to relate in detail, tell, report, describe.” Luke uses é&nyéopon in 15:12 in
connection to onpeia kol tépota and in 15:14 to Peter’s experience of Cornelius’ conversion. It seems that in 21:19
Paul based his report not on the miracles, but rather on experience of conversions. This idea is supported by Barrett,
who notes that the following ka0’ &v €kaotov refers to the conversion of the Gentiles, and “makes no clear reference
to miracles at all”. Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 1006.

22 Here S10 tiic Staxoviag (516 + gen) should be translated “through” and shows God as the one who works
through that mission. Johnson, Acts, 374, n. 19. However, dwaxovia in 11:29 refers not to the collection, but to the
purpose of that collection. Barrett also understands wxovia in terms of Paul’s service to God converting the
Gentiles. Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 1006.

723 Johnson notes that 56&alov shows the recognition of a ‘God visiting people’ experience (in Luke 2:20;
5:25-26; 7:16; 13:13; 17:15; 18:43; 23:47; Acts 4:21; 11:18). Johnson, Acts, 374, n. 20. The term ‘God visiting’ has
to be understood as having eschatological meaning. The frequency of this term in Luke’s writings shows his
acknowledgment that salvation of people was always in the eternal plan of God, known to Him from the beginning.
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3.4. Exegesis of part 3, Acts 21:20b-22

Figure 13 Part 3 - Acts 21:20b-22

20) &indv 1€ ovTd-

Ocwpeig, AdeAPE,
woOGUL LOPLadeg giotv
év 10i¢ Tovdaiolg ~<———  The Jewish converts in Jerusalem
TOV TEMOTEVKOT®V,
Kol TavTeg
Inhotai Tod vopov
VIGPYOVCLY

21) xatnymnoav 8¢ Part 3 The problem of gossip?
nepi|cod
Ot amootaciav d1ddokels ando Mobcémg

v

TOVG KaTd T& EOVN ;}%T e Jews in the Diaspora

navtag Tovdaiov

AEY@V P TEPLTEPVELY ADTOVG TA TEKVQL
unde toig E0eotv mepimoTeiv.

TL OOV E0TWV; v

TAVTMS AKOVGOVTOL
6t éMjAvBac. | The issue is not in the church

Part 3 reveals that the problem appeared outside the church. The phrase, tdécat popiédeg gioiv v
1oic Tovdaiolc Tdv memoTevkdTOV, Points to the gathering of the Jews for the feast.”>* James uses
the adjectival participle nemictevkotmy to present them as believing Jews (v toig Tovdaiorg

clarifies the meaning of nemotsvidtmv).’? Literally the phrase reads “there are thousands

724 Barrett shows that Baur, Munck, and Nock view popiddec... tdv nemiotevkdtmy to be not Christians.
Barrett also notes that the perfect participle temiotevkdtmv shows those who have believed and continue to believe.
He views them as Christians, who were influenced by the Pharisaic beliefs. Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 1006-7.
Bruce views them as strongly believing Jews (év toig Tovdaioig). Bruce, Acts, 445. However, it seems odd that Luke
would divide the Jews in two classes and define the more zealous of them as nemicTeLKOTOV.

725 Fitzmyer assumes those Jews to be Christians who still observe the Mosaic law. He believes that Luke
uses hyperbole describing them as “myriads.” Fitzmyer, Acts, 693, see Note on 21:20. However, acording to Acts
2:41 three thousand Jews in Jerusalem had been baptized on Pentecost. In comparison to crowd gathering on the
Feast in Jerusalem this number could not be described as “myriads”. After that, Acts 4:4 shows another five
thousand of those who have believed, but it is not recorded whether they had been baptized or not. Also there were
some who believed during Jesus’ ministry. Thus, there were Jews in Jerusalem who believed, but not yet baptized.
They had not joined the church but belonged to synagogues. This interpretation of “myriads” helps to present the
Lukan picture as true and not a hyperbole.
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among the Jews who have believed (and continue to believe).”’?® Perfect tense nemiotevkdTm®V
describes Jews who experienced conversion.

Does this refer to the conversion of those Jews to Christian belief?”?’ It could not indicate
their conversion from simple Judaism to zealous Judaism, because such a division never existed.
Thus, James could not refer to zealous Jews with temotevkotmv. It also would not refer to those
who have become Christians and later were influenced by Pharisaic teaching. This becomes
obvious from the fact that those ntemotevkdTv were InAotai Tod vopov and were taught
(xatnynOnoav) wrong things about Paul.

The term katnyn® means “to share a communication that one receives, report, inform” in
the context of indoctrination.”?® This kind of instruction hardly could be given in church meeting.
From the beginning, it is put on record that church members welcomed Paul. Thus, the
instruction had to have been given in synagogues, and points to groups of believers who attended
the synagogues, and did not belong to the church.”?® From James’ point of view the popiédec. . .
v temotevkotov likely meant those among the Jews, who believed in Jesus, but had not
joined the church.” Those Jews continued their membership in synagogues. Many of them,

according to Acts 5:14, were able to experience conversion and join the church.

26 Although Fitzmyer sees the “myriads” as “Jewish Christians,” he assumes that névtog in v. 22 refers to
the Jews in Jerusalem in a general sense. Fitzmyer, Acts, 693-694, see Notes on 21:20, 22. However, it has to be
noted that mévtmg in v. 22 and névteg in v. 20 might refer to the same group. It supports the idea that the “myriads
does not refer to Christians, because the church warmly received Paul and provoked no threats to his safety.

2

727 Barret notes that those nemiotevotov could be Hellenist Jewish Christians. Barrett, Commentary on Acts,
1006-7.

28 BDAG, xatnyéo, 1.

29 This might be assumed from the point that if they were the attendants of both at the same time, the church
would influence and reduce their presupposition against Paul which was planted in the synagogue. However, the
situation looks like the elders could not influence that group of nemictevkdtwv, because it had no connection with
the church. The only opportunity to meet those Jews was their gathering in the temple during the feast of Pentecost,
but it was too late to protect Paul from their enmity.

730 In John 9:22, it is said that some did not confess their beliefs because they were afraid of the Jews, “for
already the Jews had decided that anyone who acknowledged that Jesus was the Christ would be put out of the
synagogue.” A similar issue is described in Acts 6:9-11, where it is written that those who fell upon Stephen were
the members of the Synagogue of the Freedmen.
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James notes the danger. The enmity of some Jews in the synagogues toward the church
had already emerged, described by Luke in Acts 6:9. The martyrdom of Stephen had similar
features to that about which the elders warn Paul (Acts 21:21).”3! Comparing the two stories, one
can find that in both cases the enmity was caused by the spreading of gossip. The charges against
Stephen were laid with support of false witnesses (Acts 6:13, 14), who mentioned ta. £€0n a
napédokey Nuiv Mobofic.*? Some members of the synagogue “secretly persuaded some men to
say, ‘We have heard Stephen speak words of blasphemy against Moses and against God’” (Acts
6:11). Thus, the matters of Stephen’s accusation were, pfpata PAdcenuo gig Moiotfv kai Tov
Beov. The accusation was made clear later by the words, pruata katd tod tdémov Tod dylov Kai
ToD vopov, where the blasphemy against Moses was clarified as sayings against ta £€0n a
napédmkey Nuiv Mwiofg. Thus, the charges against Stephen seem similar to those against

Paul.”

The elders warned Paul about the gathering of the Jews, who have been taught that Paul
teaches “to turn away from Moses” (Acts 21:21). Instead of Paul preaching the Gospel, the
situation at Pentecost appeared to lead to his martyrdom. Consequently, the elders of the church
were assembled to look for a better solution and an opportunity to prevent the threat against
Paul’s life. That is why they met urgently on the day following Paul’s arrival in Jerusalem.”*

It is seen from the words, kai mwavteg (nlotai Tod vopov vdpyovoty, by which James
describes those gathering Jews as, “all of them are zealous for the law”, that their understanding

of the role of the Mosaic law remained the same it was before Jesus’ death and resurrection. This

81 ONeill sees similarities in charges raised against Jesus (Mark 14:58), against Stephen (Acts 6:14) and

also against Paul (Acts 21:28). He argues that those charges were false, because according to the Old Testament
prophecies, “the Temple was not God’s dwelling place”. J. C. O'Neill, The Theology of Acts in Its Historical Setting
(London: SPCK, 1961), 73.

732 This term reappears in 15:1. Sandt, “Explanation of Acts 15:6-21,” 77, n. 4.

733 Johnson agrees that the charges against Stephen have strong resemblance to those in Acts 21:21. Johnson,
Acts, 375, n. 21.

73 Johnson notes &in6v (the plural form of gindv) in v. 20, which means that the advice was a common
opinion of a board of elders. Johnson, Acts, 374, n. 20.
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was a result of the lack of the Holy Spirit, who seems to be poured out only on those, who
confessed the Lordship of Jesus and were baptized in his name. Thus, the pvpiddeg. .. T@v
nemotevKOT®V who potentially could be finally converted, remained still zealous for the temple
cult.”®

Viewing ekkAnoia as a new temple was probably familiar to members of the Jerusalem
church.”® The words of Jesus, Mcate TOV vadv TodTov Koi &v Tpiotv Huépoic &yepd avtov in
John 2:19, demonstrate the prophetic claim, the meaning of which is clarified by John in the
words, ékeivog ¢ Eleyev mepl Tod vaod Tod copatog awtod, in John 2:21.This comparison refers
not only to Jesus’ resurrection in bodily form.”” Paul himself, in 1 Cor 12:27, writes: “Now you
are the body of Christ, and each one of you is a part of it.”"3 In Eph 1:22, 23 he states, “And
God ...appointed him to be head over everything for the church, which is his body”. Comparing
the church to the body of Christ, Paul at the same time represents it as the temple of the Holy
Spiritin 1 Cor 6:19, 20, when he states, 10 c®po U@V vaog 100 &v DUIV Gyiov TVELLOTOG
gotv.”™® These references could mean that the “church” of those days was identified as the body
of believers who together constituted the living body of Jesus in this world.”® At the same time,

this body of believers became the new spiritual temple of God.”*

735 Johnson notes that the meaning of {nAmtai tod vopov here can be clarified by its use in Gal 1:14 by Paul,
when he describes himself as inlwng “for the traditions of his ancestors”, which presupposes observance of rites
and “honor to be paid to Torah.” Johnson, Acts, 374, n. 20.

736 O'Neill, Theology of Acts, 76-77. He notes that despite the outwardly respectful attitude to the temple in
the writings of Luke (Luke 2; 19:47-21:38; Acts 21:23; 22:17; 24:6, 17-19; 25:8) closer examination shows that
Luke views the temple as “a house of prayer”. Thus, Luke intentionally removes the last part of the quotation from
Isa 56:7 found in Mark 11:17, and states in Luke 19:46: “My house will be a house of prayer.”

87 O'Neill, Theology of Acts, 74. He shows similarities between Mark 14:58, Acts 6:14 and Acts 21:28. He
states, that “when Jesus dies, the Temple ceases to be God’s dwelling place, and at his Resurrection his body
becomes the new Temple.”

738 See similar comparisons of the church to the body of Christ in 1 Cor 10:17; 12:12, 13, 20; Rom 12:55.

739 It was stated that the church community “is the physical presence of Christ in the world.” Jerome Murphy-
O'Connor, Keys to First Corinthians: Revisiting the Major Issues (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010), 104.

740 Thompson observes that the Temple was viewed by the church as the place of proclamation of Jesus, “as
the one who fulfils and replaces the temple.” Alan J. Thompson, “The Acts of the Risen Lord Jesus,” in New Studies
in Biblical Theology, ed. D. A. Carson (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2011), 91.

741 Marshall states that “the restored temple is in fact the Christian community.” Marshall, “Acts,” 592.
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Moreover, the words of Peter to the council, “We believe it is through the grace of our
Lord Jesus that we are saved” (Acts 15:11), were understood by the church. However, the Jews
who upheld the temple cult would not understand Peter. The issue appeared as a result of the
wrong understanding of the role of the temple cult, which the zealous Jews still maintained. The
difficulty consisted in the fact that those Jews had a potential inclination to conversion, but they
were injured by prejudices growing out of the gossip. The leaders of the church knew that
preaching the cancellation of the ritual law to those who had not accepted Christ would end with
denial of the message. That is why the elders suggested Paul show respect for the cultural issues
of those who could potentially be saved from among the Jews.

Here, James reveals the existence of the two groups of Tovdaiot. First of all he referred to
those povpladeg. .. 1@V temotevkoOT®V Who gioiv &v toic Tovdaiois. He also designated them by
use of mavteg InAmtai tod vouov. They are those who live in Judea and attend the Jerusalem
feasts.”*? Then, with the words tovg katd T £0vn mévtag Tovdaiovg James indicates the second
group of the Jews, namely, those who live in the diaspora.”® The accusation against Paul, thus,
was expressed as 611 dmootaciov d186okelg Amd MoDGEWC. . . AEYy®V U TEPITEUVELY ADTOVS TA
Tékvo unde Toi¢ E0eoty mepuratsiv.’** The synagogue leaders in Judea informed the believers that
Paul taught tovg kota ta £0vn mavtog Tovdaiovg (the Jews among the Gentiles) to apostatize
from Mosaic law, namely, the rite of circumcision and other customs of a ritual nature.

While numerous scholars represent Paul establishing the theology of freedom from the
law, there are those who view Paul as a pious Jew. Thus, Robert Maddox notes the opinion of

Krister Stendahl:

742 |_ake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 271. They suggest that those were the people of
Judea. They were coming to feasts in Jerusalem. They rightly note that the term Tovdaioig had a tendency to be used
in scholarly research in a religious sense, where in the beginning it might mean ethnicity.

3 Johnson, Acts, 375, n. 21. He views this group as the Jews of the diaspora.
744 Johnson notes that £0sc1v nepurateiv can refer to ‘customs’ of cultural identity without direct relation to

the life of faith. He translates pn+infinitive here in the sense, ‘to stop circumcising/ following’. Johnson, Acts, 375,
n. 21.
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“Paul ... always remained a Jew: he did not see his experience on the Damascus road as a
‘conversion’ from one ‘religion’ called Judaism to another called Christianity, but rather as
a call to a son of Abraham from the God of Abraham, to become his apostle to the nations,
because of the new situation caused by the coming of the Messiah.”’4
The substance of the accusation lay in arguing about the need for Mosaic ritual law. For most
Jews the Mosaic law was the sign of Jewish identity, involving doctrinal and cultural issues.
According to the information given in chapter 15, the apostles did not view the Mosaic ritual law
as the instrument of salvation. The temple cult for them was replaced by worship in spirit and
truth. However, they had chosen to respect those who understood its role according to the old
pattern.’#

The issue in chapter 21 seems not to be a step back from the decision achieved by the
council in Acts 15. The decision of the Jerusalem Council created a new foothold for salvation
through Jesus only and, thus, made the Mosaic law rudimentary for salvation. Narrative in Acts
15 demonstrates an attempt made by the apostles to adjust the life of Gentile converts to the new
understanding of salvation in Christ. Acts 21 shows that now the elders had to find a way to
adjust their new understanding to the traditional Jewish background in which they lived. So they
had to define their attitude toward the temple cult while the temple still existed.’’

Taking into account the Jewish background of the Jerusalem church, it seems natural for

them to approach the temple in a manner in which they would practice the rites of

745 Maddox, Purpose of Luke-Acts, 31.

746 Johnson notes that Paul followed some rites: he has circumcised Timothy (16:3), has taken a Nasarite vow
(18:18), has observed the feasts (20:5, 17). Moreover, in Paul’s own letters “there is no suggestion that he ever
advocated Jewish believers forsaking circumcision or their customs”, but he argued against the necessity of tose
rites for the Gentiles. Johnson, Acts, 375, n. 21.

47 Thompson, “Acts of Risen Jesus,” 190-191. Thompson states that Paul’s participation in the temple cult
should not be observed as “another supposedly ‘positive’ example of continuing temple activity among the early
Christians.” On the contrary it has to be viewed as “respect to Jewish sensitivities as to what is deemed appropriate
in the temple”.
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consecration.’”#® The breaking of those rites could bring an extremely negative reaction from
believing Jews outside the church. They honored the temple and rites of consecration according
to the old pattern. The changes of this system seemed impossible for them. Their severe hostility
toward the church threatened to destroy the missionary work among the Jewish converts.”*® For
the sake of mission, James and the elders suggested to Paul a temporary submission to the
demands of the Mosaic ritual law.”°

This explanation agrees with Paul’s statement in 1 Cor 9:20, “To the Jews I became like a
Jew, to win the Jews. To those under the law | became like one under the law (though | myself
am not under the law), so as to win those under the law”. From this point one can conclude that
James and the elders asked Paul for a temporary submission to the old pattern, at least in those
things which could be viewed as necessary for one who enters the temple. Those thing were
necessary, not for the salvation of someone, but for participating in temple worship.’!

At this point the question arises, did Paul uphold the ritual system? From Acts 18:18 it is
seen that Paul kept a vow. The visual manifestation of that vow consisted probably in growing
hair, thus echoing the Nazirite vow. However, Paul did not cut his hair in the temple court and
did not accompany the ceremony by bringing sacrifices. So, the manner in which Paul kept the
Nazirite vow differed from that prescribed in Num 6:1-21. Some scholars insist that Paul kept his
private vow. It is also possible that Paul kept not a private vow, but the Nazirite vow, through his

new understanding of its role. Maddox notes that Paul “certainly was redirected in his

748 Braulik views the rites as “entrance liturgy” as one approaches the sanctuary. He shows the idea of
redemption even in the Deuteronomy laws. Braulik, “Law as Gospel,” 7-8.

749 Marshall considers that only the Jewish ritual law became unnecessary to keep. He asserts that all aspects
of the Mosaic law were fulfilled in Christ. He believes that only the Jewish Christians in the early church were
obliged to keep the ritual law, which is seen from Acts 16:3, 18:18, 21:26. In his opinion it remained important not
for salvation, but for the prevention of any accusation from the Jews. Marshall, Luke, 185-86.

780 Johnson proposes that the reason for the elders’ advice was to please the Jews ‘zealous for the law’ by
Paul’s demonstration of piety. Johnson, Acts, 375, n. 22.

81 Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 26. Jervell noticed Luke’s concern with the problem of the ritual law:
demands of ritual purity, connection between the temple and the law, acceptance of the God-fearers. Cf. Jervell,
Apostelgeschichte, 527.
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theological perception of what it means to be a Jew”.”? His understanding likely derived from
his view of church as the new temple of God.

The text of Acts 16:3 surprisingly shows that Paul, after the decision by the council,
submits to the law of Moses when he circumcises Timothy, kai Aafov mepiétepey avToOV S0 TOVG
‘Tovdaiovg ToV¢ dvtag v Toig oMol Ekeivolg. The use of dia tovg Tovdaiovg includes the
construction dwa+acc, which demonstrates the cause of action. Thus it should be translated
“because of the Jews” or “for the sake of the Jews.” The presence of Jews in those places where
Paul planned missions caused him to have recourse to Mwiot|g for the sake of those missions.

It is noteworthy that Paul did these things before the events of chapter 21. This means
that the elders did not invent a new solution. Paul has already viewed the cultural limitations of
the liberty from the law of Moses in the same way long before. The advice of the elders did not
push Paul to practice strange rituals and betray his own advanced approach for the sake of the
Jewishness of the Jerusalem congregation. Wilson states, “keeping the law is not an issue of
salvation, but a matter of expressing piety.””® Luke in Acts 16:3-5 pictures Paul’s ambivalent
approach, which made him keep the custom of Moses where it was necessary, for the sake of the
Jews, and for liberating Gentile converts from its burden. Maddox believes “the leaders of the
Christian movement are portrayed as consistently loyal and courteous toward the Hebrew
traditions.””>* In addition, Goppelt notes that Paul strove for friendship between the Jerusalem
church and the churches consisting of Gentile converts.”®

From this point, one can see that the gossip about Paul spread in the synagogues was

untrue. The Jewish leaders falsely declared that Paul taught the Jews who lived in the diaspora to

752 Maddox, Purpose of Luke-Acts, 31.

758 Wilson, Luke and Law, 61, 102. Wilson follows Jervell, who sees the church as the renewed Israel that
had to keep the law.

54 Maddox, Purpose of Luke-Acts, 55-56.

5 Goppelt, Apostolic Times, 68.
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apostasize from Mosaic law.”® However, this seems incorrect from two points: Paul kept the
Mosaic law when it was needed for the sake of conversion of the Jews, and the decision of the
council that was made concerning Gentile converts. Because the decision of the council was
taken from a theological perspective in the presence of the apostles, it has to be assumed as the
main decision of the church about the Mosaic law.

The issue of Acts 21 seems to be a secondary ad hoc regulation, suggested by the elders
on account of a threat to Paul’s life and to the church’s mission. The temporary and ad hoc
nature of this regulation becomes obvious from the phrase todto ovv moincov which Luke
constructs with help of the inferential postpositive conjunction odv followed by the imperative
noinoov. Thus, their suggestion appears to be dictated by present circumstances, which James

has stated before in vv. 20-22.

3.5. Exegesis of part 4, Acts 21:23, 24

Figure 14 Part 4 - Acts 21:23, 24
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76 The verse shows their verbal accusation, 6t droctaciov 518Gokelg 4nd Moioténg and reveals that they
pictured Paul teaching to0g katda ta €6vn névtog Tovdaiovg apostasy from the law of Moses. This apostasy was
present in A&y@Vv [T TEPITEUVELY ADTOVS TO TEKVO UNdE 101G EBectv mepmatelv, when Aéywv relates to diddokelg and
reveals the manner in which Paul allegedly tought the Jews in diaspora.
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Part 4 contains the advice itself. James suggests a situation by which Paul can show his respect
for Mosaic law and enter the temple, having been consecrated according to ritual.”>” James gives
him four church members, “who are placing the vow on themselves”.”® Here gdynyv &yovteg
describes the men currently under vow, indicated by the pronoun tovtovg in the phrase tovtovg
naparaPav describes Paul “joining these [men].” Paul is instructed to “become consecrated,” by
the aorist ayvicOnt.”® The instruction continues with the parallel imperative phrase xoi
damavnoov én’ avtoig iva Eupnoovton v kepaAinv and provides the condition, which Paul has
to fulfill. It can be translated, “and pay for them [their expenses], so that they can cut the [hair of
their] heads”. Here, the result clause iva Eupiioovton expresses the desired result of Paul’s
participation. Thus, Luke demonstrates knowledge of the Nazirite ritual in which cutting the hair
must follow the offering of the sacrifice.°

So, James invited Paul to join the Nazirite vow of those men and participate in ritual

purification, consecration and bringing sacrifices to the temple.”®* James stated the goal of his
request with a second result clause, kai yvdcovton Tévteg TL OV KoTYMVToL TEPL GOD 0VSEY
gotv (‘that all may know that things taught about you are not true’).”®? The word mévteg here,
likely recalls mavtec {nAmtai tod vopov of v. 20. They also are those popiadegs... tdv
nemotevkoTmv, With whom James starts the description of the issue. Thus the Jews who have
believed, but have not yet joined the church, were the main concern of James. For their sake he

put the request before Paul to participate in Mosaic ritual law.

57 Bruce views the need for purification in relation to a temple ceremony. Bruce, Acts, 447-448.
8 Bruce, Acts, 447,

9 BDAG, dyvilw, 1 b. Here ayvicOnt (singular passive imperative aorist of &yvi{m) means “be purified or
cleansed and so made acceptable for cultic use”.

760 Fitzmyer refers to this keeping of the Nazirite vow, which “was believed to make one ‘holy’ (Num. 6:5).”
He believes that in Acts 18:18 Paul keeps the Nazirite vow. Fitzmyer, Acts, 694, see Notes on 21:23, 24.

761 Bruce shows that once Paul had completed his vow, “he could help the four Nazirites to complete theirs
by paying their expenses”. Bruce, Acts, 447.

72 This may be what Wallace terms a “purpose-result tva clause”. Wallace, Greek Grammar, 473.
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The purpose of this action was expressed further by &t1 dv katqynvton tepi 6od ovdEV
€otv and aALG oTOLYKELS Kol aTOg PLUAGGo®V TOV vopov (‘but that you yourself live in
observance of the law’ Act 21:24).7®3 The clause ét1 GV katmvTar Tepi God oVSEY EoTiv
expresses James’ hope to refute the false information about Paul in general.”®* The clause
following adversative aAla states the desired positive picture of Paul (mepi cod), using otoryeig
Paul “holds to, agrees with, follows, conforms to” "®® and ‘observes, follows’ (pvAdccwv) the law
(tov vopov).”®® This implied that the information spread by the synagogues was senseless gossip,
and that Paul did not teach the diaspora Jews to abandon the Mosaic law. He taught Gentile
converts that they are saved in Jesus, without becoming Jews first.”®’

Paul’s personal understanding of the ritual law did not mean he abandoned it. On the
contrary, Paul could rethink the role of the ritual law and keep it only for the purpose of self
discipline. Once the gossip ceased, Paul presented his understanding of the Mosaic ritual system.
James hoped to return Paul’s reputation as a pious Jew in order to defend his mission. That is
why James outwardly subjected Paul to the temple cult to solve a temporary issue.’®® At the same

time, James repeated the council decision addressed to the Gentile converts.

763 Jackson and Lake note the discussion about the Nazirite vow in which James suggested to Paul to
participate. The scholars believe that the ‘seven days’ of purification may be interpreted as the accidental ritual
defilement of those four men. They needed to purify themselves, shave their heads and start their vows over again.
Thus, Paul had to pay the expences for their purification: eight pigeons and four lambs. A similar participation in the
Nazirite vow was taken by Agrippa | and recorded by Josephus, Antig., 19. 6. 1. Lake and Cadbury, English
Translation and Commentary, 272.

764 According to Fitzmyer this clause reveals the purpose of James’ advice. Fitzmyer, Acts, 694, see Note on
21:24.

765 BDAG, otoym.

66 BDAG, guiicon, 5 a.

767 Here scholars observe that when Acts was written (about 70 CE) Jewish Christianity “was still flourishing,
and that the Pauline Christians were anxious to establish the compromise that the Jews should continue to practice
circumcision, but Gentiles should not adopt it”. Lake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 271.

768 Paul was asked to participate in a ‘seven day’ purification. Fitzmyer suggests that it is not to be viewed as

a Nazirite vow, but rather as the ceremony “required of a Jew returning from a trip abroad (to pagan territories) to
undergo a purification that would rid him of the defilement”. Fitzmyer, Acts, 694.
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3.6. Exegesis of part 5, Acts 21:25

Figure 15 Part 5 - Acts 21:25
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First of all, James refers here to td®v nemiotevkdtoV £0v@dv. This group differs from popiddes. ..
TV TEMoTEVKOT®V Who, according to James, giciv év 1oic Tovdaiolg. Both groups have one
common feature which is designated by the adjectival participle, remotevkotwv, those who have
believed in Christ Jesus. However, the groups differ in a cultural sense. The first group in v. 20
are believing Jews, and the second group, mentioned in v. 25 are Gentile believers.

The phrase nepi 8¢ 1dV nemiotevkOTO®V £0VAYV, IS best translated, “concerning those
among the Gentiles who have believed...” With help of the adversative conjunction 8¢ James
shifts the current discussion from the Jewish converts to the Gentiles, presuming a shift in
cultural background.’®® His quotation of the Decree follows this shift of backgrounds and thus
appears in a non-Jewish cultural context. The shift from one cultural issue to another is
significant, emphasizing that the apostles on the council supposed that both sides of the Church
would grow, and therefore they adapted the basic principles of faith to different cultural issues.
This became the origin of two different approaches. The Jewish one still maintained the
practicing of the Mosaic law, at least in some special cases. The other, given to the Gentile

converts, was linked to natural law and specified just four main regulations from it.””

69 Bruce understands it as a shift in the decisions, when the Jewish Christians were given one decision and
those from a Gentile background were given the opposite decision. Bruce, Acts, 447-448.

0 O'Neill, Theology of Acts, 78-79. He insists that one has to distinguish the universal morality in the law of
Moses from its customs. He believes that “all Christians should accept Moses as their moral guide.”
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James declared that Paul taught the Gentile converts not to keep the Mosaic law not
because of his own frivolous approach, but following the unanimous apostolic decision taken by
the council.”’* The phrase Wueic énsoteilapey kpivavteg shows that James refers not to the
current solution of elders, but to the apostolic decision.’’? James states that Paul acted in
agreement with the Decree. The word nueig is the subject of the phrase, focusing on fueig
gmeoteilapley, not on OV memotevkOTOV E0vdV. The phrase stresses the common agreement by
the apostles and elders on the council about the ritual law.””® That agreement was that the ritual
law is not necessary for salvation. This was noted in the first account of the Decree. The Decree
allowed Gentile converts to become Christians without becoming Jews first.””* This was the
main decision to which James refers now.

After éneoteidapey kpivavteg, James quotes the Decree, repeating also the four
prohibitions. The wording in Acts 21:25 differs from the account of Acts 15:29 in the following
features: 1) replacement of anéyecbon with pvidocesbor avtovg; 2) presence of 6 1€

gidwAé0vtov instead of idwAobVTOV; 3) Koi aipatoc replaced with koi aipa; 4) Kol TVIKTGY

"1 Wilson, Luke and Law, 103. Wilson assumes following the Decree to be the manifestation of Gentile piety
which is necessary for the witnessing of the Gospel.

72 Eitzmyer argues that the council had two meetings and Paul did not present to the second one, when the
letter was written. Therefore, only here in Acts 21:25, talking with James, Paul learnt for the first time about that
letter, which the elders had sent in Acts 15:22-29. Fitzmyer, Acts, 694, see Note on 21:25. Thus, Fitzmyer asserts
that Paul would argue against the additional four requirements imposed on the Gentiles. This interpretation,
however, seems doubtful if we accept that Paul received James” advice about purification positively. He probably
would not accept this advice and pretend to look pious, if he did not agree with the content of the letter and did not
respect the ritual law of Torah. Otherwise, Paul would become a hypocrite.

773 Bruce states that this verse “has the nature of a footnote.” He assumes that the elders were glad to know
that Paul does not teach Jewish believers to give up the ritual law and confirmed their agreement about the Gentile
converts not to submit to the ritual law. Bruce, Acts, 447-448. This view seems doubtful because it presupposes the
double standards in the church, even among its spiritual leaders. It seems preferable to assume that the issue was
outside the church and of cultural nature. Thus, James and the elders might ask Paul to disprove the false claims
which arose because of misunderstanding the role of the ritual law. The church has shown that the ritual law is not
necessary for salvation. This applied to Jews as well as Gentiles. Thus, the words of James in Acts 21:25 refer to the
common agreement of the church leaders about the role of the ritual law for both parties, and not to the Gentiles
only. The advice to participate in the vow has to be viewed as a concession to the cultural context of the particular
church.

74 Barrett notes that the first person plural fpeig here might be assumed as ‘the elders and I (James)’ or as
‘the elders, you (Paul) and I (James)’. He shows the variety of views and assumes them in one sentence clarifying
that James and the elders are saying, “We are not going back on our pledge to the Gentiles, you therefore may do
what we ask.” Barrett, Commentary on Acts, 1015.
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replaced with kol Tviktov; 5) mopveiog replaced with mopveiav.’” The manner of the Decree
correlates with that in Acts 15:29 and contains two parts. The first part confirms the ban on
imposing the ritual law on Gentile converts. The second part clarifies the four exclusive matters
taken out of the ritual system. These changes consist mostly of variations of case, gender and
number.”’® In Acts 15:29 the prohibited sidwio0btov is neutral plural genitive, while mviktév,
aipotog and mopveiag are neutral singular genitive. In Acts 21:25, the different cases and number
of these words are employed. Thus, €idwAoOvtov and wviktov appear as masculine singular
accusative. The word oipa appears in feminine singular nominative and mopveiov in feminine
singular accusative. Moreover, the prohibitions in Acts 21 are stated by anarthrous nouns.

From these data one can note some common features: the prohibitions shift from plural in
Acts 15:20 to singular in 21:25, in 15:29 they are uniformely in the genetive case, while in Acts
21:25 they are uniformely in the accusative case. The shift from plural to singular can depend on
the article plus conjunction 16 te, which could be derived from an original tote, meaning “then,
next, after that.” The text could be translated “to keep themselves away after that...” The
conjunction tote, here, makes the prohibitions more concrete, and presupposes the singular
number of each.

Also, the shift to the accusative case could show that the prohibitions are direct objects of
a verb, pvAdooecOar.”’” The accusative helps to subordinate the prohibitions to puAdccesdou,

which is an infinitive used in indirect speech. With the pronoun avtovg James refers to t@v

75 The wording of the Decree in Acts 21:25 differs also from Acts 15:19: 1) replacement of dnéyecOat with
euAdocectan avTovg; 2) avoiding dAcynudrwv; 3) James clarifies the meaning of tdv dAioynpdtev 1@V €iddAov
with words 16 T €idmAdBvtov; 4) Tod aipartog replaced with ko oipo and shifted from last place to second. The
word tod nviktod is replaced with kai mvictov. The word g mopveiog replaced with mopveiov and shifted from
second place to last place.

776 |_ake and Cadbury, English Translation and Commentary, 273. They drew on the Western reading (D 05),
which omits 7viktov, and conclude that only the observance of certain matters from all ritual law was imposed on
the Gentiles, while the Jews remain under the ritual law.

17 Here, James, for the benefit of Gentile converts, repeats the verb guAdccm, with which he described
Paul’s way of life. The only difference is that the Gentile converts have to ‘guard themselves’ on account of just
four matters, while Paul ‘guards himself* according to the Mosaic law, when approaching the temple.
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nemotevkoTev 6vdv. The Gentile converts were ordered “to guard themselves from” four
matters. Thus, in Acts 21:25, James reminds the elders that the apostles sent the elders’ decision

to the converts, to guard themselves against what is expressed in four singular statements.

3.7. Exegesis of part 6, Acts 21:26

Figure 16 Part 6 - Acts 21:26
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Part 6 pictures Paul following the advice of James. The word tote, “then, next, after that”
connects Paul’s actions to the previously dispensed advice. The phrase tapolafov tovg dvopag,
T Exouévn MUEPQ oLV avToig ayvioBelg Is a precursory phrase, where the participles mapaiapav
and &yvicOeic describe the manner in which Paul entered the temple (siotiet gic 10 iepov).’’

The wording, also, can indirectly clarify the purpose of Paul’s arrival in Jerusalem, as an
attempt to preach in the temple. Here, the participles state the way Paul chose to enter the
temple. As seen from the discussion above, Paul originally had no intention to participate in a

Nazirite vow. The instruction of James and the elders made him a participant.”’® That instruction

778 Barrett mentions a number of views, among which are, the need of purification for entering the temple
after travelling in Gentile regions and the need of completing the Nazirite vow (Acts 18:18). Barrett, Commentary
on Acts, 1011. The view that Paul needed to terminate his own Nazirite vow seems unlikely, for the hair has to be
shaved (Luke uses &updo) in the temple court. It seems doubtfull that Paul would bring his hair, which he had cut
(Luke uses keipw) in Cenchrea and terminate the Nazirite vow. It is likely, that Paul participated in a simple rite of
purification.

719 Johnson views that participation of Paul presumed an ‘announce’ made “in the sense of ‘check off” with
some priest each day of purification as it passed.” Johnson, Acts, 377, n. 26.
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was given on account of widely spread, wrong information about Paul. Then, Paul chooses the
Nazirite vow to resolve two issues: his hope to be in the temple, and the need to refute false
information.

The following participle, dwayyéAlwv, again was used to describe the manner in which
Paul entered the temple.”® Obviously, his main concern was not to enter the temple to anounce
the accomplishment of the rite of purification, but to preach the Gospel. Participation in the
Nazirite vow became a safe way to enter the temple.’®! The participation in the vow made his
coming to the temple, on the eighth day, necessary. Luke emphasizes that Paul entered the
temple, thus giving every observer notice of the purification rite’s completion, on the correct day
for bringing sacrifices. The text says, £wg o0 Tpoon VO VrEp VO EKAGTOV ODTAY 1) TPOGPOPAL.
The sacrifice (1 tpocpopd) could not be presented elsewhere, but in the temple; so Paul had to
be there. In this manner Paul provided himself a good reason to enter the ‘holy place’, but his

chief reason from the beginning, was to preach of the Gospel.®?

3.8. Conclusion

In retrospect, the Decree of the Jerusalem Council in Acts 15 appears in Acts 21 adapted to the

Jewish cultural context. The council reverted to the previous pattern of the Mosaic ritual law; a

shift that facilitated the salvation of Jews. As is evident in Acts 15, the law of Moses was not

80 BDAG, SayyéAo, 2, “to make a report, announce”.

81 According to O’Neill Luke “believes that Christian theology as a whole has repudiated the tradition]al
Jewish view of the Temple.” O'Neill, Theology of Acts, 83. He supports his view referring to Qumran literature and
OT pseudepigrapha (Sib. Or. 4.8-12), early patristic literature (Justin, Dial., 117.2) and NT apocripha (Barn. and
Ps.-Clem.). These sources might be influenced by anti-Jewish polemic of that time and show an extreme point of
view, rather than a healthy one. The writings of Luke, however, do not reflect any hostility of Christians toward the
Temple. The Christians might review the role of the Temple, but not reject its cultic significance.

782 Bruce states that Paul’s participation in a temple ceremony “in no way compromised the gospel”. Bruce,
Acts, 447.
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viewed by the church as an instrument of salvation.’® However, the law of Moses provided the
rites of purification, which were understood as necessary to enter the temple. Because the temple
was understood as a holy place by the majority of Jews, rules were needed to govern how one
could approach the temple.

This issue could be understood as temporary and cultural, if one were to assume that the
shift from the previous understanding of salvation to the new approach needed time. The elders
knew that it was impossible to explain the new understanding of salvation to those who hardly
believed in Jesus. That model of salvation, known by the Jews, was provided by the Mosaic
ritual law and temple cult. James therefore suggested encasing the Gospel news within the
pattern of the Mosaic law in order to make it easier for the Jews to accept. By this means, Paul

and the church, probably intended to bring Jewish people to Christ.

4. Chapter summary

The exegesis of the three Lukan accounts of the Apostolic Decree in their literary contexts

revealed that:

1) the apostolic decision was structured around two points: the ritual Jewish law was found to
be unnecessary for salvation, and the four prohibitions were denoted as necessary for
keeping.

2) the explanation for imposing those four prohibitions on Gentile converts was provided by the
pesher-midrash in Acts 15:14-21. This pesher-midrash was employed in order to give a firm
foundation, in Torah, to the proposal of the Decree. Thus, the literary form of the Decree in

Acts 15 presumes the defense of the apostolic decision on the basis of the law of Torah.

83 Arrington writes that the sacrificial death of Christ exposed the meaning of sacrifices and purification
rites. He also shows by the number of texts of the NT that the early church understood that purity, in the sense of
moral purity, is “demanded by God of all Christians (Jas 4:8; 1Pet 1:22, 1 John 3:3).” Arrington, Acts, 214.
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the debate on the Jerusalem Council began with the issue of the validity of the ritual law for
salvation. During the debate regulations belonging to the ritual law were differentiated from
those rooted in the natural law of God revealed in the Genesis creation-fall account.
the ritual law was viewed as fulfilled in Christ and not necessary to be kept, while the content
of the Decree was supported with help of midrash created on the basis of the Genesis
creation-fall account.
the reversal element within midrash suggests that the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm is
involved as an aspect in the background of the Decree.
worship motifs are reflected in the Decree. They are suggested by the word égAioynua, the
context of which includes a motif of desecration of things accounted as holy. Also, the
conversion of the Gentiles to God involves worship motifs, when the converts are invited to
make changes from pagan worship to the true worship based on Torah. The decision not to
make the turning of the Gentiles to God difficult results in imposing on them only necessary
regulations of worship.
the Decree in Acts 21:25 reveals that salvation, independent of the patterns of the ritual law,
was first adapted for the Gentile party in Acts 15:20, 29; 21:25 and later adapted to the
Jewish cultural context in Acts 21:23, 24. The adaptation to the Jewish context was made by
returning to the previous pattern of the Mosaic ritual law, authorising the rites of purification,
which were understood by the Jewish majority as necessary to enter the temple.
the shift from the new pattern to the old one has to be understood as temporary and cultural.
In Acts 21:23-25 James did not display a double standard (imposing the ritual law on the
Jews while liberating the Gentile converts from it), but suggested that for the purpose of
reaching the Jews, the Gospel be encased in the pattern of the Mosaic law in order to make it
easier for the Jews to accept. By this means Paul and the church probably hoped to bring

people to Christ.
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CHAPTER 3

Biblical and theological context of the Apostolic Decree

1. Basic theological concepts developed on the basis of Genesis 1:24-3:24

This chapter argues that the rationale behind the four prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree in
Acts 15 is found in the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm, as expressed in the narratives of Gen
1-3. In view of this, the research will rely on the diagrams of Gen 1-3 given in Appendix 2. In
order to see possible allusions and echoes of Gen 1-3 in Acts 15, the diagrams of Genesis are
made according to the Greek text of the LXX from which the apostles quoted at the council.

The use of LXX over MT Gen 1-3 can be justified by the following linguistic and literary
reasons. Historically Greek had long been spoken in Jerusalem by Jewish immigrants from the
Diaspora and their descendants, the Seven including Stephen (all of whom had Greek names,
Acts 6:1-5).1 Members of the “synagogue of the libertines” (6:9), who opposed Stephen, were
part of that Greek-speaking population of Jerusalem. The city of Antioch, which became the
support base for mission work by Barnabas and Paul (11:19-26; 14:26-28), was a significant
Greek cultural centre for the region. Greek language would have dominated among its converts
to Christianity, who provided generous support for the Greek-speaking Gentile mission by
Barnabas and Paul. Some of those Greek-speaking Antioch believers joined Barnabas and Paul
as participants in the Jerusalem Council (15:1-3). On the literary front, Luke preserved, in James’
speech to the council, quotations of the prophets which correspond best to the LXX. Finally, as
will be pointed out below, a number of allusions to and echoes of Gen 1-3 in Acts 15 reflect the
LXX. Finally, Luke as an author targeted Greek readers, whose only access to the OT would

have been by means of the LXX.

! The significant research on use of the LXX in Acts was done by W. K. L. Clarke, “The Use of the
Septuagint in Acts”. In The Beginnings of Christianity, Part 1: The Acts of the Apostles. VVol. 2. Ed. F. J. Foakes
Jackson and Krisopp Lake (London: Macmillan, 1933), 66-105.
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The four prohibitions of the Decree are connected to four aspects of worship. Thus,
eldwAiob0TmV presumes not only food involved in worship, but also the idols involved. The
prohibition of aipa and mviktog, although reflecting the dietary laws of Torah, also represents the
returning of blood to the dust, and the breath of life to God (Gen 3:19). The role of these two
concepts becomes significant for the sacrificial system of true worship as well as for non-cultic
food consumption. The prohibition of mopveio was associated with pagan ecstatic worship
involving nakedness and sacral prostitution, in contrast to true worship, which demanded that
worshipers wear garments before God, covering their nakedness. The worship aspect behind the
four prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree has to be viewed as foundational, already expressed in
Gen 1-3. They are fitted in the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm because they not only explain
the mechanisms of the fall, but also reveal the way of true worship and subsequent restoration.

The narrative in Gen 1-3 pictures the following three steps of the creation-fall-re-creation
paradigm: 1) Gen 1:1-2:3 describes a brief sketch of the creation of the world;? 2) Gen 2:4-25
provides an enlarged account of creation with an accent placed on the sixth day and the creation
of human beings;3 3) Gen 3:1-24 contains the fall narrative and promise of restoration. Each of
these three units in the narrative in Gen 1-3 contains one theological concept, which later
through divine revelation, is developed to become the theological basis of the entire Hebrew

Bible.

2 Gordon Wenham and Allen Ross view the passage in Gen 1:1-2:3 as the first part of Genesis, which “stands
apart from the narratives” and is called “an overture to the whole work.” The opposite opinion, upheld by the
majority of modern scholars, insists that “the opening section of Genesis ends with 2:4a, not with 2:3”. However,
Wenham shows two arguments against this view: 1) it is unusual for the phrase, “this is the story of,” to conclude a
section, while elsewhere in Genesis it introduces a development of a new passage; 2) it is unlikely that the source
splits up in the middle of the verse. Wenham’s view is supported by J. Cross and Tengstrom. Gordon Wenham,
Genesis 1-15, ed. D. A. Hubbard, WBC, vol. 1 (Waco, TX: Word Books, 1987), 5-6. Allen Ross, Genesis, ed. P.
Gomfort, Cornerstone Biblical Commenrary, vol. 1 (Carol Stream, IL: Tyndale House, 2008), 42.

3 Allen Ross states that everything created before was “prepared for the final creation of human beings.”
Ross, Genesis, 39.
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The present study focuses on the creation narrative beginning with the appearance of
humans, labelled as “Unit one’ of passage (1).”* This unit includes the text of Gen 1:24-30 which
provides a short description of the origin of earthly creatures, including humans. The account of
the seventh day forms Unit two’ of passage (1). Passage (1) has one narrative link which
provides a summary of the previous account of creation connecting two units and is denoted
“link A”. Passage (2) contains the text of Gen 2:4-25 which has the precursory link B and four
units of narrative. The patterns in passage (3) are designed to show the origin of sin and its
consequences.

Gen 1:24-3:24 present a field for the development of three pairs of contrasts: true worship
versus idolatry; life versus death; the modest cult conduct versus cultic fornication.® The last
contrast is the reason for the Torah’s prescription of a cultic service tending to remove sexuality
from the cultic practices (wearing of the cultic long dress, concentration of the priestly service in
the hands of one sex, and sexual abstinence before the great feasts). At the same time the pagan
cults employed sexuality in the cultic practices in the form of cultic fornication (demonstrative
nakedness, temple prostitution, orgies).® This contrast suggests that the ban on cultic fornication

in Torah is the background for the apostolic prohibition of mopveia.’

4 The reason for marking units by 1° and 2’ is that they are the last two units of the passage (1). However, as
the previous units are not relevant to the present study, it seems appropriate to omit them and make the sixth day of
creation form Unit one’.

5 M. Bockmuehl notes that midrash created by rabbis shows that Genesis 2.16-17 is a basis for “six
commandments given to Adam”, which include “the prohibition of idolatry, blasphemy, adjudication, homicide,
illicit sex, theft” (Gen. Rab. 16.6; 24.5; Deut. Rab. 2.25; Cant. Rab.1.16; b. Sanh. 56b; Pesiq. Rab Kah. 12.1).
The rabbis believed that those commandments were relevant to all human beings. Bockmuehl, Jewish Law in
Gentile Churches, 150-151.

® Rosser notes that “the link between sexual immorality and idolatry may point to the practice of prostitution
occurring in the context of pagan worship.” Brian S. Rosser, “Temple Prostitution in 1 Corinthians 6:12-20,” Novum
Testamentum 40, no. 4 (1998): 344.

" The equation of mopveia with cultic fornication will be argued in section 2 of this chapter.



195
1.1. True worship versus idolatry in Genesis 1-3 and the apostolic prohibition of
eldmAofTOV
The narrative in Gen 1-3 describes the creation (1:1-3:1) and the fall (3:2-24). The creation story
opens with the theme of true, undivided worship. This true undivided worship was maintained
until the fall. The fall passage narrates the first act of idolatry. The period pictured in Gen 1:24-
3:1 reflects some features of the true worship. According to the diagram, it correlates to passages

1 and 2.8 Passage 3 (Gen 3:2-24) by contrast narrates the entry of idolatry.

1.1.1. True worship established at the creation

The first aspect of true worship in the creation narrative is the holiness of God. Unit two’ for the
first time refers to the holiness of the Creator God. His holiness is assumed from the fact that he
makes things holy. His sanctification of time plays also a significant role.® Main verbs of this
unit describe God as an acting subject. Here, nuépav tyv £pdo6unv becomes the object of his
action. God noAdymoev “blessed” the seventh day and fyylacev avtiv “made it holy”.1° Thus,
God designates the special ‘holy time’ for worship.!!

The second aspect of worship is human accessibility to God. Unit one’ part 2 (Gen 1:26-

31) describes the close relationship between God and humans.? Here, the impersonal cohortative

8 Passages 1 and 2 are represented by diagrams in Appendix 2. They include the text of Gen 1:1 -3:1 (LXX)
and describe the story of creation before the fall. The passages are divided into units and narrative links. Passage 1
contains three parts, which are designated Unit one’ (Gen 1:24-31), the narrative link A (Gen 2:1) and Unit two’
(Gen 2:2, 3). Passage 2 contains five parts, which are the narrative link B (Gen 2:4-6), Unit one (Gen 2:7), Unit two
(Gen 2:8-15), Unit three (Gen 2:16-17), Unit four (Gen 2:18-3:1).

% Unit two’ reflects the sanctification of the seventh day.

10 According to Ross, ‘make holy’ means “setting apart to the worship and service of the Lord”. Ross,
Genesis, 41. Waltke states that the seventh day “is the first thing in the Torah to which God imparts his holiness”.
Bruce K. Waltke, Genesis: A Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2001), 68.

11 Waltke notices that the word ryyiancev presumes the separation of the seventh day from other days and
pictures it as “the first thing in the Torah to which God imparts his holiness and so sets apart to himself (Exod
20:11).” He believs that on the Sabbath day God summons humanity “to confess God’s lordship and their
consecration to him”. Waltke, Genesis, 67-68.

12 Its diagram is provided in Appendix 2.
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command, ‘let there be’, of the previous days changes to the personal ‘let us’, which reflects the
personal involvement of God. Humans are described as created xat’eixoévo of God and ka6’
opoiwotv of God.'3 This makes people “God’s image-bearers on earth”.!* The ability to reflect
God’s likness spiritually also leads people into worship relationships. According to Ross, the
place of worship was a temple-garden.'® All these features suggest the context of true worship in
Eden from creation.'®

The third aspect of worship is contained in the pronouncement of blessings (Gen 1:27-
30). Blessings in the OT are often linked with true worship. The wording of the part 2 in Unit
one’ reveals the extensive character of blessings. The blessings include four main aspects
(a&dvesde, MAndOvese, mAnpdoate TV Yijv, kotakvpievoate avtiic).t” Three of these four
blessings relate to marital relationships. The fourth blessing (kataxvpledoate) presupposes
dominion over all the earth. Dominion is expressed further by &pyete over all living creatures. At
this point the prominent role of people within the entire creation appears.'® The humans’ task

was to be priests in the created world.® The thought that Eden can be understood as the first

13 Ross believes that ‘image’ means that humans share with God abilities of “intelligence, knowledge,
spiritual standing, creativity, wisdom, love, compassion, holiness, justice...” He considers that “all these capacities
were given by the inbreathing of the breath of life”. Ross, Genesis, 39-40.

14 The term eixdv translated “likeness, image,” is attributed in OT to both humans and idols. Also 8poiog
means “similar, resembling.” T. Muraoka, A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint (Leuven: Peeters, 2009), 192,
496.

15 Here the description of the garden with trees, river, the pure gold and precious gems pictures special
symbols of the garden sanctuary. Later, many of these features will be imitated in the earthly sanctuary. Finally, the
heavenly sanctuary in a new creation will keep the same details (Rev 21:10-11, 21; 22:1-2). Ross, Genesis, 45.

16 Waltke, Genesis, 86. He viewes not only the fellowship between humans and God, but also the context of a
worship.

17 Waltke mentions only two, which are procreation and dominion. Waltke, Genesis, 67. However, three first
orders are not homogenous. The order, ‘be fruitful’, likely represent procreation ability, while ‘increase in number’
shows the growth of humankind, and the phrase “fill the earth’ relates to territorial domain.

18 Humans became “the apex of the created order: the whole narrative moves toward the creation of man.”
Wenham, Genesis, 38.

19 Thus, G. Anderson demonstrates that “not only is Eden modeled on the Temple—a common topos in
Jewish and Christian literature—but the very sin of Adam is understood as a violation of the laws of Temple-
purity”. Gary M. Anderson, “Celibacy or Consummation in the Garden: Reflections on Early Jewish and Christian
Interpretations of the Garden of Eden,” HTR 82, no. 2 (1989): 143. Also, Ross notes here that the ‘service to the
Lord’ is presumed rather than just simply ‘working of land’. The word ‘serve’ in 2:15 is used frequently in Torah in
meaning ‘serving the Lord’ (Deut 28:47) and described Levitical service (Num 3:7-8; 4:23-24, 26). Also, ‘keep’
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temple-garden has been expressed by Waltke, Wenham and Ross.?° This makes humans key
figures in earthly worship.2! Their theomorphic nature presumes global (for the whole world)
and personal (for themselves) components of worship.

The assignation of food for humans (v. 29) and animals (v. 30) can be assumed as
primordial table-fellowship at the close of worship.?? Here the phrase niv EbLov in v. 29 is taken
in a general sense, while later two special trees are appointed for a different purpose.? The
presence of God in Eden at this time can be linked to true worship and table-fellowship.?* The
images of trees, fruit and table-fellowship often appear in Israel’s sanctuary. The table-
fellowship in the presence of God prefigures the imagery of the banquet in the heavenly kingdom
(this biblical motif appears in Matt 22:2-10; 25:10; Luke 5:34; 12:36, 37; 13:29; Rev 19:9).

The fourth aspect of true worship consisted of keeping the covenant that is described in
Unit three (Gen 2:16-17). It shows humans’ responsibility for true worship.?® It is interesting that
two special trees represented two opposite conditions. In taking from one, humans automatically

were refusing the other. After people took from the fruit of the tree of knowledge, they lost

would reflect the Levitical duties (Num 3:7-8; 8:26; 18:5-6). So, it can be assumed now that man was placed in the
garden for both purposes: serving God and keeping the created world. Ross, Genesis, 46-47.

20 Wenham sees the garden as not only a home, but also “an archetypal sanctuary, prefiguring the later
tabernacle and temples.” He views it to be the place where God dwells. Wenham, Genesis, 61. Ross supports this
view and states that the work of man was appointed in a context of a sanctuary service, rather than merely working
the ground. After the fall, the work of man “became focused on serving the ground to survive, while the work of
keeping the way to the tree of life was given over to the angels (3:24).” Ross, Genesis, 47.

21 The role of man on the earth is to be a priest in the garden temple, which was separated from the rest of
creation. Waltke, Genesis, 81.

22 The garden at this moment is pictured as a “banqueting table.” Waltke, Genesis, 86.

23 Waltke sets two trees separately from the ‘all kind of trees’. He believes that the tree of knowledge served
as a possibility of ‘ethical awareness’. Waltke, Genesis, 86.

24 Wenham notes that “paradise in Eden and the later tabernacle share a common symbolism...of the
presence of God.” He assumes it from the fact that the great river is a symbol of the “life-giving presence of God”.
This assumption was made on the basis of links between Gen 2 and Ps 46:5 and Ezek 47:1-12. Wenham, Genesis,
65.

25 The diagram for the Unit three of passage 2 is given in Appendix 2.
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access to the garden-temple, the tree of life and the holy presence of God.?® Consequently,
unfaithfulness to the covenant dramatically affected their worship. This thought will be
explained by the diagram for Unit three.

Unit three continues the theme of the trees of the garden described in Unit two (Gen 2:8-
15). The only tree mentioned separately from the group of trees designed for food was the tree of
knowledge.?’ This tree represented the possibility of annihilation, which is the reverse condition
of creation.?® The tree of life is not mentioned in Unit three, while it was mentioned in Unit two.
This omission may presume the association of the tree of life with the other good trees in the
temple garden. After the fall the picture changes radically and the tree of life becomes separated
from all other trees, set apart for the Lord and protected from fallen humans.?® Later in the
sanctuary, the tree of life becomes associated with the things made ‘holy’.%° The reversal seems
to be pictured by contrast between two special trees of the garden.

In text of Unit three (2:16, 17) the tree of knowledge was separated from others through
the use of the contrasting particle d¢. The structure of the covenant thus was built between two
parallel clauses, which both start with 6. The first clause appears as a main rule, amo Tovtog
&vAov tod &v @ Tapadeicw Ppmdoel edyn, and the second clause as an exception to the main

rule, 4md 62 Tod EVAOL TOD YIVOGKEY KAAOV Kod Tovnpov, o0 edyecde dm’ avtod.3! The

%6 The supporting data can be found in the work of Michael Morales, who believes that “Creation in Genesis
...is described as a temple”. Michael L. Morales, The Tabernacle Pre-Figured: Cosmic Mountain ldeology in
Genesis and Exodus., ed. B. Doyle and G. Van Belle, BTS, vol. 15 (Leuven: Peeters, 2012), 88. See also Gary A.
Anderson, “Biblical Origins and the Problem of the Fall,” Pro Ecclesia 10, no. 1 (2001): 19-21, 28-29.

27 At this time the narrative in chapter 2 “forms the basis for the account of the temptation” described in
chapter 3. Ross, Genesis, 43.

28 Ross, Genesis, 45. This tree was a potential disaster for people. To eat its fruit meant to decide who will
control their lives.

29 According to Waltke, though the tree of life is mentioned first in the narrative, people focus on the second
one, likely because of prime concern for power, and not life. Waltke, Genesis, 86.

30 The tree of life was not only the symbol of fullness of life, but also was associated with holy things. After
the fall, people are separated from this tree. Later, the menorah of the sanctuary “was a stylized tree of life”.
Morales, Tabernacle Pre-Figured, 89.

31 The prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree were designed similarly: the first line of the Decree provided the
main rule, while the second listed the necessary exceptions.
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exception is strengthened by the double reference “from the tree” (a6 8¢ in the beginning of the
phrase and ém’oytod at the end).3?

The explanation given after the covenant formula starts with 1} 8’ and then clearly states,
Oavato arnobaveice.®® The inevitability of death is stressed by the indicator av fiuépa. Thus the
conditional clause shows that av nuépg eaynte an’ avtod (in the day in which you eat from it)
the result follows Bavéte dmobaveicOe (you will die by death).3* Thus, the structure of Unit
three then creates a core of the covenant with only two possible ways: life or death.®® The phrase
Bavdto dnobaveicbe presumes the reversal of life by death.

Thus, the first covenant linked obedience with fullness of life and disobedience with
death.3® At the same time both options were connected to food. Thus the first prohibition is given
in connection to food.3” This fact presupposes that the prohibition “is the paradigm for the future

Torah legislation relating to dietary laws”.®® Moreover, the contrast between holy and common

32 The structure of this sentence in Hebrew reveals a perfect balance established between the two poles, “you
shall” and “you shall not” with help of the co-ordinating conjunction vav, “and/but.” Mary P. Korsak, “A Fresh
Look at the Garden of Eden,” Semeia, no. 81 (1998): 141. The similar construction of the Apostolic Decree in Acts
15:19, 20 and 28, 29 also reflects a permission in the first part of the phrase and the prohibition in the second part,
connected by the adversative conjunction éAAa in 15:20 and minv in 15:28.

33 According to Speiser the phrase can be better translated, “you shall be doomed to death.” This shows death
as the result of separation from a source of life. E. Speiser, Genesis, AB, vol. 1 (New York: Doubleday, 1964), 17.

3 Here, not only physical, but also a spiritual death is in view. Waltke, Genesis, 87. The capacity of death
locked in the tree of knowledge suggests viewing it as opposite to holiness (since death is unclean in the Torah).

3 Wenham notes that this first prohibition “resembles in its form the Ten Commandments: x> ‘not’ followed
by the imperfect”. According to Wenham, this form of command “is used for long standing prohobitions.” Wenham,
Genesis, 67.

% Russell Reno shows that “the divine legislation at Sinai frames a choice that recapitulates the original
situation in Eden.” This is revealed in the call of Moses, in Deut 30:15-18, to choose between life and good or death
and evil. He states that although “the larger New Testament judgment that Gentile Christians are not subject to the
full scope of Mosaic law, we cannot imagine that new life in Christ transcends the basic pattern of commandment
and obedience”. Russell R. Reno, Genesis (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2010), 71.

37 Stephen Reed observing documents of the Qumran community notes that food plays an important role in
their covenant relationship with God. Food represented God’s blessings, because the divine provision of food was
known since Gen 1-2. Festive food also signified immortality of the future messianic banquet. Stephen A. Reed,
“The Role of Food as Related to Covenant in Qumran Literature,” in The Concept of the Covenant in the Second
Temple Period, ed. Stanley E. Porter and Jacqueline C. de Roo (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2003), 138, 159.

38 Nahum M. Sarna, Genesis, The JPS Torah Commentary (New York: The Jewish Publication Society,
1989), 21.
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was later brought forth in the ritual system of Israel. Yet, the origin of the distinction between
holy and common is rooted in creation-fall narrative of Gen 1-3.%°

The way in which the first prohibition was introduced is: kai &veteiloto kKOpLog 0 B0 T®
Adop Aéyov. This emphasis on ‘Yahweh God’ defines the first humans as ‘people of God’.*° The
selection of humans by God for his image-bearing and keeping of the temple-garden required
keeping the first covenant as well. ** God’s purpose was to reveal himself to human beings with
the help of the covenant relationship.*? Keeping the first covenant, people could share with God
the knowledge of faithfulness. The knowledge of a faithful God would let people worship him in

truth. That is why the keeping the covenant has to be assumed as part of true worship.

1.1.2. The first idolatry described in the fall narrative
Terje Stordalen notes that “in Genesis 2-3 a human attempt to copy divinity occurs, only as a
hidden conflict.”*® The diagram in Appendix 2 helps to reveal this hidden controversy between
true worship and idolatry.** Thus passage 3 pictures the fall. This picture begins with Unit five
(3:1-5) and describes the temptation.> Unit starts with the representation of a new personage.*®

The alternative conjunction 6¢ in the phrase o 8¢ 6¢1c is employed to make a contrast with the

39 Gen 1-3 “provides essential background to the primeval history, which provides background for the
patriarchal, exodus, and tabernacle narratives.” Daniel Block, “Eden,” 21.

40 Ross, Genesis, 43. It shows that the Gen 1-3 narrative was fundamental for the following Exodus story.
That is why the motifs of Exodus always can be traced back in time to the time of creation-fall.

41 John H. Walton, Genesis, ed. Terry Muck, NIV Application Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan,
2001), 52.

42 Walton, Genesis, 52.

4 T. Stordalen, Echoes of Eden: Genesis 2-3 and Symbolism of the Eden Garden in Biblical Hebrew
Literature (Leuven: Peeters, 2000), 289.

44 Passage 3 is represented in a diagram in Appendix 2.
4 The diagram in Unit five of the passage 3 is in Appendix 2.
4 Ross notes that the curse pronouncement on the serpent in Gen 3:14-15 presumes a reference to it as to a

reptile (3:14) as well as to a spiritual force behind it (3:15). That spiritual force in 3:1“used the form of an actual
reptile”, which agrees with Rev 12:7; 20:2. Ross, Genesis, 49-50.
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previously stated harmony of the world and unity of the first pair. The serpent is described with
the help of the adjective ppoviudtotog, which is derived from @povipog “wise, sensible,
thoughtful, shrewder”.*" His craftiness was defined in superlative degree as excelling all other
animals (v gpovipdtatoc Thviav Tdv Inpiov Tédv £mi tic vijc).*® It is described as wiser than
all land animals, yet it was not wiser than humans and God the Creator. That is why part 1 (3:1)
stresses that the serpent represents the animal kingdom, was made by God (&v émoincev kdptoc 6
0e6¢), and belonged to God.

The serpent started to talk in human language and delivered a logically constructed
speech. Its words appear to be motivated by sympathy and care for the humans. The serpent’s
question Ti 811 gimev 6 O£6¢ 0O pry PaynTe dmd movtog Eviov Tod &v 1 mopadeico (“Is that what
God said: do not eat from any trees in the garden?”) implies a harsh degree of limitations.*® The
reference to God in the epexegetical clause &t ginev 6 0e6g implied that the limitation was
caused by God’s commandment.*® The question insinuates that nobody in the world cares for the
humans’ wellbeing except the serpent.>!

The words of the dialogue here represent an archetypal way of temptation.> The serpent
initiates the dialogue with the human couple. Answering, the woman repeats the same structure

of the commandment preserved in Unit three (2:16, 17), when the covenant was given in two

47 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 720. He suggests meaning “shrewd in judgment”.

48 It is noteworthy that “early Jewish and Christian commentators identified the snake with Satan.” Wenham,
Genesis, 72.

49 Waltke shows that the serpent “subverts obedience and distorts perspective by emphasizing God’s
prohibition, not his provision, reducing God’s command to a question, doubting his sincerity, defaming his motives,
and denying the truthfulness of his threat.” Waltke, Genesis, 91.

50 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 661-662, 678. The way in which the serpent uses simply a title “God” instead of
“the Lord God” (which is how God is usually called in Gen 2-3) pictures the serpent’s distance from God. Wenham,
Genesis, 73.

51 Sarna notes that the serpent pretends to be the woman’s friend, “solicitous of her interests”. Sarna, Genesis,
27.

52 Ross, Genesis, 50. He notes that the temptation of Jesus, described in Matt 4:1-11, becomes a counterpart
of the temptation in the garden.
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parallel statements, both starting with a6 and linked by the adversative conjunction 6¢. She,
however, does not call the tree Eblov 6V yvdokey kaddv kai movnpov.>® Instead, she puts stress
on its location, saying, &bAov, & €6ty &v pHé€c® TOD TOPAUSEIGOV.

To the words of the command oV @dyecOe an’ avtod (“do not eat of it””) found in Unit
three, the woman adds ov&¢ pry Gymo0e avtod (“do not touch it”).>* This double denial
strengthens the prohibition.>® The subordinate phrase following, reveals the purpose of the
prohibition by the purpose conjunction iva: tva. ui) dmofdvnte (“in order that you will not die”).>®
Thus, the woman states that the prohibition was given only about one particular tree in order to
prevent death.

Part 3 of Unit five (3:4, 5) provides the final and convincing statement of the serpent,
after which the woman stops to argue, and starts to act. The words of the serpent, ov favdato
amoBaveiche, include the negative adverb o appearing with the future indicative dmofaveicOe.>’
The Greek phrase can be translated, “you will not die.” Walton notices that the serpent’s
statement can be paraphrased, “Don’t think that death is such an immediate threat™.>®

When the serpent provides his own explanation of the prohibition, he again refers to God,
though not to what God has said. The serpent refers to what God thinks (this is obvious in the

phrase fidet yap 6 0£0¢).>® Then the serpent tells what God knows and hides from people: é1t. ..

%3 Here, ‘knowing’ can mean ‘distinguishing between’ as in 2 Sam 19:35 and 1 Kgs 3:9 and reflects moral or
physical matters, and not a process of divination. Speiser, Genesis, 26.

% Wallace, Greek Grammar, 667, 669. The coordinating conjunction o03¢ creates a paratactic connection
linking equal elements together. Here, it links two denial phrases, o0 ¢pdyecbe an’ adtod (“do not eat of it””) and pn|
ynoBe avtod (“do not touch™).

%5 Here, ur introduces an emphatic negation subjunctive, the “strongest way to negate something in Greek.”
The coordinating conjunction ovd¢ has the meaning, “and not,” plus the negative conjunction ur| with the second
person plural future indicative Gynobe. Wallace, Greek Grammar, 468-469.

% Wallace, Greek Grammar, 676.

57 This construction is unusual with the negative particle placed in front of the words of penalty. Ross,
Genesis, 51-52. Thus, the serpent puts ‘not’ before the cited words of God, “you will certainly die” and adds
different divine motivation. Wenham, Genesis, 74.

%8 Walton, Genesis, 205.

%9 Here, the serpent pictures itself as “able to probe God’s mind and intent.” Sarna, Genesis, 24.



203

SravorydncovTar VUMY ol dpBaiuoi, kai Eoec0e g B0l yviokoviee kaldv koi movnpdv.®® The
result conjunction, &ti, shows the result of the knowledge obtained: “you will be like God.””!

The serpent links the knowledge of good and evil to the ability to obtain the divine
status. The comparative conjunction &c¢ points to the equality of status.®? The two other promises
expressed with the help of participles can be viewed as parallel sayings: dtavoryOncovtotr DU®V
ot 0pBaApoi (your eyes will be opened) and yivdokovteg KaAdv kai movnpoév (you will be
knowing good and evil). The process, called the “opening” of eyes, was presented in terms of
enlightenment, in order to emphasize the limits of human eyes, which cannot see the hidden
meanings of things.®® Here, the serpent also reveals the good knowledge of the commandment,
quoting the part of its wording, év fj av fjuépq eéynte é’ avtod, which the woman has omitted.
However, the serpent uses the quotation in the opposite way and states that the immediate result
of the action will be not death, but divination.®*

At this point the serpent claims the particular food can make someone like God. The
serpent claims to have his personal knowledge, separate from God’s knowledge.® His
knowledge was not based on the word of God, but rather on the serpent’s own experience of

enlightenment. This, and the ability of the serpent to speak human language, could create an

8 Here, the serpent promises divinity which was wrongly and jealously reserved by God from the people. It
was stated that the full potential of people is ‘to be gods’. Ross, Genesis, 52.

61 \Wallace, Greek Grammar, 677.
62 \Wallace, Greek Grammar, 675.

83 At this point Gen 3:5 has a link to 2:25, where it was stated that all creation was ‘very good’ even though
the couple was naked. After eating of fruit, the vision of people became different, in the sense of a letdown.
Wenham, Genesis, 76.

®4Here, Duane Smith shows the possibility of play in Hebrew, between ‘snake’ and ‘practice divination’
along with its nominal forms. Also the phrase “you will be like gods knowing good and evil” could presume the
context of divination, in terms of “fortune” or “misfortune”. The phrase could mean “those who know the results of
divination”. Duane E. Smith, “The Divine Snake: Reading Genesis 3 in the Context of Mesopotamian
Ophiomancy,” in JBL 134/1 (2015): 36, 42.

8 Thus, the serpent calls humans to use “moral autonomy, deciding what is right without reference to God’s
revealed will.” Wenham, Genesis, 64.
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illusion of supernatural abilities, which accompany special knowledge. Thus people were told
that the commandment of God instead of protecting them from death, hinders them from getting
the advantages of the special knowledge.®® The knowledge of good and evil was said to help to
become gods and judges.®” The idea of the plurality of gods (0soi) comes forward at this time.8

This idea of a plurality of gods stands in contrast to monotheism and thus appears first in
Gen 1 and 2. Even the serpent is described as @v émoincev koprog 6 0g6¢ (“which God made™).
The tree of knowledge was also planted by God (¢€avétethev 6 Beog.. .10 EOAOV TOD €idévar
YVooToV Kadod kol movnpod). Despite the fact that God was the Creator of the universe, the
serpent suggested that created beings also may become gods. The serpent called people to use
the forbidden fruit as food for the purpose of obtaining divine status. Acting like this, people
would accept the possibility of the existence of many gods and commit idolatry. In addition to
idolatry, the serpent invited humans to use the forbidden fruit as the first eidwAob0tw@v. They are
convinced that the divination depends on the particular food. The eating of this fruit, prompted
by the belief in its supernatural power, makes humans participants in the first sacrifice to false
gods, created beings; later are reflected in the form of idols.

Unit six of passage 3 (3:6-8) depicts sin as the force reversing the process of creation.®
Part A shows the mechanism of the transgression, which also can be subdivided into two stages.
The first stage reveals the change of mind, when the understanding of the protective role of a
prohibition is replaced by the view of it as something rigorously suppressing desires. It is evident
from the development of the woman’s thought which goes from 11 kolov ... &ig Bpdotv (the

aspect of physical need) to 611 apeotov Toig 0pOaipoig idelv (the aesthetic aspect) and then to

% Waltke sees that the knowledge which people were seeking is not a need for “more information, but hunger
for power”. Waltke, Genesis, 91-92.

87 The new knowledge is pictured in terms of “new mental powers, with the capacity for reflection that
allows one to make decisions independently of God”. Sarna, Genesis, 25.

%8 Waltke, Genesis, 91.

8 The diagram for the Unit six of the passage 3 is provided in Appendix 2.
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wpaiov Eotv ToD KoTovoTioal, Meaning, “is attractive to consider/contemplate” (the aspect of a
desire and changes on the mental level).” The word tod xatavoficou here may reflect a human
interest not only in the physical phenomenon of the forbidden fruit. It also presumes a desire for
intellectual meditation on forbidden things, which brings mental changes. In this manner, desire
becomes strengthened by the imagination which, influenced by desire, results in making the
wrong decision.”

Although God made the trustworthiness of his word evident to humans in creation, they
decided to rely upon the words of the serpent. The serpent’s words, in contrast, were confirmed
only by his own testimony and the supernatural ability to speak human language. This should not
be enough to prove the statements pronounced against God to be false. However, Adam and Eve
accepted the serpent’s words and personal experience of enlightenment as a trustworthy source
of knowledge. It led to the situation in which the interest in divine knowledge was overestimated,
while the consequences were overlooked.

As a result, the woman makes her decision to eat the fruit and break the commandment.
The actions of the woman are described by a participle, Lafodoa, followed by the chain of
aorists Epayev... £dwkev. Aorist Epayov describes Adam’s action and concludes the chain of
aorists in v. 6.’ The emphasis put on T® avdpi adTiic pet’ avtic reveals that Adam was present

at the dialogue with the serpent, however his role remained passive.” Adam seems to follow the

0 Sarna, Genesis, 25.

L Ross also notes the removal of punishment and doubts in God’s goodness as the elements supporting
transgression. Ross, Genesis, 52.

2 \Wenham notes that the scene in vv. 6-8 comes to a central point “and he ate.” Before this the expectations
are mentioned, and after, the actual consequences are shown. Wenham, Genesis, 75.

3 The role of Adam in the fall narrative was recently discussed by David Stein. Jewish tradition uses the term
‘Adam’s sin’ pointing to him as the participant of the drama. Although Eve was denoted as the leader in making the
decision, Adam was accused “not for failing to stop Eve but for eating the fruit (v. 17)”. David E. Stein, “A
Rejoinder Concerning Genesis 3:6 and the NJPS Translation,” in JBL, ed. Adele Reinhartz (Ottawa: SBL Press,
2015), 51-52. Also, Sarna believes that Adam was “a full participant in the sin.” Speaking to the woman the serpent
uses a plural form, pdaynte and £cecbe mc Beot, and refers to them both in the phrase ot 6@0oApoi (Gen 3:5). Sarna
concludes that “the man was all the time withing ear’s reach of the conversation and was equally seduced by its
persuasiviness.” Sarna, Genesis, 25.
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decision of his wife, who was a created being, and who followed the persuasion of another
created being.

Acting in this manner, Adam neglected relying on the word of the Creator himself. That
Is why throughout the whole biblical revelation, an ability to trust the word of God becomes
central to true worship.” On the contrary, attempts to serve mystical sources of knowledge,
which claim to exist apart from God, become the subject of idolatry. Food eaten for the purpose
of becoming like B¢oi could be considered the first eidwAob0TOV.

Part B of Unit six (3:7-8) reveals those consequences that were overlooked by people at
the time of their idolatry. The first result of sin was guilt, expressed by shame (or feeling of self-
abhorrence) and fear of God. This part of the narrative pictures the ineffective attempts of people
to deal with their guilt, at the level of removal of its external signs.

The second statment reveals the spiritual, rather than physical nature of the event, when it
says, &yvooav 8Tt youvoi fjoav, meaning, “they perceived that they were naked”, which
presumed their acquiring of knowledge.” Here, the subordinated clause shows what kind of
knowledge the people received.’® Their perception of themselves as yopvoi reflects the negative
experience of shame caused by a defiled nature.”” Although people covered their nakedness by

leaves (émoinoav £avtoic mepilldpara), they could not remove the internal/spiritual consequences

4 This has support from Matt 4:1-10, which describes the testing of Jesus by Satan. There, Satan began his
temptation with a question concerning bread, but finished with questions about the center of true worship. Jesus,
unlike Adam, withstood Satan by relying on the word of God. Also, Jesus’ call for faith addressed to his
contemporaries when he miraculously saves one, becomes explicable in view of the original lack of faith of that led
to the fall.

5 Waltke believes that not only physical nakedness is presumed here, but also “describes someone in terms
of being defenseless, weak, or humiliated (Deut 28:48; Job 1:21; Isa 58:7).” Waltke, Genesis, 92.

" Russell Reno supposes the situation when the eye “becomes carnal, taking the physical and finite as the
measure of all things”. Reno, Genesis, 92.

" Ronald Youngblood, The Book of Genesis: An Introductory Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker
Books, 1991), 54. He shows that the shameful perception revealed a spiritual harm, which was lack of faith.
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of the fall.”® Their guilt resulted also in realization of spiritual imperfection and took the form of
fear.

Thus, when they heard the voice of the Lord in the garden, they hid themselves from the
face of the Lord God. The phrase, éxkpofnoav 6 te Adap kai 1) YOV 0OTOD GO TPOCHTOV
Kupiov 0D Oeod, reflects the tendency of a fallen (defiled) nature to flee from the presence of the
Holy God.” “Hiding among the trees of the garden” (8v uéom tod EvAov T0d Tapadsicov),
denotes in people an attempt to isolate themselves from holy things. The attempt to become 0eot
turned to be an apostasy from God. Consequently, the “opening” of eyes and “knowing of good
and evil” became synonymous Wwith “defilement” that was a result of the first idol worship.

Units five and six of Gen 3 show that food became an instrument by which a sin was
committed. The food was believed to activate human divination. In addition, Genesis Rabbah
(Parashah 18:6.2) reveals the rabbinic assumption that sexual relationship was involved in the
first temptation and transgression.®® This thesis argues that instead of sexual intercource, to
which Genesis Rabbah attributes the shame of nakedness, there the implicit fornication, taken in
a spiritual sense emerged. The indicator of that implicit fornication is the shame of nakedness,
which appeared immediately after the eating of the fruit. This represents an implicit form of
nopveia (the perverse perception of sexuality). The phrase, kai dmvoixOncav ot 6@Oaipol v
800, kol Eyvocav 81t yopvol fjoay, indicates that the change of their understanding of sexuality

had happened. The fornication likely took place in the mind, which led to a feeling of shame.

78 In the OT nakedness “is commonly employed as a symbol of guilt” and humiliation. Andrew S.
Kulikovsky, Creation, Fall, Restoration: A Biblical Theology of Creation (Fearn, Scotland: Christian Focus
Publications, 2009), 201.

7 The word which describes God walking in the garden has special etymology. The participle ‘walking’
nepuatodvrog (Gen 3:8) from nepiratéw, which forms are used “of God’s presence in Israelite tent sanctuary (Lev
26:12; Deut 23:15[14]; 2 Sam 7:6-7).” This fact stresses the typological association between the garden and later
tabernacle and temples. Wenham, Genesis, 76.

8 Jacob Neusner, Genesis Rabbah. The Judaic Commentary to the Book of Genesis. A New American
Translation., vol. 1 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1985), 196. The final editing of Genesis Rabbah is dated around 400
CE (according to J. Neusner).
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This observation suggests that the first eidwAoB00twv was a part of idolatry and included hidden
inclination to mopveia.

The controversy between true worship and idolatry stood in the background of the
consumption of the first eidwAoBOtwv. The apostolic prohibition of €idwAoBVT®V presumed its
connection to idol worship, which hindered the Gentiles from a complete conversion to Christ.8!
Moreover, the idwAoB0TmV in the Apostolic Decree is placed in line with two other dietary
prohibitions and the prohibition of mopveia. The New Testament reflection of this idea appears in
Pauline anti-idol polemic. His view of €idmAoB0twv and its association with ntopveia will be
sketched below in paragraph 3.

The discussion so far reveals that Genesis 1-3 establishes two patterns of worship: true
worship of God, and idolatry. Controversy between holy and common as well as the reversal of
life and death are rooted in Gen 1-3, and have to be viewed in light of the creation-fall-re-
creation paradigm. While the fallen condition dominates humans, their theomorphic nature
enables them to experience spiritual birth in terms of a re-creation process.®? This spiritual birth
of someone in response to the word of God is the repetition in miniature the process of the first
creation. This allows placing the creation—fall-re-creation as part of the background to apostolic

speeches in Acts 15.

1.1.3. Restoration of true worship
Units seven (3:9-13) and nine (3:21-24) of passage 3 describe the restoration of true worship
attempted by God. According to the structure of Genesis 3, the restoration includes confession of
sin, dealing with the consequences of sin, and the process of redemption. The most significant

feature of these units is the need for spiritual conversion (which is evident from the necessity of

8 In Rev 2:14 £idwhoB0twv and nopveia become the masks under which idol-worship is veiled. The idolatry,
there, is shown as “a significant threat to the churches.” G. K. Beale, John's Use of the Old Testament in Revelation,
ed. Stanley E. Porter, JSNT (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1998), 97.

82 Waltke, Genesis, 70-71.
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deep confession of sin) at the beginning of true worship. The units also reveal the need for faith
in the saving power of God, establishment of the new style of worship, including bringing a
sacrifice, and honouring the permitted and prohibited approaches to the holy place of God’s
presence. These ideas are explained below.

Unit seven (3:9-13) describes the confession of sin, reflecting God’s deliberate choice to
take the first step toward reconciliation.®® This is evident from the words kai éxdAecey KOpog 6
0e0¢ TOV Adap: Adap, mod £1? God’s deliberate action to save his fallen creatures would later
provide a firm foundation for apostolic thought, expressed in the words of Peter in Acts 15:7 a¢’
Huep®dv apyaiov &v duiv eEghéEato 6 080c.84 Peter’s election by God may refer not to the time of
Peter’s conversion, but to the time of the very beginning (Gen 1-3) and the salvation planned by
God in his foresight since the fall. The phrase uep@v apyaimv is the indicator of God’s actions
undertaken in the Genesis creation-fall narrative.

Peter’s concluding statement, dAAd S1d THG xAp1Tog T0d KLpiov Incod moTEVOUEY
cwdfvay, in Acts 15:11, also recalls the fall narrative of Gen 3. Here, salvation becomes possible
only due to the grace of God who first comes to help. Similar thoughts form a core of James’
speech, when he states, kaOa¢ TpdTov 0 Be0¢ Eneoxéyarto, in Acts 15:14, where he expresses
that the first step to reconciliation always is made by God. In Acts 15:17, 18 James stresses this
idea even more in the phrase, Aéygt K0p1og TOIDV TADTO YVOOTA AT’ 0idVOC.

While the first step of the worship restoration is made by God, the second requires
confession of sin by humans. Unit seven represents a typical confession of sin. The man answers

two times. In his first confession Adam concentrates on the external signs of his transgression,

8 It was noted that here reverting to the term x0Opioc 6 0gd¢ takes place after a temporary shift in Gen 3:1-5 to
simply, 6 6g0c. Wenham emphasizes that “the narrator hints that God can still be man’s covenant partner as well as
his creator and judge.” Wenham, Genesis, 76.

8 The detailed exegesis of the text of Acts 15 is provided in chapter 2. Chapter 3 reveals the connections
between Acts 15 and Gen 3, and the thoughts in the background of the apostolic prohibitions.
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when he says oi §popriOnv, 811 yopuvog eip, kai expopnv.8® However, God wants Adam to
reconstruct the chain of events in the way which could explain the changes which happened to
them. God needs Adam to realize that fear and shame become the emotional consequences of
sin. God calls the man to deep self-examination, when he asks again: pn amo tod Evlov...
gpayeg; (“did you not eat from that tree?”).

This question allowed Adam to focus on the internal issue which was the breaking of the
covenant, expressed by o dveteildunv cot tovtov pdvov. The double reference to the tree (um
4o o EVAOVL ... un eayelv an’ avtod) makes a frame for évetethauny (“commanded”). The
commandment then becomes the emphatic center of the question. This construction shows that
the real reason for the fear and shame was the breaking of the commandment. This presumes the
confession of sin on a deeper level and treats the core of the transgression, which is disobedience
to God. The two levels of repentance are important for the Lukan account. The motif of inward
obedience/disobedience to God is often employed by Luke.® He contrasts the significance of
inner spiritual conversion to God with the superficial performance of rites.

In Unit seven (3:9-13) each individual confesses their own sins. The serpent, however,
stops speaking as soon as God appears, remaining speechless to the end of passage 3 and
refusing confession.®” Here the serpent becomes the type for unrepentant beings.8 The serpent’s
punishment in Unit eight (3:14-20) appears to be the most harsh and leads ultimately to complete

destruction (a0vt0g cov tpnost kepaAny “he/it will crush your head”). The irreversible nature of

8 God created humans in a condition which is identified by the phrase xaAé Alav. Now they describe their
feeling as épopnOnv and youvdg. The ‘fear of God’ and the perception of themselves as ‘naked’ are connected.
Though the nakedness was claimed to be a reason of the fear, it seems to be a projection of fear and shame on the
physical condition of humans.

8 Luke 1:6, 20; 2:25; 3:2-3, 8; 4:1-14; 5:27-32; 6:45; 7:30, 47; 8:11-15, 21; 11:24-26; 12:10, 16:15; 17:21;
18:9-14; 20:45-47; Acts 3:19; 5:3, 9; 7:51; 8:21; 10:44-47; 11:23-24; 15:8, 9; 16:14, 15; 28:27.

87 Wenham believes that the serpent was not given a chance to explain his sin. Wenham, Genesis, 78. This
treatment of the serpent confirms its possession by a demon. When the demon disappeared, the serpent stopped
talking. Then it became impossible to ask it for an explanation.

8 J. Beale links the serpent to the issue of the first uncleanness. He compares the Garden of Eden to the first
temple of God, which was defiled by the uncleanness of the serpent, the instrument of deceit. Gregory K. Beale,
“Eden, the Temple, and the Church's Mission in the New Creation,” JETS 48, no. 1 (2005): 8-10.
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demon uncleanness is demonstrated in Luke 8:26-40. The permanent uncleanness of demons can
be figuratively compared to the permanent uncleanness of some creatures in Torah.® Those
creatures illustrate a deep spiritual lesson.®

Concluding the study of Unit seven, one can suggest several links between Gen 1-3 and
Acts 15, which were developed in chapter 2. The first link can be found in that the word of God
was an instrument of creation at the beginning. Unit one’ (1:24-2:3) shows the structure of the
creation process, which always turns around three main verbs inev, énoincev, €idev... 811
kaé. %t Here, creation is described as the deliberate act of God made by the power of his word.%?
In addition to this, Unit seven (3:9-13) pictures restoration of the relationship as a deliberate
choice of God and also linked to the power of God’s word.

The deliberate choice of God to start the re-creation lies in background of the wording,
4o’ Muepdv apyainv and éEeAéEato 6 Bedg O10 TOD GTOUATOG POV dkoDoat Ta E6vn TOV AdyoV TOD
gvayyeliov, of Peter’s speech in Acts 15:7. Here, the word of God becomes the instrument of re-
creation. For Peter, Adyov 100 edayyeliov, which reaches the nations signifies the time of a new
beginning (in terms of the restoration of the world to its ideal state). The preaching of the Gospel

to the Gentiles becomes the recreative instrument by which God begins a re-creation among

them. It makes them kaia Aiav, sanctifies and unites them by the one true worship.

8 | ance Hawley notes that the uncleanness of animals is associated to their anatomic features (Lev 11:1-31),
and this type of uncleanness has to be viewed as permanent (irreversible). Lance Hawley, “The Agenda of Priestly
Taxonomy: The Conceptualisation of xnv and ypw in Leviticus 11,” in CBQ), ed. Leslie J. Hoppe (Washington, DC:
Catholic Biblical Association of America, 2015). Also Moskala states, “Unclean animals are unclean from birth to
death, because this type of uncleanness is innate, hereditary, or natural. Nothing can change that — time, isolation,
sacrifices, purification rites, killing, or cooking.” Moskala, Laws of Clean and Unclean, 170.

% The law of Lev 11:1-31 speaks only about animals, and nothing about demons. However, since the
permanent uncleanness relates only to animals and to demons, the animals (visible beings) can be assumed as the
illustration of uncleanness of the invisible spiritual beings. The example of the illustrative role of the unclean
animals is reflected in Luke 8:26-40 which will be studied in chapter 4.

%1 Wenham denotes a number of recurrent formulae in Gen1: 1)announcement of the commandment; 2)
order; 3) fulfillment formula; 4) execution formula; 5) approval formula; 6) blessing; 7) mention of the days.
Wenham, Genesis, 6.

92 |t was noted that Gen 1 is linked to Pss 8, 136, 148, then to Prov 8:22-31 and Job 38. All these passages,
together with Gen 1, exalt God the Creator. Moreover, although Gen 1 does not describe cultic concepts, it serves
“to reinforce the significance and privilege of worship.” Wenham, Genesis, 10.
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Unit nine (3:21-24) is important in view of the controversy between true worship and
idolatry, because it reveals the redemption process.® The unit pictures the new style of worship
established after the fall. The first part of the unit describes yitdvoag deppativovg “garments of
skin.” The Greek word yit@vag describes the kind of a dress which covers the whole body,
except hands and legs.%* The Hebrew term in MT for a “long dress” presumes garments
appropriate in a worship context.®® This contrasts with nepi{dpoto (“wrapped around/apron” in
Greek and “gird/ encircle” in Hebrew).% This can be viewed as the primitive variant of dress.%
This contrast plays an important role in understanding of the third controversy between Israel’s
non-sexualized cult and the fornication of the pagan cults.®® On a personal level this controversy

can be stated as undefiled marriage versus pagan fornication.

9 The diagram for Unit nine of passage 3 is in Appendix 2.

% Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 733. The word yrt®v means “garment worn next to the skin”. The phrase
yrtdvog deppativovg in Gen 3:21 refers to “leather garments.” These garments were made to cover the body, not
legs and hands. The long garment of a priest is also called yit@v in Exod 28:4 and is described as xai tov mod1pn
Kai yrtdvo kosvuBmtov; in Exod 29:5 it is called tov yrt@vo tov modnpn that denotes a garment ‘so long as to reach
down to the feet’; and in Lev 16:4 it is called yit®vo Awvodv fiylocpuévov.

% Ross observes the fact of sacrifice here. He states that an “Israelite reader would think of sacrifice, as well,
because in the Tabernacle the skins of the animals went to the priests for clothing”. The clothing also became the
symbol of God’s “gracious provision.” Ross, Genesis, 57.

% Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 548. Here mepilmpo means “loin-cloth”.

% This Hebrew word elsewhere is used for a belt (1 Kgs 2:5; 2 Kgs 3:21; Isa 3:24), while the usual term for
loincloth is 711X, Here the “skimpiness of their clothing is being emphasized.” Wenham, Genesis, 76.

% This contrast can be assumed at least from the fact that the Adamic myth in Ugaritic texts contains the
explicite descriptions of sexuality emphasizing the importance of procreation, while the Hebrew narrative in Gen
3:7, 10 contrastingly is a lack of it, and reveals that nakedness became shameful. Mario C.A. Korpel and Johannes
C. Moor, Adam, Eve, and the Devil: A New Beginning, ed. David Clines and Cheryl Exum, Hebrew Bible
Monographs, vol. 65 (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2014), 119.
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The word deppativovg, “leather,” shows that the garment was made of animal skin.%
This feature may indicate the bringing of the first sacrificial animals for the sins of the people.1%
Garments made thus seem to be necessary for cultic purposes.®* The fact that God made the
garments for the first couple can be understood as the promise of a ‘new skin’ (in terms of ‘new
life’), and a new nature, which can be viewed as a restoration of bodies to the condition which
they had before the fall.1%2 God’s action also demonstrated the cost of the restoration, which
required a sacrifice, which should be viewed in terms of redemption.'® Redemption shows that

the consequences of the fall are not yet irreversible.

9 Walton denies that the sacrifices of animals took place there. He views this clothing in garments of skin as
an act of investiture (ceremony of installation of kings and priests in OT context). He views this as merely “an act of
grace” of God, who prepared people for the more difficult environment outside the garden. Walton, Genesis, 230.
The weakness of this view can be seen at three points: 1). In OT context the investiture of priests and kings was
followed or even preceded by sacrifices (cf. Lev 8-9); 2).The removal of painful feeling of shame, guilt and
frustration of Adam and Eve in that situation were more important than the preparation for a difficult environment.
The redeeming sacrifice could be viewed as a remedy from it; 3). Sacrificial practice in Gen 4 needs to be attached
to the time of initial sacrifice. This archetypal sacrifice dealing with the removal of sin has to be placed somewhere
before chapter 4, namely in Gen 3.

100 Wenham stresses that God ‘clothed them’, which can refer either to honoring of kings or to “the dressing
of priests in their sacred vestments, usually put on by Moses.” The last variant is mentioned in Exod 28:41; 29:8;
40:14; Lev 8:13). He sees here the story in the garden associated with worship in the tabernacle. Wenham, Genesis,
84. Moreover, Belcher believes that the fact that God uses animal skin to cover people’s nakedness “foreshadows
the importance of substitutionary sacrifice”, which later appears in the OT. Richard Belcher, Genesis: The
Beginning of God's Plan of Salvation, The Focus on the Bible commentary (Fearn, Scotland: Christian Focus
Publications, 2012), 76. See also Edwin Firmage, The Biblical Dietary Laws and the Concept of Holiness, Studies in
the Pentateuch, vol. 41 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1990), 185-195. He argues that the sacrificial system preceded the
dietary laws and the domestic animals were understood as the food for God. Though the present study does not view
the sacrifices as God’s food, it accepts the possibility of the first sacrifice in Eden, after the fall, in terms of the
restoration of true worship.

101 Waltke also views those garments made from skins of ‘sacrificed’animals. The sacrifice was needed to
remove the shame of sin and restore people to fellowship with God. Waltke, Genesis, 95.

102 According to the Georgian version of Vita, clothing with skin might mean the transformation of the body
when one becomes covered with mortal human skin. Gary A. Anderson, The Garments of Skin in Apocryphal
Narrative and Biblical Commentary, ed. James L. Kugel, Studies in Ancient Midrash (Cambridge: Harvard
University Centre for Jewish Studies, 2001), 140-143. The covering of human mortal skin with the new garments of
skin in 3:21 were both an act of grace and a reassertion of the Creator’s rights. Wenham, Genesis, 75.

108 Midrash in Numbers Rabbah 4.8 presumes that this first mention of garments of skin referred to the first
sacrifice done by God, when people were still in the garden. Nissan Rubin and Admiel Kosman, “The Clothing of
the Primordial Adam as a Symbol of Apocalyptic Time in the Midrashic Sources,” HTR 90, no. 2 (1997): 172. Also,
Reno views the garments of skin in terms of redemption. He finds the echoing of this verse in the New Testament
(Rom 13:14; Col 2:9, 11; 2 Cor 5:1-2, 4; with reinforcement of the Genesis story by Job 19:26 and Isa 52:1). Reno,
Genesis, 96.
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God then acted to prevent people from touching the tree of life.1%* The tree of life was to
enable people {fostar €ic TOV aidva (“to live for a very long stretch of time ahead, for ever”).1%
Eating of this fruit might make the fallen human condition irreversible. Human disobedience in
regards to the forbidden fruit indicated that they would easily do the same with the fruit of
another tree (this is clear from kai viv). It is expressed in the phrase, unmote ékteivn v kai
AGPn tod EVAov ti¢ {ofig kKol eayn, “lest [Adam] stretch forth [his hand] and take of the tree of
life and eat”). Here the conjunction pijmote has meaning “lest/ in order that...not.” 1% This
construction expresses the prevention of a possible action, and describes the need to prevent
humans eating from the tree of life, which would make their condition irreversible.'%’ The idea of
the transition of reversible sinfulness to an irreversible state finds its reflection in the writings of
Luke and will be developed in chapter 4.

Gen 3:22-24 pictures the life of Adam and Eve only in its physical aspect (¢pyalecBat
Vv Yijv, €€ g éAquedn). Their life reflects a tendency to narrow their interests to the material
world, not the spiritual. The aorists é€anéoteirev (“they were expelled, driven out”), £é€€Badev
(“they were made to move out”) describe God’s actions.'% These actions can be viewed as a

cleansing of the temple-garden (cf. John 2:12-17; Rev 21:27) from all kowov things, namely,

from defilement.'% The idea of defilement, caused by touching and eating of the forbidden fruit,

104 The expulsion of sinful humans from the garden sanctuary was done in order to prevent the irreversible
consequences of eating of the fruit of the tree of life. Instead, death should now “take its decreed course and end the
life of toil and trouble”. Ross, Genesis, 58.

105 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 18-19. In Gen 3:22 oidv means “for ever.”

106 Mclver, Intermediate NT Greek, 211. For the meaning of ufmote see Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon,
460.

107 Here, “God forestalls man’s next step towards self-divinization by his own preemptive first strike”.
Wenham, Genesis, 85.

108 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 204, 247

109 Waltke, Genesis, 96. It was noted that kawdg “new” which appears in Rev 21:1, 2 in relation to a new
heaven, new earth and new Jerusalem, presumes “renewal.” Elke Toenges, "'See | Am Making All Things New':
New Creation in the Book of Revelation,”" JSOTSup 319, (2002): 139. The theme of renewal in terms of cleansing is
presumed in Rev 21:27, where the new city is pictured as free from the “unclean’ matters.
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that divided the world into the holy and common things, has support in the OT pseudepigraph
The Books of Adam and Eve, 6.1: “we are unworthy to address the Lord, for our lips are unclean
from the unlawful and forbidden tree”.1? Here, the contrast between holy and common first
appears. This act of expulsion suggests the dividing of the world into holy and common
categories.!!!

The meaning of kat@dkicev (aorist of katowilw “cause to dwell”) and dnévavtt
(“opposite, before, in full view of’) tod mapadeicov tiig TpLET|g suggests that God did not oust
them from his presence, but that God remained near people as well as people being in full view
of God.**? If so, people who were unable to live in the holy place or see a holy God, still could
participate in true worship.'3 Two cherubs were appointed by God to guard the garden (2ta&ev
10 yepovPi “appointed/ designated cherubs™).** This may signify the continuity of true worship
of God after the fall in a way similar to Exod 25:22: xai yvocOrjcopai oot keifev kai AoAnowm
oot Gvobev tod thaotnpiov dva pécov Tdv dvo xepovPiu (“And there I will meet with you, and I
will speak with you from above the mercy seat, from between the two cherubim”).

The phrase might link the cherubs to the sword v @royivnv pougaiav, “the fiery sword

that turns around” by the conjunction kai. Both cherubs and sword protect/keep the way to the

110 The source dated by 388 CE. L. S. Wells, “The Books of Adam and Eve,” in The Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, Vol. Il., ed. R. H. Charles (Oxford: Clarendone Press, 1920), 126, 135.

111 Morales views Eden in the Gen 2-3 account as an archetypal holy of holies. He rightly notes that in
Pentateuch the theme of worship is of the greatest importance. Morales, Tabernacle Pre-Figured, 88-89.

112 The fact that the divinely originated redemption of God takes place before the expulsion of humans from
Eden shows that the eviction from Eden does not mean the elimination from the presence of God. John Nixon,
Redemption in Genesis: The Crossroads of Faith and Reason (Nampa, Idaho: Pacific Press, 2011), 45. The word
‘caused to camp’ is associated “with God’s camping in the tabernacle among people” (Exod 25:8). The cultic
overtones, here, are “reinforced by the presence of cherubims ...the traditional guardians of holy places.” Wenham,
Genesis, 86.

113 The motif of a true worship, here, can be assumed on basis of parallels with Exod 25:22 and Num 7:89
when two cherubs are mentioned over the ark in the tabernacle. Also, Jer 7:3-7 was noted as the corresponding
reading. Eichler Raanan, “When God Abandoned the Garden of Eden: A Forgotten Reading of Genesis 3:24,” in
Vetus Testamentum, ed. J Joosten (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 23.

114 The cherubs were traditionally viewed as the guardian of the sanctuary. Morales, Tabernacle Pre-Figured,
88.



216
tree of life (v pvAdccev v 6560V 10D EvAov Tii¢ {wfic). However, the plural of & yepovfip
does not match the singular v eAoyivnv poueaiov. The cherubs seem not to be given enough
swords.!®> The one sword, nevertheless, appears sufficient for protection of the tree. In rabbinic
tradition the image of the fiery sword is linked to the time of judgment.t® The fiery sword could
represent condemnation.'*’ If so, the role of cherubs here is not to obstruct the way to eternity,
but to guard of it for people, namely, in continuation of true worship. Later, two cherubs were
crafted on the cover of the ark of the testimony. From this point, one can argue that the only way
into the holy presence of God is by true worship.!8 This worship includes calling upon the
mercy and grace of God. Thus, true worship appears to be re-established on the basis of God’s
grace.

While the Old Testament links salvation to the sanctuary cult, the New Testament makes
salvation possible in Christ alone. In the Lukan view, Christ becomes the fulfillment of the

sanctuary cult and the ritual system.!® Since the fulfillment of the Jewish temple cult, the early

115 Sarna also notices that the sword is “not said to be in the hands of the cherubim”. The sword in MT and in
Greek has the definite article trv ployiviv popeaiav (Gen 3:24) and likely represents something well known to
Israelites. Sarna, Genesis, 30.

116 Neusner, Genesis Rabbah, Volume 1, 237-238. Here, rabbis view the fiery sword as reference to final
judgment, to Torah (Ps 149:6), and to circumcision.

117 The term ‘turning’, here, can recall God’s judgment in Midianite camp in Judg 7:13. The description of
the divine sword as ‘flame’ and ‘lightning’ appears in Ezek 21:14-15. Murray H. Lichtenstein, “The Fearsome
Sword of Genesis 3:24,” in JBL, 134/1 (2015), 54. Also, Wenham states that “fire is a regular symbol of the
presence of God, especially in judgment (e.g., Exod 19:18; Ps 104:4). The word, tv otpepouévny, here means ‘to
turn itself”. This expression is used in description “of the cake, which ‘rolled” into the camp of Midian in Judg
7:13.” Wenham, Genesis, 86.

118 After the fall, the life of people turns around two concepts: holiness is related to life, while ame’
‘impurity’ stands for the forces of death. Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 733.

119 Badenas discusses the use of Lev 18:5 by Paul in Rom 10:5. He shows that téAog vopov (télog + genitive)
indicates the result, purpose, fulfillment and object of the law, and not its abrogation or termination. He states that
“Paul equated ‘the righteousness taught by the law’ with ‘righteousness by faith’ in a clearly new way,
meaning...that doing the righteousness taught by the law is coming to Christ for salvation.” Robert Badenas, Christ
the End of the Law: Romans 10.4 in Pauline Perspective, JSNT, Supplement Series 10 (Sheffield: JSOT Press,
1985), 79, 125, 145. In addition, Peter Scaer notes that the ritual law plays a significant role up to the end of the
book of Acts, “but it begins to take on the character of pious religious custom,” when the purity laws are no longer
necessary things, and when “decisions on keeping the Law begin to have more to do with tradition, diplomacy, and
strategy.” Peter F. Scaer, “Luke, Jesus, and the Law,” in The Law in Holy Scripture: Essays from the Concordia
Theological Seminary Symposium on Exegetical Theology, ed. Charles A. Gieschen (St. Louis, MO: Concordia
Publishing House, 2004), 106-107. It seems that the ‘fulfillment of the law’ in Christ means that the ritual law of
Torah reached its highest purpose in Christ.



217
followers of Jesus inherit the restored true worship. If the physical aspect of the true worship was
revealed and fulfilled in the messiahship of Jesus, his followers, according to Luke, practice the
spiritual aspect of true worship. This explains the prominent role of the Holy Spirit in the

writings of Luke.

1.2. Life versus death and the apostolic prohibition of aipo

The controversy between life and death forms the second antithesis of Gen 1-3.1%° This antithesis
provides a deep spiritual meaning for humans, whose actions inflicted the curse of death on the
whole creation. Humans alone are intelligent enough to weigh the consequences of sin, although
animals also are included in the life and death controversy, they serve only as an illustration of
the spiritual concept for humans.t?! That is why Torah views the life-death antithesis from a
human perspective, namely, repeating the pattern of the creation of humans.'?2 For this reason,

the patterns of human and animal creation need to be explored.

1.2.1. Creation of yoynv {®oav as a basis for the pattern of life
Unit one’ contains a brief sketch of the sixth day of creation.*?® Part 1 of Unit one’ (vv. 24, 25)

pictures the creation of land animals. Here, the animals are called yuynv {(®oav. For the first

120 T, Mettinger notes the controversy of death and immortality in Gen 1-3. Tryggve N. Mettinger, The Eden
Narrative: A Literary and Religio-historical Study of Genesis 2-3 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2007), 47-48.
The importance of this controversy can be assumed from the stressed fact of “God’s absence from death” and that
contact with dead bodies excluded one from the contact with the holy things. In Mishnah, “death and its defilement
stand outside the cult, outside of life, and ultimately outside of God”. Emanuel Feldman, Biblical and Post-Biblical
Defilement and Mourning: Law as Theology (New York: Ktav, 1977), 14-15, 17.

121 Belcher and Waltke view the rationale for the prohibition of blood consumption written in Gen 9:4 as
“reverence for life” and in prevention of carnivorous behavior. Belcher, Genesis, 99. Waltke, Genesis, 144-145.
However, it seems illogical to assume that respect for life can be formally exercised by draining blood, while the
slaughtering of animals has divine approval. This assumption reveals the need for a different rationale.

122 See the diagram for Unit one of passage 2, in 1.2.2 of Appendix 2. Here, the process of the creation of
man reveals two main features: the forming of man out of dust/soil and the breathing of the breath of life into the
nostrils of a formed body.

123 Its diagram is in Appendix 2.
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time this term appears in Gen 1:20-21 in relation to the water animals created on the fifth day.
The term yoynv (Boav is associated with épmeta.t?* This word reflects an ability of living
creatures to move and is used in the meaning, “to swarm, to teem,” as in Ps 104:25 [103:25
LXX].125

Gen 2:7 narrates the creation of humans differently to the creation of animals, for God
breathed mvonv (ofic into their face and &yéveto 6 GvOpwmog eig yoynv {doav. Despite
differences in the creation all three, the wateranimals, those on land, and humans, they are united
by the common term yoynv {doav. Consequently, the phrase yoynv (doav, used here, indicates
life itself. This becomes more evident in the phrase yuynv {(®doav, where the accent is put on the

word “living”, because the ability to live is their common feature.

1.2.2. The pattern for the creation of humans
The role of Unit one (Gen 2:7) is to show two special components of human life: dust, and breath
of God.!?® Here mhdoow “to form, fashion, and mould” is used instead of émoinoev.*?” This
feature separates humans from animals as unique creatures.?® However, the connection of the

human body to the ground reveals dependence for life on the mvonv {wfic of God.}?®

124 Here, épmeta represent the common features of the living creatures: to move following their desires, and
appetite. Human ‘soul’ is distinguished from an animal’s ‘soul’ by the unique ability of craving for God. Waltke,
Genesis, 63.

125 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 292. The word Zpmo means “move slowly”, consequently £€pnetdv
designates “creeping animal”.

126 The diagram for Unit one of passage 2 is in Appendix 2.
127 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 561.

128 The uniqueness of humans is shown in “that man alone receives the breath of God directly”. Wenham,
Genesis, 61.

129 Ross believes that the dignity of humans was due to the ‘breath of life’ from God, which made them living
spiritual beings (with capacity of communing with God). This makes re-creation very important for the restoration
of relationships with God. Ross, Genesis, 43-44.
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Figure 17 - Gen 2:7

\

Kol £yéveto O avOpwmog ig yuynv {doav.

7 kai Emhacev 0 0e0¢ TOV AvOpwmov YoV Ao THS YiS
Kol Evepuoncey €ig 10 Tpdommov avTtod Tvony (o,

The fall and separation from God ends with the pronouncement: ... for dust you are and to dust
you will return” Gen 3:19. This possibility for human life to return into dust sustains the basis of
the controversy between life and death. The controversy presumes a reversal of life by death.*3°

The reversal itself can be found in Gen 1-3 when the units seven and eight are taken
together. In Unit seven (3:9-13) the man is the first to confess his sin. Then the woman gets the
right to speak. The serpent appears last on the scene, only mentioned by the woman. In Unit
eight (3:14-20) the order in which the characters appear in God’s pronouncements is the
opposite: the serpent reseives the curse first, then the woman, and the man last. Units seven and
eight, taken together, locate the serpent in the midst of God’s judgment and condemnation.

From the discussion above one can conclude: 1) The reversal of Gen 3 presumes that life
and death now are interchangeable matters and that both conditions are reversible; 2) The
controversy is linked to food (the forbidden fruit in Gen 2:16, 17; the tree of life in Gen 3:22 in
terms of eternal life; and the food from the land in Gen 3:17-19 in terms of temporal living); 3)
The serpent is placed in the centre of God’s judgment and condemnation, which represents the
irreversible degree of apostasy; 4) the strife of evil forces for dominion over humans forms a
transition of the reversible stage of uncleanness into an irreversible stage; 5) prohibitions of both
oipa and of mviktog consumption are linked together in a single pattern of the life-death

controversy.

130 Gilbert notes that “the act of disobedience tragically locked humanity into a sphere of existence that came
to be characterized by death (Gen 2:17). The text describes the outcome of this act in terms of alienation: (1) from
God (Gen 3:8-10); (2) from other humans and human nature itself (Gen 3:11-19); and (3) from the natural environ-
ment (Gen 3:11-19)”. Pierre Gilbert, “He Never Meant for Us to Die: An Incursion into Genesis 1-3,” Direction 41,
no. 1 (2012): 50.
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The first point of the controversy relates to a reversal. Unit eight in vv. 18-20 shows that
curses are limited by the death of a human being: &w¢ dmootpéyon oe gic Thv iV € fig
gMuedne. 2! Here the word amootpéyon is used to express the fall in terms of a turning point or
a reversal in order to return human life to its original components. The concept of drootpéyat ...
gic Tv yijv “the returning of life to the ground” plays an important role in the Torah.**? Thus,
Milgrom explains the connection between prohibition of blood consumption and the concept of
life: “Man has no right to put an animal to death except by God’s sanction. Hence, he must
eschew the blood, drain it, and return it, as it were, to the Creator.”*** He argues for the presence
of a rationale in an ancient taboo of blood consumption with the words:
“Since Israel alone among its neighbors enjoined a blood prohibition that was universal
and absolute — for both Jew and non-Jew, for both sacrificial animals and the ordinary kind
—we may conclude that this blood prohibition was no vestigial leftover of an ancient
taboo; it must have been the result of a rational, deliberate opposition to the prevalent
practice of the environment.”13*
In cases when the life of an animal is taken for the purpose of sacrifice or for food, the blood,
which represents life, has to be poured on the ground. If the life of a man is taken by murder, his
blood “cries out from the ground” for justice (Gen 4:10). Here the actions, which can no longer
be attributed to life, since it is taken away, are attributed to the blood. Thus, the blood is a

synonym for life. Note the phrase in the Holiness Code about one who commits a deadly sin and

rejects repentance: “their blood will be on their own heads” (Lev 20:11-13, 16, and 27).

131 Waltke also shows that death “delivers mortals from eternal consignment to the curse.” Waltke, Genesis,
95.

132 Gen 2-3 is “both paradigmatic and protohistorical”. It provides a model of the great theological tradition
of the OT. This becomes also a basis for the covenant theology, which shows that disobedience to God’s
commandments inevitably brings death. Wenham, Genesis, 90-91.

133 Jacob Milgrom, “Biblical Diet Laws as an Ethical System,” Interpretation 17, no. 3 (1963): 289.

134 Milgrom, “Biblical Diet Laws,” 289.



221

In this case, the blood also might be viewed in terms of life. It shows symbolically that
wrong decisions might cost someone his life. These passages confirm that the blood is significant
in Torah, functioning as a synonym for life.*®> While blood flows in blood vessels, the living
being is alive; when it stops, the living being dies.™*® That is why blood plays a key role in the
covenant and becomes an important element of the ritual law.*%’

The ritual of pouring blood on the ground reflects the belief that God is able to re-create
the world. In contrast to the first unbelief, God calls people to reveal faith in his intention and
ability to restore the life of someone even from the dust.**® This belief is represented in the
words: “I, am he, and there is no god beside me; 1 kill and | make alive,” in Deut 32:39.1%° Reed
believes that the number of OT texts “indicate that God has control over life and death.”*4°
Anthony Petterson, discussing belief in resurrection in Torah, also concludes that “the
resurrection hope which is found there is grounded in creation, in the belief that the God who

created life from the dust of the earth, is able to bring life out of death.”4!

135 Baker notices the biological and theological concepts connected with blood. He shows that biologically
“flowing blood keeps flesh alive” and “its loss leads to death”. Theologically, blood purifies the altar from sins,
“which could lead to separation and death.” The ceremony with blood brings the person “back to God, the source of
all life”. David W. Baker, ed. Leviticus, ed. Philip W. Comfort, Cornerstone Biblical Commentary, vol. 2 (Carol
Stream, IL: Tyndale House, 2008), 126.

136 The same observation that “a beating heart and strong pulsation are the clearest evidence of life” is
mentioned by Wenham. He also sees the rationale for the prohibition of blood consumption in respect for life and
the giver of life. Wenham, Genesis, 193.

137 Wenham, Genesis, 193.

138 This hope of resurrection was described in 2 Mac 7:23 and expressed with help of creation motifs. Ben C.
Ollenburger, “If Mortals Die, Will They Live Again? The Old Testament and Resurrection,” Ex auditu 9, (1993):
30-31.

139 Anthony Petterson, “Antecedents of the Christian Hope of Resurrection,” RTR 59, no. 1 (2000): 5.
Moreover, this text was used by rabbis, according to Tannaite sources, to prove resurrection. Jacob Neusner and
Bruce Chilton, Jewish and Christian Doctrines: The Classics Compared (NY: Routledge, 2000), 160.

140 stephen A. Reed, “Imagining Resurrection in the Old Testament,” Living Pulpit 21, no. 2 (2012):10-12.
He links Gen 2:7 to Ezek 37, he also shows the hope for a resurrection in 1 Sam 2:6; Isa 26:19; Dan 12:1-3, also
resurrection language in Pss 16:10-11, 23:6

141 Petterson, “Hope of Resurrection,” 3-5, 15.
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“Manipulations with blood were included in the vast majority of private and public
sacrificial offerings... made by Israelites”.2*? According to Torah, the cultic use of blood (in
sanctuary rituals) included its tossing on the top, placing on sides, or pouring at the base of the
altar. The non-cultic use of blood (draining prior to non-cultic meat consumption) required only
that it be poured on the ground and covered with soil (Lev 17:13). Thus, both ways of blood
disposal included the returning of blood to dust or its returning to God. In Gen 9:4 and Lev 17:14
blood represents life. According to Gen 3:19, the life shall be returned to dust. This suggests that
rituals with blood represent the life-death controversy.

If one accepts that death has no need for special symbolical representation, then the
practical application of the belief of its reversal by renewed life could be the purpose of the
rituals with the blood.** Hebrew 9:22 explains the typology of the rituals with the blood in terms
of the redemption fulfilled in Christ: “Under the law almost everything is purified with blood,
and without the shedding of blood there is no forgiveness of sins.” The ritual law was thus linked
to the redemptive mission of Christ, which includes his death and resurrection. The rituals with
blood in the sanctuary, pouring blood on the ground, and prohibiting the eating of blood, were
linked to each other in meaning and demonstrate, on a practical level, the belief in the possibility
of the reversal of death back to life.

The second point shows that the issue of food is involved in the controversy between life
and death. The shift in diet that took place between the fall and the flood has to be investigated.
This is important because the covenant of Gen 2:16, 17 and that two prohibitions of the Decree

are dietary prohibitions. It is seen from Unit one’ (1:24-31), placed immediately after creation

142 Naphtali Meshel, “The Form and Function of a Biblical Blood Ritual,” Vetus Testamentum 63, no. 2
(2013): 276-277, 289. He discusses several explanation of the ritual with blood, which are purgation, withholding
from human consumption, belief that blood belongs prior to God. With this he believes that P “remains silent
regarding the precise meaning of this particular ritual.”

143 The creation-fall narrative in Gen 1-3 seems to be left as an uncompleted pattern. The expectation of the
re-creation makes the pattern built according to rules of chiastic structure. Thus, the A-B-A’ pattern could lie behind
the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm.
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and blessings, that the dominion over animals did not include eating them.'** The diet of the first
humans in Gen 1:29 differs from that of Gen 9:3. This change includes an extension into the
animal kingdom as a result of the fall and the flood. 1*°

Allusions to the resurrection of the dead in the flood narrative were noted by Byron
Wheaton, who states that “the primeval state of the pre-creation situation is returned” and Noah
“enters into a pristine, newly re-formed world to originate a new humanity”.1*® It is noteworthy
that the story of Enoch in Gen 5:22 is placed in between two major themes: the fall and the
flood. The idea of escaping death, thus, is contrasted with the sentence of death in the fall
narrative and the picture of death in a global sense in the flood narrative. Wendell Frerichs states
that “since two persons, Enoch and Elijah, were reported to have been translated directly into the
heavenly world, the idea of escaping death altogether was at least known”.**” The Talmud
expresses Jewish understanding that belief in resurrection was implicitly present in Torah.1*8
This is seen in Mishnah tractate Sanhedrin 11:1-2 composed before 400 CE: “And these are the
ones who have no portion in the world to come: he who says, the resurrection of the dead is a

teaching which does not derive from the Torah.”14°

144 Nahum Sarna assumes that the human race had been created originally vegetarian. Sarna, Genesis, 21.

145 Natural law here needs to be viewed as an extension of the universal law of creation as a consequence of
the fall. This natural law was now called to regulate life in the fallen world, when the thorns appeared and the
fertility of the land was reduced. Also the flood influenced diet, since the crops and trees perished. Instead the
animals were increasing in number and became a danger for people. In this situation God permitted the use of meat
as food.

146 Byron Wheaton, “As It Is Written: Old Testament Foundations for Jesus' Expectation of Resurrection,”
WTJ 70, no. 2 (2008): 248-249. He notes in the flood narrative features common for the resurrection motifs: “the
sentence of death is delivered, the process of destruction gets under way, there is no human solution that can lead to
deliverance, there is a miraculous intervention, and the regained life issues in a new order of things”. He also
believes that story of Abraham sacrificing Isaac in Gen 22:5-18 also represents a death-resurrection ordeal.

147 Wendell W. Frerichs, “Death and Resurrection in the Old Testament,” WW 11, no. 1 (1991): 20.

148 Martin McNamara discusses the resurrection belief in the tradition of rabbinic midrash and in the NT. He
states that the rabbis of the 2nd and 3™ CE found resurrection deducible from the Torah. He also notes that in 4
Macc 7:19; 16:25 the belief was based on the hopes of the patriarchs. Martin McNamara, Palestinian Judaism and
the New Testament, ed. Robert J. Karris, Good News Studies, vol. 4 (Wilmington, DE: Glazier, 1983), 180-183.

149 Neusner and Chilton, Jewish and Christian Doctrines: The Classics Compared, 152.
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Thus Gen 9:3 can be viewed as a reversal of the diet of Gen 1:29, 30. This reversal
appears in Gen 9:1-7.1% Conceptually Gen 1:24, 25 becomes linked to Gen 9:1-7, which for the
first time mentions the prohibition of blood consumption. Here, the phrase &v aipatt yoyfic can
be translated “with blood of life”.?>! This concept will be explained later in this chapter in
connection with Lev 17:10-14 and Deut 12:23-27.

The third point of the controversy between life and death relates to the matter of the
irreversible condition of apostasy from God. The sentence of the serpent was executed by the
removal of its limbs.>? This action symbolized the serpents’ extreme closeness to death (it was
doomed to crawl in the dust), as well as its association with chthonic forces and irreversible
degree of apostasy from God. The serpent was symbolicaly made a type of the unclean forces.
The depiction of some animal in the group of permanently unclean creatures was formed
according to the same principle (the means of locomotion and the means of food consumption,
stated in Deut 14:6). All reptiles were associated with the pole of unclean forces (Lev 11:42-43).
They were made lower in status to cattle and beasts, as shown in Gen 3:14 by the phrase

EMIKOTAPOTOC OV GO TAVTMV THV KTNVAV Kol 4md méviav édv Onpiov tig yijc.>® The

150 The diagram is in Appendix 2

151 Sarna believes that here the prohibition concerns: 1) the consumption of limbs of a living animal; 2) and
“of the blood that oozes out of the animal’s dying body”; 3) the meat in which blood remains. He states that “these
laws are here made incumbent on all humanity.” Later the draining of blood formed the basis of the Jewish dietary
laws. Its purpose was to ensure the maximum extraction of blood from the flesh before cooking. Sarna, Genesis, 60-
61.

152 |t was said éri 16 ot0et cov kol Tf kothiq mopevon. This phrase emphasises two parts of the bodly,
o101 and xothig. Because it is difficult to decide where serpents have their breast or belly, the phrase seems to
have a special meaning. Unlike the other quadrupeds who walk on the limbs fitted to chest and pelvis (legs of the
pectoral arch and legs of the pelvic arch), the serpents were deprived of both. It is also said kai yijv @dyn ndcag
which shows the serpent’s diet as unclean, associated with death.

153 Here, the curse of the serpent presumes eschatological condemnation. God uses this formula, “Cursed you
are,” only here and in Gen 4:11. Elswhere, afterwards “some third person pronounces the curse” and not God.
Wenham, Genesis, 78.
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preposition ano + genitive wévtov here means “from all, away from all...” and is used to stress
the separation of serpents from the other animals of the land.*>*

Thus, serpents form the pole at one end of a continuum from evil to holy.* The curse
was imposed on the serpent’s means of locomotion and food consumption.*® It was noted that
“partial absence of life, such as torn limbs” was associated in Jewish belief with death.'®" That is
why serpent became a prototype of desacralisation. Along with serpents, all permanently unclean
animals symbolize the irreversible degree of apostasy from God.**® This apostasy is not to be
understood literally of these animals; they are an illustration for people and point to spiritual
reality. The animals, whom people can see, represent the irreversible demons.™® In Luke 8:33
demons are associated with unclean animals. In Luke and Acts, demons are pictured as
irreversibly unclean.

The fourth point of the controversy between life and death in Genesis 1-3, is strife for
dominion.®® The chain of parallel sayings in Gen 3:16 reveals that the battle is happening not

just between the first woman and her tempter. Waltke states that the judgment of God “refers to

154 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 107-108. This separation might be assumed from the fact of recalling, in the
curse of the serpent, his initial distinctiveness from all the beasts. The phrase ‘more cursed’ echoes ‘more shrewd’ in
3:1. Here also the curse is assumed in the sense of separation from other animals. Wenham, Genesis.

155 Wenham supports this view stating, “according to classification of animals found in Lev 11 and Deut 14,
the snake must count as an archetypal unclean animal. Its swarming, writhing locomotion puts it at the farthest point
from those pure animals that can be offered in sacrifice.” Thus the serpent becomes an anti-God symbol, which is
associated with God’s enemies. Wenham, Genesis, 73.

1% See Mary Douglas, Purity and Danger: An Analysis of Concepts of Pollutions and Taboo (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978), 55. Sarna mentions that “the transgression involved eating, and so does the
punishment.” Sarna, Genesis, 27. According to Genesis Rabbah R. Hoshaiah believes that the serpent from the
beginning “stood erect like a reed and had feet”. In Genesis Rabbah Parashah 20:5 the phrase “upon your belly you
shall go” is interpreted as “the angel came down and cut off the serpent’s hands and feet”. Neusner, Genesis
Rabbah, 200, 217.

157 Feldman, Defilement and Mourning, 47.

1% Wenham notes that the only parallel to the serpent’s diet and its way of locomotion is Lev 11:42, “which
brands all such creatures as unclean”. Wenham, Genesis, 79.

159 This point will be developed in chapter 4.

180 Here “the curse envisages a long struggle between good and evil”. Wenham refers to the early church
fathers, who saw 3:15 as “the first messianic prophecy in the OT.” Wenham, Genesis, 80-81.
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both the serpent and Satan.”*®* New Testament belief identifies the promised ‘seed’ with
Christ.1%2 Early Christians also could identify ‘the seed’ with Christ and his mission. Thus, in
Gal 3:16 Paul states: o0 Aéyer kol TOIC GTEPUAGLY, MG EML TOAADY GAL ™G EQ° VOG- KOl TG
onéppoti ocov, 8g oty Xpiotdg, referring to the ‘seed of Abraham’ in Gen 17:7. The only
promise of ‘the seed’ before Gen 17:7 is Gen 3:15. In 2 Tim 2:8 Paul calls Jesus “the seed of
David” (éx oméppatog Aavid), while Luke 3:23-38 unites David, Abraham and Adam in one
geneology, that of Jesus.

The battle predicted in the phrase avtdg Gov TmpNoeL kKepainy, Kol 60 THPNGELS O TOD
ntépvay, “he shall watch against your head and you shall watch against his heel,” shows a need
to avoid being bitten and a need to destroy the head of the serpent as the most poisonous part of
the reptile’s body.®® Early Christians viewed it as an enduring battle between Satan and Christ in
the heart of each person. The battle explains why the spiritual uncleanness of a person from the
beginning is reversible, but may revert to an irreversible condition.

The last point of the controversy between life and death shows the prohibitions of aipo
and nviktog linked in the one pattern. This is apparent for a number of reasons: 1) both, life
returning to dust and the breath of life returning to God, reflect the reversal of the process of the
creation of humans; 2) both occurences of oipa and mvictog are illustrated by dietary
prohibitions on account of proper slaughtering, which presume the returning of life to dust (the
draining of the blood) and the returning of the breath of life to God (by a prohibition of

strangling);®* 3) both prohibitions of oipa and mviktog are linked in the one pattern of the life-

161 Waltke, Genesis, 93.

162 There is an opinion that the ‘seed of the woman’ could refer to: 1) to Cain, but he failed in a struggle with
evil; 2) the whole human race, because Eve, ‘life’, became the mother of all living, but humanity in general did no
better than Cain; 3) it was noted by the apostles that Jesus Christ was the promised ‘seed’ (Gal 3:16; 4:4). Ross,
Genesis, 55.

183 This can be supported by the following symbolical mentioning of sin in the image of a snake in 4:7, where
sin is eager to control a man, but he is called to master it. Ross, Genesis, 56.

184 It is known that “hebraic anthropology locates a person’s life both in breath (Gen 2:7) and in the blood”.
John Hartley, Leviticus, ed. D. Hubbard, WBC, vol. 4 (Waco, TX: Word, 1992), 274.
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death controversy; 4) the spiritual meaning of both dietary prohibitions reveals the belief in
God’s power to restore creation and life to its original state;!%® 5) the ignorance of both dietary
prohibitions, of oipo and mvictoc, represents the lack of such a belief.

The beliefs of the apostles at the Jerusalem Council predetermined their interpretation of
Torah in the way which made the role of Jesus for future re-creation prominent.'®’ This agrees
with the concept of a life-death controversy rooted in the Gen 1-3 account.'®® That is why the
apostolic letter includes the prohibitions of aipa and mvictog. This definitely reveals the apostles’
hopes for a renewal of creation. In the apostolic view of Christianity uniting all the nations, the
event of renewal has already taken place in the outpouring of the Holy Spirit and the purification
of hearts. Wright shows that the presence of the Spirit in the church recalls “the real return from
exile, the exile in which Adam and Eve found themselves expelled from a free, deathless
Eden”.X®® This view supports the main argument that the apostolic view of the life-death
controversy was rooted in the creation story, which gave the apostles the belief in re-creation.

Thus, the prelimennary conclusion for this discussion would view the prohibition of aipa

as the illustration of ‘belief in restoration of the world’, implicitly present in Torah. In contrast,

185 This is clear from the fact that the animal itself does not represent any beliefs, when it dies naturally. Only
when humans slaughter an animal, can they impute that belief to their actions. Here the text of Leviticus is “the only
text in the OT that comes close to giving a reason why blood effects atonement.” Hartley, Leviticus, 273.

186 It is asserted that “throughout the ancient world it was a common practice to consume animal blood in a
variety of forms” by Hartley, Leviticus, 273.

167 An intertextual reading of Acts 1-7 and Gen 1-12 reveals that both passages “share three themes in
common (creation, sin and its curse, and the creation of a people)”. Thomas E. Phillips, “Creation, Sin and Its Curse,
and the People of God: An Intertextual Reading of Genesis 1-12 and Acts 1-7,” Horizons in Biblical Theology 25,
(2003): 147.

168 Hartley shows that the prohibitions of oipo and mviktog were imposed on the Gentile converts because of
the importance of ‘blood’ in salvific work of God. They assumed that Jesus’ blood “was central to his atoning work
on the cross”. He also explains mviktog as a condition, when blood remains hidden in flesh. Hartley, Leviticus, 279.
The nviktog, however, more likely refers to ‘breath’, than ‘blood’ symbolism and needs explanation in a wider
concept than salvation in terms of cultic law. This concept is a “life-death controversy”, where Jesus’s death is a key
role too.

189 N. T. Wright, Paul: In Fresh Perspective (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2009), 149. Thus the Exodus is
traced back to the creation-fall narrative in terms of Jewish second-Temple eschatology. Wright states that “Paul’s
vision of the end of all things is derived from the Old Testament, ultimately from the story of creation itself; note the
way in which Genesis 1-3 lies near the heart of both of Romans 8 and 1 Corinthians 15.”
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the consumption of aipa or mviktog presents the opposite to a belief in restoration of life.
Deliberate participation in the destruction of this natural circle (by strangling of an animal for
pagan sacrifices or by eating its meat) would express an extreme point of unbelief in God’s

control over life and death.17?

1.2.3. The uniting role of Gen 9:1-7 and the prohibition of aipo

The role of Gen 9:1-7 is to unite concepts of yoynv {dooav (w1 1°n) of Gen 1:24, 25 and ‘life
returning to dust’ (dmootpéyar ... €ig v yijv) of Gen 3:19. First of all, Gen 9:1-7 reveals close
associations with Gen 1:24-30. The blessings to Noah recall the blessings to Adam in Gen
1:28.1"* Adam was given dominion over the animals as one of the blessings.!’> Adam’s dominion
included ruling and governing the animals, expressed by dpyete. After the pronouncement of the
dominion, the next blessing is diet.1"3

In Gen 9:2 the dominion reflects that the animals are 6 tpouoc and 6 ofog of people and
are given into the hands of people.1”* From this point, the dominion of people over animals
dramatically extends human diet, which here is inserted in the account of blessings. The
blessings av&dveoe and TAnpdoate are repeated two times, TAn0Ovece is repeated three times,
and kataxvplevoate appears once. At the same time, katakvpievcate is extended by the

inclusion of meat in human diet, limitations of the new diet, and responsibilities of humans and

170 Savelle refers to Philo’s description of using strangled meat in sacrifices of pagan cults. Savelle,
“Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 456.

171 Wenham, Genesis, 192.

172 Ross sees the dominion of humans over the earth in light of their ability to bear in themselves the ‘image
of God’. Thus a human being was representative of God for all the animal kingdom and was responsible for carrying
out God’s love to creation. Ross, Genesis, 40.

173 Human diet consisted of every seed-bearing plant and every tree that has fruit with seed in it (Gen 1:29)
while animals were given every green plant for food. (Gen 1:30). Animals eating one another, and the consumption
of meat of animals by humans at that state is unlikely.

174 Here, the military terminology appears similar to Deut 1:21; 11:25; 31:8). Wenham, Genesis, 192.
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beasts in relation to blood.*™ The order of animals here differs from Gen 1:28 and does not
follow the order of creation. Instead, water animals and the beasts appear in reverse order.

Verse 3 shows that the new diet permits the use of animal flesh (kpéag) as a food for
people. However, the new diet has limitations. The first limitation is hidden in the phrase koi wdv
Epmetov, 6 éotv (v, which often is viewed with the stress on v, meaning “all.” However, it is
clarified by the subordinate clause 6 éotv {®v, and the accent is placed on £prnetdv, rather than
nav. The €pretdv, meaning “creeping, teeming, moving,” represents a main feature of living
things: locomotion.!”® The double reference to the presence of life in the animal plays a
significant role here, as it prevents consumption of carrion flesh (the dead animal has no ability
to move).t’’

The second limitation is presented clearly by the prohibition of blood consumption.t’® A
detailed view of the life-death antithesis links Gen 1:24-30 with 2:7 describing the creation of
life, to Gen 3:19 and describing the inevitable reality of death, which appears as the reverse
process of the creation of life. The term yoynv {(®doav of Gen 1:24, 25 later appears linked to a
prohibition of blood consumption in Gen 9:1-7 (mAnv kpéag €v aipatt yoyig ov eayece). Here
the concept, “blood represents life,” is present implicitly in the phrase &v oipott yoyic.t”® The
same concept, ‘blood represents life’ (yap yoyn mdong copxodg aipe avtod dotv), is found in

Lev 17:11.180 Gen 9:1-7, Lev 17-10-14 and Deut 12:20-28 appear to be linked by the concept

175 Reno assumes that the prohibition of blood “serves as a bridge to the commandment to punish murder
with the death of the murderer”. Thus, he sees the prohibition of blood consumption here, in Gen 9, presuming an
ethical aspect. Reno, Genesis, 125.

176 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 292. The verb Zpro, “move slowly,” indicates that the main feature of
gpmetov is their ability to move, creep.

17 Wenham, Genesis, 192. Moreover, Walton states that the permission to eat meat in Gen9:3 provided the
qualification “that the animal is living” and Gen 9:4 provided the qualification “that the meat cannot be eaten with

the lifeblood in it”. Walton, Genesis, 342-343.

178 Wenham stresses that “Genesis is interesting in tracing back the fundamental principles of ethics and
worship to earliest times, so it is likely that it is here prohibiting any consumption of blood”. Wenham, Genesis, 193.

178 Waltke confirms that “blood is equated with life in the Old Testament”. Waltke, Genesis, 144.

180 Hartley states that for ancient people, blood served “as the tangible center of an animal’s life force”,
which expiates the guilt of sins and gives a cost of expiation. Hartley, Leviticus, 274-275.
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“blood represents life”.18! At this point the connection between yoynyv {(doav (wo1 o) of Gen
1:24, 25 and ‘life returning to dust’ (&mootpéyou ... €i¢ TV yijv) of Gen 3:19 can be stated.'82 It
is reflected in the ritual of draining the blood of slaughtered animals and covering it with soil.
For the detailed examination of this connection the exegetical study of Lev 17-10-14 and Deut

12:20-28 is needed.

1.2.4. The prohibition of aipo in Lev 17:10-14
Lev 17:10-14 sheds light on the prohibition of blood consumption.'® Its structure reveals two
forms of the same law.!84 Part 1 describes the unlawful behavior, which includes eating meat
with its blood.1® This starts with «koi &vOpomoc ... d¢ &v @dyn mév aiue, a conditional clause
describing the deviation from normal behavior and indicating God’s resulting punishment: koi
EMGTAOM TO TPOCOTOV HOV. .. Kal ATOAD vtV €K ToD Aaod avtic. This kind of introduction
suggests that the prohibition of blood is well known to Israel.*®® That is why the introduction

focuses first on unlawful behaviour, assuming a clear knowledge of lawful behaviour.

181 \/ogt notes that Lev 17:13 and Deut 12:16, 24 are linked by the blood ritual. He shows that while
Leviticus obliges covering blood with earth, Deuteronomy implies, to pour it out ‘like water’. He views the
Deuteronomic legislation as an attempt to remove any sacral quality from the blood and to show it as having “no
more a sacral value than water has”. Peter Vogt, Deuteronomic Theology and the Significance of Torah: a
Reappraisal (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 165. So, one can conclude that in cases of noncultic
slaughtering, the blood was not viewed in terms of a redemptive agent and had no sacral symbolism except its role
in general life-death controversy, where the blood represents life.

182 This thought has the support of Philip Jenson, who states: “Both life and death are probably associated
with the most powerful means of purification, the sprinkling or application of the blood of a sacrificed animal.
Although blood does not cleanse physically, it is essential to life (like water) and its loss leads to death.” Philip
Jenson, P. , Graded Holiness: a Key to the Priestly Conception of the World, ed. David Clines, JSOTSup 106
(Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992), 166.

183 Lester Grabbe states that “blood itself is a central element in this chapter.” Lester Grabbe, Leviticus, OTG
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993), 78.

184 It was noticed that the passage Lev 17:1-16 has two parts (vv. 2-7 and 8-16). The first section describes
the laws about sacrifices, while the second focuses on the prohibition of blood. Hartley, Leviticus, 264. However, it
becomes clear from the diagram that these two sections reveal two different laws about slaughtering (cultic and non-
cultic).

185 The diagram of this passage is in Appendix 2.
185 Moreover, here, the introductory phrase, “if any person...” in vv. 3, 8, 10 and 13, suggests the universal

scope of the law “applying to everyone living in Israel at all times”. Hartley, Leviticus, 265. This view stresses the
universal application of the law for both residents and aliens in Israel.
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The explanation given for punishment appears in part 1 in two variants. First, the text
provides the general explanation of the concept “blood represents life”, repeated in part 2. Part 1
then has an additional explanation which follows the general one, where God explains the
concept “blood redeems life”.!®” This additional “blood redeems life” concept works only in
relation to the sanctuary. The phrase states: kai £éy® 6£dmkoa adTd VUiV €mi Tod Buclactnpiov
gEGoKecOaL el TV YoV Vudve O Yap aipa adtod dvti tiig yoyic éEldoetot. The blood
here is conceptually involved in the redemptive ministry of God.*8®

Both explanations of part 1 clarify two main concepts: “blood represents life” and “blood
redeems life”.'®° The first shows that blood is viewed as an element identical to life. The
returning of life to dust, thus, demands the same action taken when returning blood.!® This
action seems to be imposed on humankind as a demonstration of the belief that life must return
to dust, and can be raised again out of dust by the power of God. In the case of sacrifices the
concept offers a special clue, involving the element of redemption and the hope of forgiveness of
sins and future restoration of the world. That is why in relation to sacrifices in the sanctuary this
concept is expressed as “blood redeems life”.

Part 2 starts with regulating consumption of the meat of a non-sacrificial animal: xai
dvBpomog ... d¢ dv Ompevon O\pevpo. Here no redemptive aspect is involved.**! However, if

people eat meat of an animal which was not sacrificed, they still have to pour its blood out and

187 Gane, ed. Leviticus, Numbers, 304. He notices the ‘ransom’ effect of blood in Lev 17:11.

188 Hartley, Leviticus, 267. “The interplay of the terms wo3, “life” (3x), and a7, “blood” (3x), and 793,
“expiate” (2x), creates a great rhetorical force”.

189 Hartley notices that the concept “blood redeems life” echoes the principle “life for life” (24:20). In Deut
19:21 it has the meaning of “blood in place of life.” Hartley, Leviticus, 276.

190 There is an idea that “the consummation of blood results in the destruction of the means of propitiation.”
Nobuyoshi Kiuchi, ed. Leviticus, ed. David W. Baker and Gordon J. Wenham, ApOTC, vol. 3 (Nottingham:
Apollos, 2007), 323.

191 Milgrom shows the lack of a ‘ransom’ aspect in non-sacrificial slaughter in Lev 17:13-14. He stresses that
in the prevention of chthonic worship, the blood has to be ‘buried’ and links Gen 9:4 to Lev 17:13-14 and to Deut
12:23. Jacob Milgrom, ed. Leviticus 17-22: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB (New York:
Doubleday, 2000), 1480-1484.
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cover it with dust.?®? Thus, the law accents only the general concept, “blood represents life”. 1%
This is evident from the fact that part 2 provides only a general explanation, by repetition of the
same phrase, &t1 1 Yoy méong capkdc aipa avtod éottv, while the redemptive concept is

omitted.

1.2.5. The prohibition of aipo in Deut 12:20-28
Rules regulating meat consumption also appear in Deut 12:20-28.1% The previous passage, Deut
12:10-19 describes the consumption of the meat of sacrificed animals.'®> According to the law,
all sacrifices must be brought to the sanctuary.!®® Deut 12:20-28 takes into discussion the issue
of meat from an animal slaughtered for food, without sacrificing it.1®" The structure of the law
contains sets of conditions, permissions and blessings. The passage can be divided into three

parts.

192 Here in v. 7, the law was described as “a perpetual decree to coming generations.” The rationale for the
prohibition of gidwloBvTwv in the Holiness Code lies beyond the cultic reasons and seems to be tied to the issue of
true worship. Hartley, Leviticus, 267-268.

193 Gane, ed. Leviticus, Numbers, 309. He confirms the presence of the nonsacrificial part of the law, where
the blood simply represents life.

194 The diagram of this passage is in Appendix 2.

195 Deut 12:10-19 belongs to the first section of laws, which focuses on the sanctuary. These laws describe
the cultic slaughtering. Jeffrey Tigay, ed. Deuteronomy, ed. Naum Sarna, The JPS Torah Commentary
(Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1996), 118.The cultic slaughtering has to be done in a single
sanctuary, where people were gathered on feasts. They could eat the meat of the sacrifice of well-being. The blood
of a sacrifice had to be drained completely out and dashed on the altar. Ritually unclean people could not participate.
Duane L. Christensen, Deuteronomy 1:1-21:9, ed. B. M. Metzger, 2nd ed., WBC, vol. 6a (Nashville: Thomas
Nelson, 2001), 254-255.

1% The order not to sacrifice elsewhere except the single sanctuary was made on purpose to prohibit the
Canaanites’ religious practices. Tigay, ed. Deuteronomy, 120. Here, it becomes evident that the double worship
cannot please the Lord. Moreover, Vogt adds that Deut 12 is linked to Exod 20:24, 25, where the focus was on true
“Yahweh worship in contrast to idols, not on the number of altars”. Vogt, Deuteronomy Theology, 169. Thus, the
link between true worship and the concept ‘blood redeems life’ is evident.

197 This nonsacrificial slaughtering was not linked to a ritual or the sanctuary and could take place in local
assemblies, anytime, by ritually clean and unclean people, without dashing of blood on the altar. However, this kind
also presumed the pouring of blood, out on the ground like water (vv. 23-25). Christensen, Deuteronomy 1:1-21:9,
257-258.
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Part 1 describes the regulations of meat consumption in a situation when people live far
from the sanctuary.'®® Condition 1, 'Eav 8¢ dumlotdvn kopiog 6 0ed¢ cov Tt 8pid cov, presumes
that people are scattered across territory, and distance does not allow them to bring animals to
the sanctuary every time they want to eat them. Permission 1, allows people to eat meat when
they wish. The following pair, condition 2 and permission 2, clarify the practical aspects of home
slaughtering. Although condition 2 uses different wording than condition 1 (¢av 6& paxpotepov
anéym oov 6 tOmoc), circumstance remains the same: the distance between home and the
sanctuary.

The phrase 6 tomog dv av ékAéEnton KOpLog 0 Bedc cov EmkAnBijvar TO dvopa avTod Ekel
relates to the sanctuary. From this point one should keep in mind that the law following deals
with non-ritual slaughtering of an animal. In this case, the concept “blood redeems life” will not
apply. However, the concept “blood represents life” will apply.t®® This latter concept is not
connected to the ritual law in the sanctuary, but assumes the presence of natural law.2%° Natural
law, here, reflects the regulations imposed on nature since the fall.20*

According to natural law, meat consumption is permitted, if governed by particular
regulations. The first mentioned source of meat specified: dmo t@v fodv Gov Kai Amd TOV

¢

npoPatwv cov. Another source appears in the phrase 1| opxac kai 1 EAapoc, which presumes

1% The Temple Scroll “defines the distance as three days’ journey”, while the Rabbinic halakhah “permits
secular slaughter anywehere outside the Temple Court”. According to v.15 the non-cultic slaughter might be done in
any of Israel’s settlements. Tigay, ed. Deuteronomy, 125.

19 Tigay, ed. Deuteronomy, 126. Tigay notes here the connection of the prohibition of blood consumption to
two passages of Torah, Gen 1:29-30 and Gen 9:2-4. He states that originally all creatures were given a vegetarian
diet. When, after the flood, the eating of meat was permitted it was immediately limited by the prohibition of blood
consumption. According to the thesis of the present study, the link between Gen 1:29-30 and Gen 9:2-4 can be
assumed as an illustration of the life-death controversy. The rituals with blood then have to be understood as the
visible demonstration of this controversy.

200 See the definition of the concept ‘natural law’ in chapter 1 section 4.3.1, while the difference between
‘universal’ and ‘natural’ laws is explained in footnote 144 of chapter 3 of the present study.

201 Christensen notes that according to some Jewish beliefs “demons were thought to take delight in the
blood.” Thus, those who eat blood were assumed as being in communion with demons.” Christensen, Deuteronomy
1:1-21:9, 260-261. He believes that this view was present in the first century CE. The apostles at the Jerusalem
Council could keep it in mind as a secondary reason. The main rationale for the prohibition was placed in terms of a
natural law of God, not Jewish halakhah, which appeared centuries after the first prohibitions of blood in Gen 9:1-7.
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that people could hunt some game animals. The notification that the cattle from the flock have to
be eaten in the same manner as game animals would emphasize that it is not to be connected to
religious rituals.?%? This thought is further clarified by the following statement: 6 dxé0aptog &v
ool kai 0 Kabapog doavtmg, which made this type of meat consumption a non-ritual and non-
cultic matter.

However, even non-sacrificial slaughtering required draining of blood.?%® Part 1 states
this prohibition of blood consumption in the phrase mpdceye ioyvpdg Tod | aysiv aipa. Here,
npoceye ioyvpdg poses the prohibition itself, which is further explained in terms of the general
concept, “blood represents life”: &t1 10 oipo ovtod yoyn.2% This shows again that meat
consumption, not connected to cult, involved no redemptive element, but still involved the
prohibition of blood consumption on the basis of natural law of God.?% The following parallel
sayings: ob Bpwbnoetar 1 yoymn Hetd @V Kpe®dv and ov ayeche Emi TV yi|v ékyeeite adTO OC
¥owp make clear the significance of the two concepts, “blood represents life” and “life returns to
dust”. The third repetition of the prohibition 00 @dyn avto is connected to blessings for law
obedience.?%® The whole wording of the law in Deut 12:20-28 is positive, like a father reminding

a son of the benefits of good behavior.

202 Tigay, ed. Deuteronomy, 124. Tigay states that “only game animals could be slaughtered nonsacrificially”,
while “domestic cattle could only be slaughtered on altars”. However, this statement contradicts v. 21, where
nonsacrificial slaughtering includes game animals and domestic cattle in the common prohibition to eat blood from
both types of animals. This observation does not allow the prohibition of blood consumption to be tied to the Jewish
cult. Instead, it presumes the rationale lies beyond cultic matters.

208 According to Edward Woods, vv. 13-19 create a chiastic structure where the prohibition of blood
consumption stays as the central thought of the chiasm. He states that “the principle of not eating blood lies deeper
than sacrifice.” He views the rationale for the prohibition in terms of: the pouring of the blood out on the ground
presumes a belief that the blood belongs to God alone who gives life. Edward Woods, Deuteronomy: An
Introduction and Commentary, ed. David Firth, TOTC, vol. 5 (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2011), 191-
192.

204 Here, the “blood is the life force in living creatures”. Tigay, ed. Deuteronomy, 126.

205 Christensen sees the ‘reverence for life’ as the rationale for the prohibition. He states that people were
commanded to pour the blood out on ground to show their belief that the blood belongs to God and not to them.
Christensen, Deuteronomy 1:1-21:9, 258. This assumption comes closer to the idea proposed by the present study.
However, the returning of blood to the ground has to be associated with the returning of “dust to dust” (Gen 3:19).

206 Here, the blessings (iva &0 cot yévnrar) which follow the obedience to natural law include oig vioig cov
peta o€ (include the descendants). At the same time, the blessings in v. 28 concluding the laws of both sacrificial
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Following the law of non-cultic meat consumption, part 2 repeats and summarizes the
law of Deut 12:10-19, discussing matters connected to cult. These relate to meat which has to be
slaughtered and eaten in the sanctuary.?®’ The text in part 2 makes clear that TAfv T &y16 cov,
€av yévntoi cot, kai tag vy cov which one would celebrate with consumption of meat, belong
to cultic law. This meat must be consumed in the sanctuary: Aafov fieig €ig Tov toémov Ov v
EkAEENTaL KOp1og 0 Bedg cov. The connection to the sanctuary switches to a different set of laws
which are of cultic origin, summarized in the following phrases: kai Toceig 10 OAoKoLTOUATA
cove T Kkpéa dvoicelg &mi 10 Buotactiplov kupiov 10D Beod cov, TO 8¢ aipa @V OvcidY Gov
TPOCYEEIC TPOS TNV Pdoty Tod Buciactnpiov kKupiov Tod Beod cov, T 6¢ Kpéa ayn. Here the
ritual is controlled by cultic regulations, which involve an element of redemption.

Part 3 is written as a summary of both kinds of laws, cultic and natural, which regulate
the preparation of meat for consumption. The structure of part 3 is covenantal in form. The first
sentence, pLAGCCOV Kol GKOVE KOl TOWGELS TAVTAG TOVG AGYOLS 0D &ym eviéddopai oot (Deut
12:28) is a covenant command. This becomes clear not only by the use of imperative pvAdccov
but also by use of &ym évtéllopai, which echoes the wording of the fall narrative (Gen 3:11, 17),
where évetellaunyv was also used in relation to food.

Moreover, the command dxove (listen) in addition to puAdccov and momocelg would also
reflect Adam’s sin, when he listened to his wife instead of God’s command.2°® The word
evAGooov often introduces covenant commands in the LXX. This can explain the change of
anéyeobar in Acts 15:20 to puidoocecsbon in Acts 21:25 and the appearance of an apostolic

variant account of the Decree. The shift in wording could suggest that the apostles accepted the

and nonsacrificial slaughtering presume the promise of eternal life: xai toig vioig cov 8’ aid@vog. The eternal
dimension of the conclusive blessing is explained in the main text below.

207 Merrill states that cultic meat consumption was possible during three annual religious festivals; they
“included fellowship meals in which Yahweh and Israel broke bread together”. Eugene H. Merrill, Deuteronomy,
ed. Philip W. Comfort, Cornerstone Biblical Commentary, vol. 2 (Carol Stream, IL: Tyndale House, 2008), 554.

208 This becomes clear from the phrase of Gen 3:17, ‘Ot fixovcog T PoVig Thg Yovoukdg...”
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four prohibitions of the Decree as commandments, not just temporal regulations of table-
fellowship in mixed communities.

After this general commandment, part 3 also contains general blessings. Those of v. 28
and those of v. 25 differ in only one feature, the addition of d1” ai®vog “through the ages,” in v.
28.20% This addition provides the eternal dimension of the blessings. If one assumes that the
summary of laws in v. 28 includes cultic laws as well as natural ones, then it helps to show the

involvement of the redemptive element in the life-death controversary of nature.

1.3. Life versus death and the apostolic prohibition of mviktoc

The discussion above connects the apostolic prohibition of viktog to the term wvonyv (i,
which appears in Gen 2:7 and later in Gen 7:21, 22. Several scholars consider that wviktog
implies leaving the blood in the flesh of a dead animal.?!® However, the present study will argue
that mviktog (suffocated) relates not to the failure to drain blood, but to the returning of Tvonyv
Lofic (breath of life) to God. It is evident that the New Testament use of aviym (from the same
root as mviktog) metaphorically describes choking out a plant (Matt 13:7), or choking a debtor
(18:28) and swine drowning in the Sea of Galillee (Mark 5:13).2!! Here, in two out of three cases

the cessation of breathing is presumed.

209 The blessings in v. 28, written for both parts of the law, refer to multiple generations: xai toig vioig cov
SV ai®dvog. The phrase presumes the eternal dimension of the blessing. It also presupposes the involvement of the
redemption process by sacrificial slaughtering, which is linked to the concept, “blood redeems life”. Because both
concepts, ‘blood redeems life’ and ‘blood represents life’ are united in v. 28 under common blessings, the eternal
dimension appears there also.

210 Savelle associates “strangled” with improperly killed animals without draining of blood and, thus,
suggests the common basis for two different prohibitions. He links mviktog in Acts, to the Old Testament’s food law
(Lev 17:13-14; Deut 12:16, 23), suggesting that strangled animals retain blood in their carcasses. Savelle,
"Reexamination of Prohibitions," 456. It seems right to view the prohibition of ‘strangled’ consumption as part of
Torah food laws. However, the link between nvorv {wijg, in Gen 2:7 and Gen 7:21, 22 would suggest the context of
cessation of breath, rather than draining of blood. That is why the prohibitions of ‘blood’ and ‘strangled’ would have
different background concepts, although they are united by a common context of life-death antithesis.

211 savelle, “Reexamination of Prohibitions,” 456. In a parallel passage, Luke uses a compound form of
AmonViy®.
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Gen 2:7 puts emphasis on wvonv (ofjg at the time of the creation of humans. Note that
nvonv (ofg does not appear in Gen 1:24, 25, where the creation of animals is described. There
the term youynv {doav is used, which means ‘living being’. Despite this, the presence of Tvonv
Co7¢ is presumed in relation to all living beings of the land, as becomes clear from the flood
narrative.

The flood narrative (Gen 7-9) is a panoramic picture of the death of living creatures,
which is a reversal of their creation.?'? Gen 7:21-22 contains a parallel structure. In the first line
ocap& kivovpévn describes animals. The parallel line includes humans in the phrase kai mog
avOpwmoc. After that, humans and animals seem to be viewed together in the phrase navta, doa
&yer vonv {miic, which presumes the presence of ‘wind in their nostrils’.?3 The commonality of
humans and animals, here, is that they breathe air. Drowning stops their ability to breathe air,
which is shown by mavta ca &xer mvonv (ofig (“all that had the breath of life”) in v. 22.2* From
this point the drowned creatures can be described by the term mviktoc, which comes to mean the
blocking of mvorv {wfig.?*®

People who drowned during the flood were condemned to death by God because of their
unbelief, so Tviktog became symbolically associated with the kind of death resulting from
condemnation. Suffocation breaks the natural return of the breath of life to God. It destroys the
life-death circle appointed by God. Returning the breath of life to God by contrast suggests belief

in the restoration of life, namely, resurrection.?*® Hubbard notes the connection between ‘spirit’

212 An echo of 2:7 in reversed order. Wenham, Genesis, 183.
213 The word mvonv relates to their common ability to inhale and exhale breath.
214 According to Sarna a blend of Gen 2:7 and 6:17 takes place here in vv. 21-22. Sarna, Genesis, 56.

215 Hartley says that “breath, being invisible and intangible, symbolizes the fleeting, mysterious aspect of
human existence”. Hartley, Leviticus, 274.

216 This study will argue that the hope of resurrection was implicitly present in the teaching of Torah. Thus,
2 Kgs 4:18-37; 13:20-21 describes the reality of the resurrection in the time of the Old Testament. Jesus, in
Luke 20:38, states that the idea of resurrection was present even in Exod 3:6, 15 and was revealed to Moses.
In Heb 11:19, Paul shows that Abraham believed in the resurrection. In Job 19:25, 26, the resurrection is pictured as
the hope of future restoration of the body (6 ékAvew pe péddov ént yiig dvactioot 70 déppa oL TO AVATADY TADTA).
The levirate law of Deut 25:6, 7 was also called on to illustrate the hope of the resurrection, presumed by
‘establishing of the name’.
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and ‘life’ in Gen 1:2; 2:7; and 6:17.217 In LXX: Ps 103:29, 30 (Ps 104:29, 30) nvotyv {wf|c seems

to be pictured in terms of reversal of death by life.

Figure 18 — Ps 103:29, 30

29 drooTtpéyavtog 6 Gov TO TPOGOTOV
topaydncovol life, in fallen condition
AVTOVEAETG TO TVEDUO ADTOV
Kol Ekheiyovoy

Kol €ig TOV X0V avTdV EMGTPEYOVOIY death, returning to dust
30 é€anootelels TO TVEDUA GOV

Kol Ktiodoovrat re-creation of life

Kol Gvakaviels to TpocmnoV TG Yig (resurrection from death)

Here, the adverbial participle ktioOncovtoun describes the process of creation. In this instance,
creation likely implies re-creation of life in terms of resurrection. This is confirmed in the
parallel phrase «koi avaxawvieig, which pictures a renewal of a life which previously existed and
was reversed by death. This passage reflects the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm explicitly
present in Gen 1-3. Wright acknowledges the significance of this paradigm for the church, when
he argues that the new creation presupposes the reversal of the Gen 3 narrative, when “God’s
word comes from heaven to recreate the earth”.?18 The Genesis creation-fall-re-creation
paradigm was also understood by the apostles, who in Acts 15 looked for the common, basic
principles of true worship.

The discussion above supports the conclusion that the pulsation of blood and the moving
of the breath in the nostrils become signs of the presence of life in living creatures. Thus, both
features, blood and breathing, symbolise life. If animal meat is used for food, part of it still has to
be returned to the dust. This is why the blood must be poured out on the ground, because blood

represents life.?*® Also the breath has to depart without being blocked, since breath also

217 Moyer V. Hubbard, New Creation in Paul's Letters and Thought, ed. Richard Bauckham, SNTSMS 119
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 116-117.

218 Wright, Fresh Perspective, 131.

219 Walton comes close to the idea of this thesis when he concludes that “ritually speaking, the draining of the
blood before eating the meat was a way of returning the life force of the animal to God who gave it.” Walton,
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represents life. Faith in the resurrection was based on the word of God, but demonstrated in the
act of the pouring out of blood. From this point, the prohibition of blood consumption, as well as
the consumption of meat of a strangled animal, had as its purpose to uphold hope in the

restoration of humanity and their world.

1.4. Cultic fornication and the apostolic prohibition of mopveio

The stark contrast between undefiled marriage (including non-sexualized cult) rooted in Gen 1-3
and pagan cultic fornication, sheds light on the prohibition of mopveia.?° Unit four (Gen 2:18-
3:1) describes the creation of woman and of the first pair.??! Detailed exegesis of the unit reveals
three significant points: 1) the first pair were created out of one flesh; 2) the first marriage is
viewed in terms ‘two become one flesh’; 3) people were created with the shameless condition of
self perception and perception of each other. These points describe the first marriage in
agreement with “the divinely ordained natural order”.??? All three conditions create an

environment in which the first pair could naturally conduct true worship.??

Genesis, 343. However, his assumption that the prohibition had a ritual manner seems doubtful, for in this passage it
was not given particularly for the ritual slaughtering at a holy place, but to any slaughtering anywhere.

220 Ciampa views this first marriage as a prototypical one. He also shows that Paul in his Epistles often uses
quotations, allusions and echoes to this first marriage (Eph 5:31; 1 Cor 6:13, 19; 7:4). Roy E. Ciampa and Brian S.
Rosner, The First Letter to the Corinthians, ed. D. A. Carson, The Pillar New Testament Commentary (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2010), 259.

221 \Wenham states that in this passage, “the Old Testament fundamental convictions about the nature and
purpose of marriage” were shown. “Here the ideal of marriage as it was understood in ancient Israel is being
portrayed, a relationship characterized by harmony and intimacy between the partners.” Wenham, Genesis, 69.

222 Sgrna, Genesis, 23.

223 \Wenham states that marriage, established by God, presumed participation in true worship, which later
stood in opposition to pagan fertility cults. That is why the participation in fertility cults or “use of other devices to
secure fertility” was considered to be a mark of unbelief. Wenham, Genesis, 33. Hilary Lipka shows that “the sexual
norms and mores of the Hebrew Bible are a part of a theological construction, a set of ideals that may or may not
reflect the sexual attitudes of the ancient Israelite majority.” Hilary B. Lipka, Sexual Transgression in the Hebrew
Bible (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2006), 36.
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The harmony of marital relationship of the first humans was modelled by God.??* Their
“holy and ideal state of marriage” reflected the holiness of God.??® Later the Holiness Code of
Lev 18-20 would reflect the principles of this model marriage. This account of marriage in Gen
2:18 - 3:1 reflected in the Holiness Code contains a link between the condition of marriage and
the condition of worship.??® The priests were to model ideal marriages.??’ In the anti-idolatry
polemic of the Pauline letters, the issue of mopveia often is supported by citation and
argumentation from the Holiness Code.??® These features of the model marriage will now be
discussed.

The first feature of this ideal marriage was a ‘separation’. The separation is reflected in
Unit four in two ways: it is made by God (in part 3 ...®Kkod6unceV KOPLog O BeOC TNV TAELPAY TV
ElaPev amo tod Adap eig yvvaika) and it is affirmed by Adam (in part 4 66todv £k TV O6TEDV
Hov kai oapé éx i capkdc pov).22® Adam’s interpretation of God’s action focuses beforehand
on the need of separation from the ‘mother cell’. It was stated in the phrase kataAeiyet &vOpwmog
TOV TaTépo. avTod Kol TNV untépa avtod. As a result, the marriage with a close relative (at least,
mother and father) was pictured as unnatural from the beginning and later was prohibited in the
Holiness Code (Lev 18:6-18).

The second feature was “unity’. Unit four reflects this ‘unity’ in two ways similar to a
‘separation’. The first step toward unity in v. 22 was taken by God, when he brought the woman

to Adam (fyayev avtnv mpog tov Adap). The second step was made by Adam when he accepted

224 Belcher, Genesis, 64.

225 Waltke, Genesis, 89. He states that the first marriage became the exact model to which Jesus compared
any other marriage.

226 The context of Israel’s covenant with God suggests that marriage in the Old Testament also was
understood in terms of a covenant. Wenham, Genesis, 71.

227 The constant call for holiness in Lev 17-20, in terms of ‘be holy for I am holy’, reveals the role of humans
from the beginning, to bear the image of God. Hartley, Leviticus, 292. This call proves the validity of the concepts
established in Gen 1-3 for the ‘people of God’.

228 This link is present in Rom 1:26, 27; 1 Cor 5:1, 15; 6:9-20; 1 Tim 1:10; Gal 5:19-21; Heb 13:4.

229 The diagram for Unit four of passage 2 is in Appendix 2.
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the woman as his own woman/ wife (abtn kKAnOnocetat yovi), 61t £k ToD AvopOg avThG EARUEON
abtn). The intention of ‘unity’ was expressed by kai TpockoAinOnceton TpoOg TV Yuvaika
avtod.23% The unity of the first marriage was stated by &sovton oi 800 gic cépka piav.

This monogamous model of marriage would set the pattern for healthy marital
relationships according to the principle in v. 24, tpockoiinOfcetol (which means ‘to attach
firmly, to enter into close association”).23! The violation of this mpockoAAn0yceton principle and
the destruction of the ‘one flesh’ concept would result in a perverted marital relationship, which
would interfere with true worship. That is why a priest, according to Lev 21:6-8, 13-15, is to
marry a virgin of his own people, avoiding widows, divorced women, or those profaned by
harlotry.?®2 By this, a priest was expected to reflect Genesis creation holiness in the marital
union. The same idea was repeated in Ezek 44:22, with the only change to include the widow of
another priest. These rigorous rules were imposed on ministers of the cult in order to stress their
closeness to God and their role in preserving true worship.

The third feature was the ‘shameless’ condition of @ mind uncorrupted by sin. Gen 3:1
Kol foav oi Svo youvoi, & te Adau kai 1) yovi| adTod, Kai ovk foydvovTo can be interpreted in
two ways.?3 First, the ‘shameless condition’ of Adam and his wife can be explained by
accepting that they are relative parts of one another. This may explain their lack of shame before

each other, but cannot explain the lack of shame of nakedness before God, angels and future

230 T become ‘one flesh’ would mean that “separated elements seek one another for reunification.” Sarna,
Genesis, 23.

231 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 596. The verb in LXX expresses both aspects: mpockoiicot kbplog in
Deut 28:21 and mpookoAnOncetar Tpdc v yovaika in Gen 2:24. The ‘unity’, here, also echoes the language of
covenant commitment, when marriage reflects the faithfulness of God to his people. Waltke, Genesis, 90.

232 Though a marriage with widow cannot be viewed as polygamy, it implicitly presumed the alteration of the
concept “two become one flesh”. In cases with divorced women and harlots, the concept “two become one flesh”
could not be maintained.

233 Ross believes that nakedness here “stresses the fact that they were completely at ease with each other”. He
sees it as sign of purity and integrity. Ross, Genesis, 49.
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generations of people. The second explanation would view their lack of shame as the condition
of minds uncorrupted by lust and perverted thoughts.

Consequently their unique ‘unawareness of shame’ witnessed the ultimate purity
(uncorrupted state) of people’s self perception, their view of each other, and of the world.?®* This
condition contrasts with the shamelessness of pagan cultic fornication, where the monogamous
model of ‘union’ was consciously distorted.?*® There the natural feeling of shame was supressed
by ecstasy or opiate substances (like those in Prov 23:30-33).2% The first mention of shame in
Gen 3:7-10 reveals the real degree of anguish associated with this feeling. The suddenness of the
consequences was expressed by the phrase kai dinvoiydncav oi 6@Baiuoi td@v 6vo (when the
dupvoiyOnoay is the passive aorist of Stavotrym, “to lay open”).2" It means that immediately after
the fall, people realized in themselves the shame of nakedness (yvocav 81t youvoi fjoav) and
fear before God (8popriOnv 611 yopuvog eipn).2*® The word youvoi, “naked”, also may connote
“guilty” and “vulnerable”, which emphasizes that not the nakedness itself, but that guilt was a
reason for shame.?® The fact that they made (moincav £ontoic nepiidpara) reflects human self-

abhorrence and an attempt to hide this shameful nakedness. Later it leads the couple to hide in

234 garna interprets shamelessness when he states that their “pristine innocence and dignity of sexuality was
not dispoiled.” Sarna, Genesis, 23.

23 Hartley, Leviticus, 293 -294. He views Lev 18, 20 in connection to the Gen 2:24 concept, ‘two become
one flesh”. The argumentation in the Holiness Code against incestuous marriages is defined as 22 2&w, ‘inner flesh
of his flesh’. Accordingly, the Holiness Code was given to prevent the perversions of unfaithfulness, when the
marriage includes many partners. Incest, to the contrary, takes place when the couple cannot be identified as “two”,
but they are “one blood kinship”.

236 The preceeding passage of Prov 23:27, 28 describes a harlot, and supposedly links together mopveia and
use of wine.

237 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 155-156. The verb diavotyw in Gen 3:5, 7 describes the discerning
“eyes of a resuscitated human.”

238 This can be assumed from the diagram of Unit six of Appendix 2.
239 Ross, Genesis, 52. According to Muraoka, youvog means “undressed, naked”. One wearing only an

undergarment or tunic “may still be described as yopvoi.” This word can describe “a defeated nation being taken
into captivity” in Isa 20:4. Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 137.
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the middle of the garden in darkness and separates them.?*° The transfer of guilt and fear in vv.
10, 12, 13 becomes the last indicator of experiencing shame.?!

The situation in Unit seven (3:9-13) illustrates that people involved in shameful actions
are not able to offer true worship. It seems that each of them had chosen their own code of ethics,
so they could not reflect God’s holiness.?*? Instead the couple fled and hid from his holy
presence. They clung to the ways of separation, darkness and death. The first shame also
designated a new condition of the human mind after the fall, which can be defined as constant
inclination to sin. Later this inclination seems to be used and abused in the pagan fertility cults.

The prominence of fertility cults brought participants to experiences which often
contradicted the natural law appointed by God, and challenged human natural feelings of
shame.?*3 Licentiousness resulting from pagan cult practices was called in the LXX nopveia (‘to
commit fornication, to prostitute, pursue adulterously, to act as a harlot”).?** The Holiness Code
uses mopveia in relation to extreme sexual perversions.?*® Lipka states that “the Holiness
collection (as well as the Decalogue) characterizes adultery solely as a transgression against

religious boundaries”.?*® Strong antipathy toward basic concepts of marriage was embedded in

240 Waltke, Genesis, 92. He notes that the sewing of fig leaves symbolizes the building of barriers between
people and reveals their alienation from one another.

241 Here, people try “to minimise their culpability by suggesting that something else is more to blame”.
Wenham, Genesis, 89.

242 \\altke, Genesis, 92. He states that the knowing of good and evil is not a neutral state, it reveals human’s
ethical autonomy and spiritual separation from God.

243 It is noteworthy that in the Holiness Code mopveio and other marriages with prohibited degree of union,
are formed around the terms ‘nakedness’ (21x) and ‘uncover’ (16x), reflecting the shame of ‘nakedness’, described
in Gen 3:7. Hartley, Leviticus, 291.

244 According to the Greek Lexicon, the LXX use of mopveig would imply, first of all, the meaning of sexual
immorality, and in second order, unfaithfulness and apostasy in relation to God. It also in general, may mean
“activity and attitude indicative of lust and search for gratification.” Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 578.

245 |_ev 17-20. This passage discusses three out of four prohibitions, namely, idolatry, blood consumption,
and fornication, calling these practices ‘abominable customs’ which defile the participant and cut him off.

246 |_ipka, Sexual Transgression, 62.
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the practices of paganism.?*’ Thus, mopveio was different to poryeio, which means ‘act of
adultery’ and refers primarily to unfaithfulness in marriage without cultic connotations.?*

Torah regularly associates mopveio with pagan cultic activity.?*® Even in cases when
mopveia was practiced without explicit involvement in pagan cults, it was presumed implicitly.?>°
Thus ‘nakedness’ became an instrument of divination and found application in making of nude
male and female images of gods, male and female temple prostitution, and orgies which
accompanied religious feasts.?! It reversed not only God’s original design of creation but also
the idea of true worship, hence Torah employs the language of harsh accusation in relation to
fornication, expressed by mopveio.?? In Deut 22:22, sexual transgression is blamed for polluting
the land and the people.?

Finally units seven, eight, and nine reveal that the unity of the first couple was achieved

again. This process of restoration starts in Gen 3:9, when God initiated reconciliation with

247 There was “an ideological connection between sexual offences and certain pagan rites.” The defilement,
which comes from following pagan customs is identified by three roots: ‘unclean’ (vv. 24 [2x], 25, 27, 28, 30),
‘detestable things’ (vv. 26, 27, 29, 30), and ‘vomit’ (vv. 25, 28 [2x]). Hartley, Leviticus, 290.

248 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, 466.

249 OT passages expressing this association include: Gen 38:15, 24; Exod 34:15, 16; Num 25:1, 2; Deut
31:16; Judg 2:17; 8:27, 33; 2 Kgs 9:22; 1 Chr 5:25; 2 Chr 21:11; Jer 2:20; 3:6; 5.7; Ezek 6:9; 16:16, 17; 23:49; Hos
4:12-15; Mic 1:7; Nah 3:4. Rosser notes that “the link between apostasy or idolatry and mopveia which can be found
in the OT is strengthened in early Jewish teaching. Both idolatry and sexual immorality are associated with
demons.” He suppots this statement with several texts in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. He notes that CD
and 1QS associate porneia with demons: “Sexual immorality in such texts is surrounded by demonic dangers and
threats”. Rosser, “Temple Prostitution,” 344,

250 The story of Judah and Tamar would illustrate this thought. Although Tamar was not associated with
temple prostitution, her actions copied the fertility cult pattern.

51 Stordalen notes that pagan cults included ‘sacred marriage” drama, which traditionally took place in the
gardens (in order to imitate Eden) or dedicated chambers and included the banquets. Stordalen, Echoes of Eden,
107-109. Archeological evidences of Canaanite culture reveal images of crowned nude goddess found in Lachish
and Taanach from the tenth-eleventh BCE. Those images belonged to Asherah and were used in cults. Kenneth A.
Kitchen, On the Reliability of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2003), 408-410. Similar practices
are recordered in Hos 4:11-15, Isa 57:3-13, Jer 2:20; 3:6.

252 The Holiness Code in Lev 18:19-23 describes the prohibitions of “polluting sexual unions” which includes
moral and cultic defilement: sexual intercourse with a wife during menses or with a neighbor’s wife, the sacrifice of
children to Molech, unnatural sexual activities, homosexuality, and bestiality. The defiling nature of these practices
was emphasised by the words “it is a detestable act” (v. 22), “it is a perversion” (v. 23), or “it is a lewd act” (v. 17).
Hartley, Leviticus, 289.

253 Lipka, Sexual Transgression, 75.
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Adam, and ends in 3:22-25 when true worship is restored. Making priestly garments from animal
skins, and bringing the first sacrifices, become the precursors of the sanctuary cult.?>* Here, the
cult is not yet developed, but only outlined in worship symbolism. The cherubs and the sword
became the first symbols of the pattern of true worship at the gates of the garden.

At this point the hypothesis that the term nopveia employed by the apostles in Acts 15:20,
29; 21:25 is linked to the Holiness Code can be postulated.?>® With that the rationale of the
prohibition of mopveia has to be viewed as rooted in Genesis 1-3. This is affirmed by Jesus’
teaching about mopveia.?*® The difference between nopveio and poyeia is stressed in Matt 5:31,
32; 19:1-12; Mark 10:1-12 and Luke 16:18.25" Here, Matt 19:1-12 and Mark 10:1-12 employ a
midrashic form, the special feature of which is the direct quotation of Gen 2:23, 24.2°8 Thus, the
quotation clearly represents the basis on which the original concept rests, namely the account of
Gen 1-3.2%°

The prohibition of mopveia in Acts 15 is an attempt by the apostles to help the Gentile

converts ‘reverse’ their fallen condition to the state of a new creation.?®® Consequently, the

25 The meaning of ‘garments of skin’ is treated differently in rabbinic tradition: R. Eleazar states that the

garments were made of goat-skin, while R. Yose bar Hanina pictures them as of skin with wool, and another source
H. says that the name ‘garments of skin’ is given to them because they were made from skin. Neusner, Genesis
Rabbah, Volume 2, 227.

2% Klinghardt, Gesetz, 201. He states that the use of the term mopveia in Acts 15:20 “was determined not by
social but by cultic motives.”

26 This term was used by Jesus in Matt 5:32. Also in Matt 19:4-9, Jesus links the term mopveia to the
destruction of the original plan of God given at creation and consisting in unity of a human couple. It could also be a
synonym for pouyeia which is clear from Mark 7:21, when both terms are used together. In Luke 16:18, which
parallels Matt 19:9, Jesus uses poiyeia, similar to the tradition preserved in Mark 10:11, 12.

257 Mclver argues, “the key word in Matt 5:32 and 19:9, mopveio, has a wide variety of meanings in the rest
of the NT, all associated with sexual impropriety. It is used to mean incest (1 Cor 5:1), prostitution (1 Cor 6:13), and
probably with regard to prohibited degrees of marriage (Acts 15:20). It appears to be a more generic word than
potyeia, which is specific to adultery.” Mclver, Mainstream or Marginal, 159.

2% The detailed description of this midrash is provided by Earle E. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic in Early
Christianity, New Testament Essays, vol. 18 (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1978), 159. The significant feature of this
midrash is the concluding allusion to the initial text with help of the temporal indicator ax’ dpyTic.

29 The allusion to Gen 2:24 is “used within the OT to prohibit divorce, as in Mal 2:15-16.” Also, this text
was usually quoted in the discussion of marriage (e.g. in Philo). Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 259.

260 The pollution from mopveia in the apostolic command ‘10D dnéyecot 1V dAcynudtoy ... Tic mopveiog’
can be explained from the perspective of Torah that viewed this practice as polluting. Hartley rightly shows that
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rationale for the prohibition can be viewed as the restoration of true worship, which was made in
order: 1) to prevent idolatry and practicing of fertility cults, 2) to prevent adultery and
destruction of marriages, 3) to teach principles of God’s universal law revealed in Torah, 4) to
teach the new converts the holiness of God and the necessity of bearing God’s image.
Redirecting the converts from paganism toward the moral precepts of Torah would become the
process of reversing the fall, and would support the healing of the believers from previous

apostasy and habitual idolatry.26*

2. New Testament extra-Lukan echoes of the content of the Apostolic Decree

2.1. Echoes of the Decree in 1 Corinthians

There are similarities between Paul’s theology in his epistles and the Lukan account of apostolic
speeches in Acts 15.2%2 His polemic against €idmlofvtwv and mopveia supports the necessity to

clarify the meaning of these two prohibitions of the Decree.?®® Evidence that the two prohibitions

“ironically the very fertility rites the people engage in to increase the fertility of their land will pollute the land.”
Hartley, Leviticus, 298.

261 |t has to be clarified that the changes in lifestyle, here, are not viewed as conditions for salvation. The
redirecting of converts toward the moral law of Torah can be seen in James’ reference to Moses in Acts 15:21.

262 J. W. Aageson, “Typology, Correspondence, and the Application of Scripture in Romans 9-11,” in The
Pauline Writings, eds. Stanley E. Porter and Craig A. Evans (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), 67-68.
Thus, he sees the similarities between Gal 2:7-9 and Acts 15:7, where it is said that God chose to whom to entrust
the Gospel to the Gentiles; also similarities between Gal 2:6 and Acts 15:9 where it is said that God ‘shows no
partiality’; and similarity in belief that salvation is by faith in Gal 2:16 and Acts 15:11. Finally, the thought that the
law was given “through the instrumentality” of angels in Gal 3:19-20 and Acts 7:53. Thus, it seems that the Twelve
in Jerusalem and Paul shared similar beliefs.

283 Bruce explains gidwAo0btwv and mopveio in Pauline letters in connection to the Apostolic Decree. He sees
the references to the Decree in 1 Cor 6:18; 8:7-13; 10:25-11:1 and Rom 14:1-15:6.
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were found in his letters, led Bruce to conclude that Paul gladly received the resolutions of the
Apostolic Decree.?*

If one accepts Paul’s connecting eidmlobbtov and mopveia to the two prohibitions of the
Decree, how does one explain the absence of the other two prohibitions? Bruce suggests that
Paul omitted the dietary prohibitions in all these passages because he offered no objection to
food itself.2®> Moreover, Tomson shows that Paul seems to prohibit sidwA60vtov in one part of
the letter and permit it in another part.®® Another issue is the nature of the food which is
described as 006&v kowvov 61’ Eavtod and wavta pev kabapd. How is it related to the ‘weakness’
of the believer and the attitude to €idwAdbvtov in the different epistles?

Paul uses Jewish arguments, since many of them are similar to second temple Judaism
halakhah.?®” This presumes that Paul would not view the prohibitions in a way contrary to that
familiar to other Jews. Hays states that Paul in 1 Corinthians provides two different stages of
typology, where the first is the antithetical correlation between Adam and Christ, and the second
is the positive correlation between Israel and the church.?®® The link between creation and

covenant “remains at the heart of Judaism and...was always central for Paul”.?%° For this reason

264 Bruce, Acts, 331. The hypothetic antipathy between Paul and Peter (and James) seems to be a single case
of Gal 2. In 1 Corinthians “Cephas is mentioned without any trace of hostility (1:12; 3:22; 9:5; 15:5); and the same
is true of James (15:7; cf. 9:5).” Francis Watson, Paul, Judaism, and the Gentiles: Beyond the New Perspective
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2007), 151.

265 Bruce, Acts, 331.

266 peter J. Tomson, Paul and the Jewish Law: Halakha in the Letters of the Apostle to the Gentiles, CRINT
(Assen: Van Gorcum, 1990), 207-208.

267 Tomson, Paul and Jewish Law, 202.

268 Hays, Echoes of Scripture, 101. He shows an allusion in 1 Cor 10:20 to Deut 32:17 and denotes demons
as the real subject of worship in idolatry. Then he also states the imagery correlation between Christian baptism and
following Moses in the cloud and in the sea. Then, he shows an allusion of a ‘spiritual rock’ to Christ. This typology
helps Paul to demonstrate a contrast between idolatry and true worship. Thus, meat sacrificed to idols was defiling.
The nature of meat is not under discussion here at all. The passage does not discuss the dietary laws and their role in
the life of community.

269 Wright, Fresh Perspective, 21, 23. He states, that “the book of Genesis demands to be read in this way:
the promises to Abraham echo the commands to Adam”. Moreover, Wright notes that the passage of Deut 27-30
“brings together creation and covenant in terms of the Land” and the passage of Isa 40-55 brings together creation
and covenant in terms of restoration of Israel.
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one can expect the rationale to be rooted in the creation account which lies behind Pauline

prohibitions of gidwiofbtmv and mopveia.

2.1.1. The reference to noépvor and gidwrordtpar in 1 Cor 6:9-20

1 Cor 6:9-20 mentions both prohibitions and needs detailed exegesis.?” First, the main theme of
this letter was polemic against idolatry. Paul probably wrote this Epistle from Ephesus.?’* His
audience would be Gentile converts rather than pious Jews.?’? It is unlikely that Paul argues
against Judaisers in the Corinthian congregation, because the issue in 1 Corinthians reflects the
danger of a reversion to pagan idolatry rather than the danger of Jewish influence.?” Fee clarifies
that in 1 Corinthians Paul argues against Corinthian yvaoig, which they use to justify their right
to attend idol feasts, since an idol is not a real god.?’* Finally, Hays shows that typology, here,
presumes that Christians in Corinth were “tempted to participate in pagan temple feasts.”?"®

The diagram of this passage reveals Paul’s theology.?’® Part 1 (6:9-11) contains two
specific matters, mopvot and eidwiordrpan, listed under &ducor.?’” Here, mopvor echoes mopveiog

(Acts 15:20, 29). The word sidwAordatpar designates the cultic sacrifice brought to an idol shrine

and is synonymous with gidmAob0tmv (Acts 15:29). Paul speaks in terms of hope to inherit 6c0D

210 The diagram for this passage is in Appendix 2.

211 Watson, Paul, Judaism, Gentiles, 150-151. Roy Ciampa adds that 1 Corinthians was sent from Ephesus (1
Cor 16:8) during Paul’s third missionary journey in 54-55 CE. Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 3.

272 |t is evident from 1 Cor 12:2, where the church members are pictured as the Gentile converts in the words,
“when you were pagans...” Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 3.

273 Watson, Paul, Judaism, Gentiles, 152.

274 Gordon D. Fee, Pauline Christology: An Exegetical - Theological Study (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,
2007), 84. Concurrently, G. Fee believes that Paul’s main argumentation deals with Corinthians’ behavior, rather
than theology. He finds the future bodily resurrection as only a theological issue of the letter. However, the present
study will argue that Paul uses some specifically Jewish methods of interpretation of Scripture: midrash, typology,
and complex quotations.

25 Hays, Echoes of Scripture, 97-98.

276 The diagram is in 2.1 in Appendix 2.

21" BDAG, 88wkog, 1, “acting in a way that is contraty to what is right, unjust, crooked.”
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Boaotleiav. He describes all types of dducia in terms oV kKAnpovouncovety, ‘will not inherit’, and
rejects the opportunity for them to be saved.?’® It seems that for Paul, God has nothing in
common with all those matters, including Tépvot and eidwAoArdtpar.

The study of Genesis 1-3 makes it clear that idolatry, from the very beginning, stood in
opposition to true worship. Some Jewish tradition of the first century assumed “a fusion of the
Adam story and the story of the giving of the Law on Mount Sinai.”?”® That is the reason for all
transgressions being typologically compared not only to the sins of Israelites in the wilderness,
but also to the primordial sin of Adam.?8 Wright rightly notes that when covenant promises
“seem to have come crashing to the ground,” the Israelites would recall Genesis 1 and the
Exodus narrative in pleading for the power of God the Creator.?8! Paul’s concern for the spiritual
wellbeing of the Corinthian church, thus, would remind him not only of the history of his
ancestors (sons of Abraham), but also of Adam’s story, which unites all nations under a single
obligation of true worship.

The appearance of poryoi (from pory6g ‘adulterer, one who is unfaithful to a spouse/ to
God) in the list may indicate that it is different in meaning from nopvot.282 The presense of

nopvot, potyoli, porakol (from padaxog ‘soft, effeminate’ in a same-sex relationship),

28 Blomberg views the twofold affirmation that the wicked will not inherit the kingdom of God in connection
with the rebellious nature of the Corinthians (not a few particular sins, but a lifestyle). He states, “persistent
rebellion ... calls into question any prior profession of faith.” Craig L. Blomberg, 1 Corinthians, ed. Terry Muck,
NIV Application Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1994), 121. This persistent rebellion reveals the
Corinthians as copying Israel’s behavior in the wilderness and finally sharing the same damnation.

219 3. A. Ziesler, “The Role of the Tenth Commandment in Romans 7,” in Porter and Evans, eds. The Pauline
Writings (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1995), 144, 145. Targum Neofiti on Gen 2:15 states that Adam “was put
into the Garden to observe the Law” and on Gen 3:24 states that “the tree of life is the Law”.

280 In rabbinic midrash, the story of Adam in the Garden of Eden is compared in tiny details to the story of
Israel in the Land. The commandment in Gen 2:16 is linked to one in Exod 27:20 and Lev 24:2. Then Dan 9:11 is
taken to describe a violation of the commandments by Israelites, while Jer 15:1 and Hos 9:15 picture the expulsion
from the Land in a similar way to the expulsion from Paradise. Neusner, Genesis Rabbah, Volume 2, 201, 208-2009.

281 Wright, Fresh Perspective, 24, 38. He notes in Paul’s letters the frequent allusions to creation: Col 1:15-
20; 1 Cor 15, and Rom 1-11. Also, Paul mentions creation in Acts 17:22-31, in his preaching to the Gentiles. Wright
states that in Paul’s theology of creation and covenant all the nations can share a new creation on equal terms.

282 BDAG, poiyog, 1, 2.
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apoevokoital (from dpoevokoitng, ‘male homosexual, sodomite’) together in the same list may
look like a particularization of sexual perversions.? It is noteworthy, that £idmwAoAdTpar appears
among the four sexual matters, while kAérmton follows. The list of Corinthian vices in 5:9
contains only four of those matters (mdpvot, eidwiordtpat, Theovéktal, and dpmayesg), while 5:11
adds to it pébvoot ‘drunkards’ and Aoidopot ‘revilers, abusive persons’. Thus, the sexual
perversions (potyoi, paiaxoi, dpoevokoitar), followed by kAéntar, are mentioned only in 6:9.284
The order can suggest that in 6:9, 10 Paul views the vices in terms of the Decalogue, and
provides a full list of offences in relation to the seventh commandment, Exod 20:14 “you shall
not commit adultery”, before turning to the eighth. So, the first six vices reflect the Decalogue
prohibitions.

It is also noteworthy, that while the seventh commandment (against adultery) has this
four-fold expansion in 1 Cor, the first two commandments were summed up in one word:
eldwloArdtpart. Placing eidwlordtpor between mopvot and poryoi, and not before those matters,
may indicate that sexual perversions in Corinth had been stimulated and promoted by pagan
cults. The last five kKAémtau, mAeovéktal, pébvoot, Aoidopot, Gpmayec seem to reflect aspects of
social life, and have no direct support from cults. It is hard to accept that any society would
ideologically support the success of thieves, the greedy, drunkards, slanderers and swindlers.
These vices were likely the indirect result of demon possession associated with pagan cults.
From a spiritual perspective, they are to be viewed as self-destructive.?®

In v. 11 Paul shows that those ten perversions were the practice of some members before
their conversion to Christ: kai Todté tveg fyte. Their previous condition could include possession

by demons. Their present state presupposes their association with the Spirit of God and the name

283 BDAG, pohakdc, 1, 2; dpoevokoimg. Also potyol (from poiyog ‘adulterer’), pokoxoi (from potakoc ‘soft,
effeminate”), dpoevokoitar (from dpoevokoitng, ‘male homosexual, sodomite”).

284 Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 241 -242. He states that Paul’s denial of the homosexual relations
seems to be derived from Lev 18:22 and 20:13 and built on a basis of creation theology.

285 Blomberg, 1 Corinthians, 121.
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of Jesus. Paul calls for rejection of demon worship in the following phrase: aAAd dreloboocds,
GALL y1éo0nTe, GALL 8ducoudOnte.?® The word dnelovcacOde likely refers to baptism rite, while
sanctification and righteousness become matters credited to believers: év 1® ovopartt T0d Kvpiov
‘Incod Xpiotod kol &v 1@ Tvevpott Tod Ogod Nudv. Moreover, the way in which Paul describes
conversion, progressing from ‘cleansed’ to ‘made holy’ suggests that the converts are prepared
for true worship.2’

Part 2 (6:12-14) starts with the repetition significant for Pauline writings “mavra ...
GAA(.288 This construction appears in 1 Cor 6:12 in the form of dialogue:
[Tavta pot E€gotiy,
AL 00 TTAvVTA GLUEEPEL.
[Tavta pot E€gotiy,
AL 00K €ya €Eovotactncopot VO TVOC.
Similar rythmic repetition can be found in 1 Cor 10:23, 24, where Paul also discusses
nopvevopuev (10:8), eidwroratpiag (10:14), eidwAdBvtdv (10:19) and iepdButdv (10:28).
Comparing these two passages, one can see that the first lines are repeated without change. The
second line of 1 Cor 10:23 has different wording; the third line contains an addition, pundeic 1o
€00ToD ... AAAL TO TOD ETEPOVL.
Figure 19 - 1 Cor 10:23b

[Tavta EEeotiy,

GAL” 00 TTAVTO GUUEEPEL.
[Tavta Eeotiy,

GAL’ 00 TAVTO O1IKOJOMET.
Mnoeig 10 €avtod {nteitw

AL TO TOD £TEPOV.

286 Here, passive aorists dnelovcacds from dmorovm, Nyidcdnte from dy1éom and éducoaumOnte from Sucandm
follow one another. BDAG, drolovw, ‘wash someth. away, wash oneself’’. BDAG, ayialm, 2, ‘consecrate,
dedicate, sanctify’ in both a cultic and moral sense. BDAG, dwodw, 3, ‘make free/pure’, the word “refers to a
radical inner change”. These three words “stress the transformation that has been effected by God.” All three verbs
are metaphors of conversion, which “refer to a break with the old life ... and the beginning of a new life”. Ciampa
and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 244.

287 Ciampa notes that Paul, here, recalls the temple motif prominent in the letter. Ciampa and Rosner, 1
Corinthians, 244.

288 Ciampa states that “much of Paul’s language here is clipped and elliptical.” Ciampa and Rosner, 1
Corinthians, 245.
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The first two lines keep the form of a dialogue, while the third becomes its turning point. All
statements introduced by ndvta seem to be the claims of the Corinthians themselves, which
reached Paul.?® The phrase mévta &Eeotiv looks like permission of unlimited freedom of actions.
The @A)\’ o0 reflects Paul’s own opinion concerning névrta £Egotiv, which presumes prudent
limitations of that freedom. However, the third line does not begin with an unconditional
declaration, mévta &gotv. 2 It continues to deal with Paul’s limitations, seen from the negative
tone of pundeig 10 £avtod (nteitm, “let no man seek his own”, by which Paul brings a reader to
the logical conclusion, aAAa 1o Tod €tépov. The phrase, here, reports not what the Corinthians
said, but what they overlooked when saying, navta é€gotwv: rejection of self-centeredness and a
beneficial other-centered life among Christians. Whether mavta &Egotv represents the belief of
the congregation in unconditional, unlimited freedom of lifestyle is not clear, but Paul’s view
opposes a selfish approach and underscores the needs of others.

It is noteworthy that a similar structure appears in Rom 14:20. Here, again, the first

clause of the sentence, which is mavta pév kabapd, would represent the beginning of the
dialogue in which the opinion of another side is summarized or repeated.

nwhvto pev kabopd,
AL KakOV T@ AvOpOT® T® 010 TPOooKOUULATOG EcB{oVvTL.

This observation supports the assumption that the statement, mévta pév kabapd, was not Paul’s
own belief. On the contrary, this was the belief, which Paul questioned, discussed and brought
into harmony with the teaching of Christ. The understanding that mévta pév kabapd is Paul’s
own opinion, could proceed from the phrase 0id0. koi Téneicpon &v kvpie Tncod &t ovdEv

Kowov U €avtod, which appears in Rom 14:14. Although the phrase reflects Paul’s belief,

289 Blomberg views this phrase as a Pauline quotation of a Corinthian slogan. The scholar notes that Paul
gives a limited endorsement of Corinthian thoughts and substantially qualifies them. Blomberg, 1 Corinthians, 125.

29 |t was noticed that even in the Gentile world, the uncontrolled desires were viewed in a negative sense.
Thus Plato (Republic, 4.439d) and Demosthenes (Funeral speech, 60.2) criticized the desire for the pleasures of sex
and food and called citizens to control those matters by ‘reason’. Matthew R. Malcolm, The World of 1 Corinthians:
An Exegetical Source Book of Literary and Visual Backgrounds (Milton Keynes: Paternoster, 2012), 48.
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written in the first person, it uses kowov, not kaBapd, where the word kowov usually refers to the
ritual uncleanness. Paul’s statement here could echo the teaching of Jesus in Matt 15:17-20
(Mark 7:19) involving the issue of ritual food uncleanness connected to eating with unwashed
hands. Both Matthew and Paul use kowov in relation to ritual uncleanness.

The phrase, mavto pev kabapd, appears only in Rom 14:20 and not in first person
singular. It also does not maintain the structure of v. 14, where clauses are connected by the
conjunction 4tu. In v. 20 the clauses are connected by mévta ... dAha. Futhermore, the phrase
AL KaKOV T@ avOpdT® T@ d10 TpookoppoTog Eabiovtt accents the needs of others, in contrast
to a selfish attitude.?* The rejection of selfish desires, in order not to harm anyone, is clearly
stated in the following additional clause kaAdv TO uf Qoyeiv kpéo undE melv oivov unde &v @ O
adeApoc cov mpookomtetd.2%? This additional clause is used to contrast kakdv and koAodv. Paul’s
purpose is to show good (kolov) behavior. Thus, his own view appears here, not earlier. At this
time it becomes evident that mdvta pev kaBapd in Rom 14:20 reflects the opinion of Paul’s
listeners, with which he notably disagrees.

After two navta ... aAla statements in 1 Cor 6:12, Paul in v. 13 takes up the discussion
of two matters: food and mopveiq. First, he states that the stomach and food are designed for one
another: t& Bpodporta Tf) Kodig, kai 1 kotkio toic Pphpacty.?®® This belief could be employed by
Paul to echo sayings known in Corinth. However, more likely, here Paul expresses his own
observation of the hopeless condition of the person whose life is only a constant filling of the
stomach. This constant care for physical needs of the stomach echoes Gen 3:18, 19, where God

said to Adam: &v Aomoug @ayn ooty tdcag Tac Nuépag tig Cmfic cov. After pronouncing

291 The meaning, *...but it is wrong for a man to eat anything that causes someone else to stumble’ (Rom
14:20).

292 The meaning, ‘It is better not to eat meat or drink wine or to do anything else that will cause your brother
to fall”’ (Rom 14:21).

293 Blomberg views this Pauline statement as the specific reference to freedom from Jewish dietary laws.
Blomberg, 1 Corinthians, 126.
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Adam’s curse, God announced its temporal limitations: og tod dmootpéyon oe ig TV Vv, 8 T¢
EMuedng. This life-long curse of man to work for the needs of the stomach could be in the
background of Paul’s statement in 1 Cor 6:13. This is supported by Paul’s statement which has
two parts. In the first, the phrase ta Bpdparta tf) Kothiq, kol 1 Kotkio Toig fpdpacty emphasises
care for the stomach. The second part presents life-long limitations: ¢ 8¢ 6g0g kol tavTV Kol
tadta katopynoet.?%* The phrase Tadta [kohia] kotapyioet, “destroy the stomach,” could have
been understood to refer to death.?® It could also reflect the Genesis statement of God: &t v €1
Kol €ig yijv aneievon. Thus, the living person whose value is reduced to a constant filling of the
stomach has no eternal hope. This statement contrasts with permission to eat food: 1 xotiia Toig
Bpoupacty.

The situation with mopveiq is pictured by Paul as even worse. He states: 10 6& cdua 00 Ti
nopveiq.?® Thus, for Paul, mopveiq is the perversion of human behavior, and becomes a violation
of natural law. Paul stresses his thought with the help of an additional clause, which defines the
purpose for which the physical body has been made: dAké T® xvpie, koi 6 KOplog T® cdport.?d’
The belief that the body belongs to God also reflects Gen 2:7. This is a reversal of a fallen
condition in which life is viewed as given over only to physical needs of the stomach, in contrast
to God who gives true meaning to life and brings hope.

This reversal suggests that the Genesis account is the background to Paul’s thought. The

consequences of Adam’s sin were stated as, “by the sweat of your brow you will eat your food

2% The meaning *... but God will destroy them both.” (1 Cor 6:13).

29 |t was suggested that this phrase shows that both matters (eating and sexuality) are limited to this life.
Blomberg, 1 Corinthians, 126.

2% Here the several aspects of mopveig were suggested: 1) sexual immorality in general; 2) the incest
mentioned in 5:1; 3) sacred prostitution; 4) temple prostitution; 5) secular prostitution. The cultic aspect of mopveiq,
here, seems to be most preferable since Paul in vv. 12-20 uses sacral language. This cultic aspect presumes both
sacred prostitution (belonging to the fertility cult in a sanctuary) and temple prostitution (taking place during pagan
feasts). Thus, the participation in mwopveig has to be viewed not only as immorality, but also as unfaithfulness to God.
Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 246-249.

297 Ciampa detects an echo of Gen 2:24 in the Pauline statement, which emphasizes the mutuality of the
relationship between human beings and their God which copies mutuality between a man and a woman. Ciampa and
Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 255. However it seems that Paul echoes Gen 2:7 here, rather than 2:24.
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until you return to the ground” (Gen 3:19). This pronouncement narrowed the meaning of human
life to a constant care for filling the stomach. Despite that the fact that the consequences of the
fall are still present in the world, Paul calls Christians to revert from a focus on physical matters
predicted in Gen 3:19, to the original unity with God described in Gen 2:7. Paul expresses this
hope of reversion in verse 14: 6 & 0g0¢ kai TOV KOPLOV fyelpev Kol Mg EEeyepel S TG
duvapeng avtod.?® The word Suvapeme, becoming an agent of re-creation, brings about the
echoing of creation in this passage.

Part 3 (6:15-20) is most likely an explanation of the previously stated concept, God’s
ownership of the body. This part clearly shows that Genesis 1-3 is in the background of Pauline
ideas. This is shown by a direct quotation of Gen 2:24 in 1 Cor 6:16: "Ecovtat yép, noiv, oi d0vo
€ig oapko piov. Thus, for Paul, mopveia becomes the violation of the law given at creation.
Paul’s three times repeated ovk oidate indicates the presence of particular knowledge in the
Corinthian church. It seems that the believers in Corinth were aware of the Genesis account of
creation. Paul builds his arguments on the basis of natural law, known from Genesis. This
demonstrates the validity of natural law for Christians in Paul’s day. The assumption that Paul
keeps the law in mind when he writes about mopveia can be explained by his use of the word
apaptnuo, which reflects action against a commandment of the law, and not just wrong
behavior.2%

Paul employs two contrasts: noépvn with Xpiotod, and edpd with Tvedud. For him, the
Christians belong to Christ, because their couata, “bodies,” have already become members of
Christ’s body. Further, in v. 17 the apostle shows that unity of many in the one body of Christ is
achieved by the presence of the Holy Spirit in the believers. It is expressed by the phrase 6 ¢

KOAM®OUEVOS T Kupim &v mvedud £otv, “but he who unites himself with the Lord becomes one

2% Here, Pauline eschatology corrects Corinthian beliefs that the body is insignificant and transitory. Paul
states that body will be raised. Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 255.

29 BDAG, auéptnua, “sin, transgression”.
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in spirit” (1 Cor 6:17).3% This unity with God may be destroyed by sinning. Paul cursorily
mentions wav apaptnuo, but focuses on mopveio. He explains his emphasis in the phrase, 6 6¢
TopvedV ic 1o 1d10v odpa apaptéver. 3 The contrast between sins ‘outside the body’ and sin
‘against one’s own body’ may assume the element of defilement. Defilement of the body, for
Paul is equal, to defilement of the temple.3%2

In v. 19 Paul asks again, §j ook oidate 611 10 GO VUMDY VOGS TOD €V DUTV ayiov
nvevpatog Eotv? This question, with reference to common knowledge, reveals that Corinthians
had an earlier opportunity to hear this teaching. On this occasion Paul designates the reason:
one’s body is to be dedicated to God. His words, kai o0k £ote £avt®dv and fyopdcOnte yop
nipdig, reveal that those who are redeemed from slavery to sin now belong to God.3% Although
Paul states Christians are not their own, but servants of God, their service is different to the
service of slaves and reflects priestly service. Their priestly (even prophetic) call is made
obvious in the phrase do&dcate 1 TOV 0dv &v Td cdpatt vudv.3%* This also correlates with the
images of vaog and dyiov mvevpatdc, whom the Christians have received from God.3%

The idea of one’s body belonging to God and his vaog may provide the common basis for

all four prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree. It includes both cultic and ethical aspects of the

300 The phrase may be interpreted in a way that “Paul corrects the Corinthians’ misapplication of Christian
freedom and asserts that believers’ bodies come under the lordship of the risen Christ.” Ciampa and Rosner, 1
Corinthians, 251.

301 |t seems that even the converts who had no Jewish background could understand Paul. In the Greco-
Roman world philosophers viewed sexual purity as the order “to preserve the purpose or nobility of the marriage
relationship”. Moreover, “Roman moralists praised self-control and sexual morality”. In art, “the noble enjoyment of
bodily beauty was related to an appreciation of the beauty of the soul”. Malcolm, World of 1 Corinthians, 70-74.

302 Blomberg notes that in vv. 19-20 Paul reapplies the temple imagery. He also states that 0 c@®pa Dpév
may reflect the ‘distributive singular’ construction, which allows Paul to speak about the individual bodies.
Blomberg, 1 Corinthians, 127.

303 The meaning, ‘you are not your own...you were bought at a price’ (1 Cor 6:20)

304 This statement was assumed as concluding the previous discussion and positively pointing to the purpose
of Christian bodily life. Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 259.

305 The picture of bodies as temples filled with the Spirit of God reflects the idea of the constant presence of
God with his people, which is known from creation.
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Decree. These aspects of the Decree help: 1) to unite believers by renewed worship into a
spiritual sanctuary of God; 2) to rethink the purpose of living in the world and not associating
with its sinfulness; 3) to emphasize the holiness of believers in both spirit and body for the
purpose of glorifying God. The integration of the cultic and ethical aspects of the Decree is
grounded in Gen 1-3 and the principles of the natural law of God. The prohibitions can be united
only on a basis of the eternal law of God known from the beginning of creation. This eternal law

reflects the unity of body and spirit.

2.1.2. The reference to €idwAoBOtwv and mopveia in 1 Cor 5:1, 9-11
This passage combines prohibitions of mopveio and of €idwiofbtwv when dealing with a
problem in the congregation itself. It also clarifies the meaning of mopveia.

Figure 20 - 1 Cor 5:1
‘OAm¢ dkovetan £v LUIV Topveia,
—> kai TolanTn mopveia ftig ovdE v Toic EBveoty,

> Hote YOVOIKE Tva TOD TaTpOg EYELV.

According to verse 1, the kind of mopveia in the Corinthian church would not occur even among
pagans.3® Here, Paul likely refers to natural law which, according to Rom 2:14, is known even
to the Gentiles. It calls for uniting people in marriages which are in accord with the order in Gen
2:23, 24. The situation after the fall deformed marriage life; divorce and polygamy appeared.
Gentiles pacticed sacral prostitution linked to their idols’ cults. These actions would be
understood by Paul as mopveia, which occurs among pagans. The case in the Corinthian
congregation is treated by Paul in a very serious manner, because it violates the very heart of the

marital law.

306 Blomberg states that the marriage of a man to his stepmother was prohibited not only in Jewish law (Lev
18:8), but also was widely condemned in the Greco-Roman world. The negative attitude of the Gentile world to
incestuous marriages can be found in Cicero’s documents. Blomberg, 1 Corinthians, 104.
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Here, the apostle again refers not only to Leviticus 18, but also to Gen 2:24, where it is
stated: kotodeiyel GvOpmmog TOV TOTEPA AHTOD Kol TNV untépa avtod. The necessity to leave
parents is behind the law in Lev 18:8, when the wife of someone’s father is understood as ‘his
own nakedness’, according to the principle &covtat oi 6o &ic odpka piav. That is why uniting
(mpookoAinOncetar) with one’s father’s wife would be viewed by Paul as an exceptional
perversion. In relation to this matter, Paul suggests disfellowshipping.®°’ In addition, vv. 7-8 use
Passover imagery as the background to the discussion. Immorality, there, is compared to the ‘old
leaven’. The comparison metaphorically shows “the dynamic process by which a little evil
spreads throughout the wider entity, until the whole becomes infected.”3%

The following passage, 1 Cor 5:9-11, continues the practical application of teaching
about mopveia. A reference to the previous letter (sent to him from the Corinthian church and not
preserved) is behind the words, "Eypawya Ouiv év 1) émotoAq). There, Paul was suggesting um
cuvavapiyvuehor Topvorg “not to associate with sexually immoral people” (1 Cor 5:9).3%°
However, his further correction of a view suggests that the church had difficulties understanding
it. Paul’s corrected explanation contains two parts. The first speaks about Tavtmg T0ig TOPVOILg
t0D kdopov tovTov. In the previous letter (not preserved) the apostle suggested the church avoid
connections with the adulterers of the world. That was suggested at the beginning of their
Christian conversion, when many had a tendency to follow their old pagan habits. Now (viv d¢)
Paul sees another danger from those who bear the name of Christ (£6v tig ddeh@og

dvopalouevoc) and at the same time remain 1) Topvoc. It is noteworthy that here only six matters

307 The meaning of v. 5 can be clarified by the Deuteronomic expulsion formula used in v. 13. Here the vv. 5,
7, 8 and 11 are the metaphorical expression of that expulsion, and not envisioning of a physical death. Ciampa and
Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 197.

308 Jason Meyer, The End of the Law: Mosaic Covenant in Pauline Theology, ed. Ray Clendenen, NAC
Studies in Bible and Theology (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 2009), 49.

309 This prohibition could include dining with sexually immoral people in pagan temples. However, in 1
Corinthians Paul does not view the same matters. He likely speaks about simple social contact with non-believers.
Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 216.
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appear out of those ten which Paul mentions later in 6:9, 10. Hays rightly notes, “the implicit
claim of 1 Cor 5:13 is made explicit in the metaphorical structure of the typology in
1 Cor 10:1-22 310

The matters poyol, polakoli, apoevokoitat, kKAémtat, Which Paul represents as sins of
converts’ previous pagan lives, are omitted in chapter 5, where Paul writes about the sins in this
particular church. Omitting potyoi, paAaxoi, apoevokoitar could be explained by the fact that
those sins were parts of pagan idol worship, and that, having no support from the doctrinal
teaching of the church, they vanished. Although the problem with gidwAoAdtpng was still
present, members of the Christian community would not practice it as part of the new service. If
they did, they did it occasionaly, being involved in idolatry outside their Christian worship.
However, mopveia was still an unsolved issue of the congregation. To solve it Paul demands: t®
T0100T® UNdE cuveshicty. 3t

Here, Paul calls for the church to break table-fellowship with those Christians who, by
their way of life, are mopvog, eidwrordtpng etc. From this point the issue of common table-
fellowship in the church is raised.3!2 However, Paul uses table-fellowship not to unite the church,
but to separate some from the church. The separation here is demanded in order to reject
aducor.3!3 The actions of Paul here recall those described in Ps 101:5-7. The Psalm provides a
clue for table-fellowship disciplining, when “the presence of God in the temple and evil are said

to be incompatible”.3* Now it is evident that Paul views the situation in the church in terms of

310 Hays, Echoes of Scripture, 97.

311 Meaning “with such a man do not even eat” (1 Cor 5:11). BDAG, cuvecfim, “eat with someone”.

312 The Passover context of this passage suggests that the sinning church members were to be rejected from
communion (Lord’s Table) first of all. The expulsion from the common meals also could be presumed. Ciampa and
Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 215.

313 Ciampa suggests that those sinners had to be excluded from the Lord’s Table as well as other meals of
church fellowship. This was viewed as a disciplining action, for the withdrawal from table-fellowship that was

commonly understood as a dishonoring action. Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 218.

314 Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 219.
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controversy between true worship and idolatry. The controversy itself echoes the fall narrative,
where Adam was invited to share food that he should have rejected, in order to sustain true
worship (Gen 3:6).

The kind of table-fellowship regulations used by Paul may support the thought that the
apostles on the council would not allow table fellowship as permission to mix with blatant
sinners. Table-fellowship was used to build unity in the church around a model of righteous
behavior, not in order to permit a violation of the law. Participation in the Lord’s Table
presumed that all members are equally accepted in the kingdom of God. The common table-
fellowship was practiced to stress equality among the members, in terms of salvation, not in
terms of the similarity of their diet.

This suggests that the four prohibitions of the Decree should not be understood as the
regulations for common table-fellowship in mixed communities. Otherwise they would become
necessary for salvation.3!® The four prohibitions, contrastingly, were necessary not for salvation,
but for the prevention of idolatry and defilement (or pollution) inflicted by a violation of the key
points of the natural law of God.3!® The defilement, in turn, would separate one from true
worship and God.

The sins described by Paul in chapter 5 (as issues in the church) and in chapter 6 (in the
world) have nothing in common with the kingdom of God, as stated: un mhoavacOes otte mOpvoL
ovte gidmAordTpar ... Pactreiay Ogob kKAnpovounocovoty. Hence Paul calls for a break of table-

fellowship with sinners in the church, not those in the world: oV médvimg T0ic TOpVOLg TOD KOOV

315 The four prohibitions of the Decree were given to Gentile converts, in respect to the natural law of God
known from the creation-fall narrative. This narrative built the common basis for all four prohibitions and pointed to
God’s ordained plan for all humankind: worshiping the one true God. This reversal from idolatry to the one true God
was presupposed in the apostolic application of the natural law to the Gentiles. As long as the common meals in the
church conformed to the practicing of true worship, they could be viewed in association with the four prohibitions of
the Decree.

316 The situation in 1 Cor 5:1-3 can be an illustration of how violating one of those four prohibitions “has
defiled the holiness of God’s temple, the church”. Ciampa believes that Paul judging the sinner in the Corinthian
church included the OT temple/holiness motif. According to his view, “the man must suffer ‘destruction’ because he
has destroyed God’s holy temple, the church.” Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 210.
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TOVTOV ... T eldwAoAdTpaLS, Emel dPeilete Apa £k ToD KOopov £EeABeiv. The prohibition of table-
fellowship, here, has a deep rationale.3!’ It suggests that food in the days of the apostles had
great illustrative power for spiritual matters. Banishment from the communion table or even
from a common meal could be viewed as banishment from the kingdom of God.

From this point, the Apostolic Decree cannot be viewed as an indulgence for &ducio (for
the freedom of the Gentile mission from the law). The apostles would not reduce the law to four
senseless matters in order to equivocate the teaching of Torah for the sake of the Gentile party.3!8
The prohibitions of the Decree were set in agreement with the teaching of Torah and that of the
church where ducatocvn was still of great value. Moreover, the regulation of table-fellowship in

the apostolic church was called for to support true worship and to reject idolatry.

2.1.3. The reference to €idmAoBvtmv in 1 Cor 8:1-13
1 Cor 8:1-13, according to internal logic, has to be divided into five parts. Part 1 (8:1-3) reveals
the contrast between knowledge (yvdoig), to which the Corinthian church has an inclination, and
an ethical approach (d&ydsmn) for which Paul calls. At first sight it seems that Paul shows a
preference for ethics above knowledge.®!® This unusual preference may suggest that the issue
discussed here is not of doctrinal, but of ethical sense. However, this accent on dydnn can be

explained by the incompleteness, or even the unreliability of knowledge in the Corinthian church

317 Ciampa, with reference to Horbury, shows that “during the Second Temple period the scope of the laws of
admission to the assembly, found in Deut 23:2-9 (1-8), were expanded beyond stipulations of physique and descent
to include moral requirements.” Josephus and Philo used Deut 23 to exclude “not only aliens and defective Jews, but
also gravely-offending Jewish sinners.” Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 211.

318 On the contrary, the call of the Gentile converts to righteousness was to illustrate that “Christ died not just
to cleanse them, but to transform them”. Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 215.

319 Blomberg suggests that “knowledge,” here, “must be interpreted as in chapters 1-4, to refer to prideful

human religious speculation.” Also it is what “stresses freedom and human autonomy at the expense of concern of
others”. Blomberg, 1 Corinthians, 161-164.
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about gidwio0vtmv.32° Their knowledge seemed to contradict the teaching of Christ on some
points.32

This echoes the independent knowledge described in Genesis 3, where the forbidden fruit
represents the first idwAiobvtwv. The serpent (independent from God) promised people they
would become gods and judges of good and evil. The issue Paul discussed in 1 Cor 8:1-13
contains many allusions to Gen 3.322 The reality of demons echoes the fall narrative, when the
serpent revealed the cult of sacred knowledge. There the controversy between true worship and
idolatry started. This can be compared to the double standard conscience of the ‘weak’ in
Corinth. The wish of the first humans to know good and evil can be assumed to be a desire for
moral autonomy; the right to judge. This may find a parallel to the judgemental autonomy of the
‘strong’ in Corinth.

Paul does not accept knowledge independent from the dydmnn of Christ. He warns that
knowledge of this kind “puffs up, makes proud” (pvoioi).3?® The adversative conjunction 8¢
contrasts not only yv@o1g and aydnn, but also puciol and oikodopei. For the apostle the
knowledge which puffs up is incomplete (0w £yvo Kabmg el yvdvar, “he does not yet know
as he ought to know,” in 1 Cor 8:2). The love which builds up (éydnn oixodouei) is linked to true

knowledge, which is at work through love for God (gi 8¢ tig dyond Tov Ogov). It is not

320 peter Gooch believes that the reference to knowledge in the Corinthian church would presume that
Corinthians tended to teach their members that idwAo60tmv is not harmful. Peter Gooch, Dangerous Food: 1
Corinthians 8-10 in Its Contexst, ed. Peter Richardson, Studies in Christianity and Judaism (Waterloo, ON: Wilfrid
Laurier University Press, 1993), 73.

321 The interpretation of *knowledge’ in the Corinthian church, in terms of Gnosticism, has support from
many commentators. However, this term, though justified etymologically, is misleading. This term can be assumed
as the “isolated traces of the beginnings of what later presented itself as ‘Gnosticism’”. Murphy-O'Connor, Keys to 1
Corinthians, 88.

322 Discussing the terms ‘strong” and ‘weak’ in 1 Corinthians, Murphy-O'Connor, Dupont and Pearson
noticed Hellenistic-Jewish speculation on Gen 3:7, contemporary to Paul, according to which people were divided
into two classes: those who are guided by divine spirit and those who live by pleasures of the flesh. Similar
thoughts, with reference to Gen 3:7, appear in the works of Philo. Murphy-O'Connor, Keys to 1 Corinthians, 93.

323 BDAG, ¢uc10om, “to have an exaggerated self-conception, puff up, make proud.” See also for meaning,
“arrogant” in John R. Kohlenberg, The Greek-English Concordance to the New Testament, ed. John Kohlenberg 111
and Edward Goodrick, Zondervan Greek Reference Series (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1997), 5889.
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disconnected from God (o0to¢ &yvwotar v’ ovtod) and comes from God. Thus Paul started the
discussion about gidwiofvtwv with a polemic about the sources and kinds of knowledge.

Part 2 (8:4-6) clarifies that in this passage Paul speaks about €idwAioBvtwv in relation to
food of different kinds (Bpdoewng obv TdVv £idmloditev).3% Paul starts with the commonly
accepted thought, o0d&v €idmlov év koouw.3?® The phrase, siciv Aeyopsvor O<oi, refers to the
polytheistic picture of the world in the minds of pagans. Their superstitious inclination to call
every supernatural force “god” stands behind the meaning of Agyopevor. Paul compares those
gods to earthly lords, diminishing their importance. In contrast to the Gentile pantheon of gods,
Paul pronounces the Shema: ovdsic 0d¢ i pr €ic.3%° Then, by the adversative conjunction g
he contrasts those many false gods with gic 0gd¢ 6 matp and &ig kOprog Incodg Xp1oTdc.

By these contrasts, Paul designates two alternative and mutually exclusive pictures of the
creation. He describes the true creation as the result of the work of one God: €ic 0gd¢ 6 matp, &&
0¥ t& ThvTa Kod TUES £i¢ anToV, Kai eic kOplog Tnoode Xpiotdg, 17 ob T mévTa Kai Musi St
avtod. In 1 Cor 8:6 Christ is “both preexistent and the mediatorial agent of creation.”?” If so,
one cannot believe in two alternative pictures of creation together, and simultaneously be a
Christian and an idol worshipper. The issue of €idwAloBvtwv becomes logically linked to the
wrong apprehension of the creation account.

Part 3 (8:7, 8) reveals that though the two pictures of creation are mutually exclusive,

some attempt to uphold both at the same time. Paul starts to write about Christians who try to

324 These could be not only of sacrifices of meat, but also wine, honey, figs and cakes. The meals with food
sacrificed to gods were accompanied by songs and stories honouring those gods. Gooch, Dangerous Food, 22, 31.

325 In Jewish works (Ps 115:1-5; Jer 10:1-6; Bar 6:3-6; Wis 13:10) “the non-reality and folly of Gentile idols
had become an important motif.” Malcolm, World of 1 Corinthians, 86. Gooch believes that this phrase reveals “not
Paul’s view but a Corinthian slogan”. Gooch, Dangerous Food, 51. However, it seems that Paul agrees, in a general
sense, with the assumption that an “idol is nothing” and uses it as a bridge to the following thought. Thus, according
to Paul, although idols are nothing, the demons connected to their cults are real.

3% Young sees here Paul’s reference to Shema (Deut 6:4, 5) in the context of anti-idol polemic. Bread H.
Young, Paul, the Jewish Theologian: A Pharisee among Christians, Jews, and Gentiles (Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 1997), 119-120.

327 Fee, Pauline Christology, 17. Moreover, Fee observes 1 Cor 8:6 as the reference to Shema and notes that
the Wisdom literature, to which Paul might refer, here personifies Wisdom as an agent of creation.
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keep both beliefs together with aAL’00k év maowv 1 yvdoig. Then he explains the double
standards of those people with the words, twveg 6¢ 11} cuvnOeia Emg dptt T0D €iddAov, “for some
by habit until the present are idolators™. This might mean that those Gentiles converted to Christ
still believe that an idol is not simply a sculpture, but the incarnation of a deity. Those people eat
food sacrificed to idols, assuming they are associated with supernatural forces (¢ gidwiofvtov
gcbiovoy), and that they somehow honour those deities whose food they consume.32® Here the
term eidwAo0VTOV refers to the way by which meats could be secondarily defiled by being
offered to idols in shrines. Thus, the issue posed for Paul by the situation in Corinth was
concerning whether one is allowed to eat ‘meat offered to idols’ (8:1)”” and not the Jewish
distinction between clean and unclean meats.3*

This explains Paul’s description of their conscience as ‘weak’, koi 1} cuveidnoig avTdv
aoBeviic.®*0 The ‘weak’ conscience is dedicated to Christ partially, not fully. When food
sacrificed to any idol is placed before them, those who are ‘weak’ associate it with that god.
Giving thanks to that god, the ‘weak’ participate in idol worship. Watson sees that the ‘weak’ are
those who continue to presume “the reality of the god in whose honour the sacred meal is held
(8:7)”.33! This worship ends with a defilement of the conscience by the sin of idolatry. Paul
states clearly, 1 cuveidnoic adtdv dobevig ovso pordverar, “their conscience (because it is

weak; or being weak) is defiled” (1 Cor 8:7).3%

328 Thus, a grave decoration from ancient Corinth pictured a person and gods reclining at a feast. Malcolm,
World of 1 Corinthians, 88.

329 Wayne A. Meeks, ““And Rose up to Play’: Midrash and Paraenesis in 1 Corinthians 10.1-22”, eds. Porter
and Evans, The Pauline Writings (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1995), 134-135. The issue treated here represents
“the association of meat with pagan sacrifices.”

330 Ciampa calls it ‘subjective idolatry’, when one consciously participates in idol worship. He links this term
to the ‘weak’ members. The other term, ‘objective idolatry’ describes the ‘strong” members. They do not consider
themselves idolaters because they do not believe in idols or other gods, however, they “participate in an activity ...
which in fact is idolatrous.” Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 369.

331 Watson, Paul, Judaism, Gentiles, 152. Thus, for Watson one’s conscience becomes ‘defiled’ when he
participates in table-fellowship and eats the meat sacrificed to idols, assuming the existence of those gods.

332 Here, 1 cuveidnoig is a noun, poAvverar is a main verb, and odoa can be identified as a participle
adjectively dependent on a noun. The subordinate phrase ovoa dcdeviig describes the noun 1) cuveidnotc.
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The word polvvetou, here, is the present indicative passive of polvvem, “stain, be soiled,
be defiled, be made unclean”.®*® The passive form implies that the defiling agent (idol) remains
outside and defiles the conscience in the same way something unclean can defile a holy place.
Paul clearly shows that the source of danger is the ‘weak’ conscience which is not dedicated to
Christ completely, and not food itself. In v. 8, he admits that food is not the means by which
believers are presented to God: Bpdpa 6& Nudg ov Tapacthioet T Bed. Pagans believed that
ritual practices with food brought them into contact with divine power. For Paul, food was just
food, without any mystical meaning. The sentence, otte £av un eayouev Votepodueda, ovte Eav
eayouev Teplocevouey, “we are no worse if we do not eat, and no better if we do” in 1 Cor 8:8,
reveals that Paul has to deal with the belief that food can be an agent of divination.

Part 4 (8:9-12) puts emphasis on 1 é€ovcio Du@v avtn. The pronoun avtn refers back to
this liberty (n éovaoia) of believers which is the knowledge described in part 2. It states that
ovdev gidwlov &v koopum. Although Paul agrees that an idol is nothing, he warns that the liberty
should not become a trap for the “weak” (10ic doOevéoiv). Here, Tomson believes that “weak”
relates to a new convert, who formerly practiced idol worship.*** Also, mpéckoppo here means
“stumbling, cause for offence, cause for making a misstep”.33> According to the context, the
reading “stumbling” becomes preferable.

Thus, the freedom of some believers to eat meat sacrificed to an idol can cause stumbling
in faith for the one who admits the existence of gods and Christ at the same time. Fee sees here a
discussion about attendance at meals in pagan temples on feast days.33® For the ‘weak’, the

freedom of “strong” believers becomes a trap for idolatry which defiles their conscience. The

333 BDAG, polive, 2, “to be ritually impure, defile”. Also may mean “to become dirty or soiled.” The ‘soiled
garments’ are considered as ritually unclean, while ‘unsoiled garments’ represent “symbol of a spotless life”
(Rev 3:4). The ritual aspect is mentioned in Jer 23:11; 1 Cor 8:7, Rev 14:4 with the sense of a spiritual defilement.
334 Tomson, Paul and Jewish Law, 194-195.

335 BDAG, npockoppa, 1 b, 2 b.

33 Fee, Pauline Christology, 88.
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enclitic particle nog (“somehow”) makes rejection of any case possible, where that liberty
somehow becomes a trap.®®’ This would mean that nobody should act in that way, which the
“weak” would understand as permission for latent idolatry.

From this point, the apostle illustrates his prohibition by the simulation of a paradoxical
situation, which appears when someone, tov &yovta yv@otuv, Sits at the table in an idol shrine
(év eidwiein kotakeipevov). The situation described by Paul seems exaggerated in order to
create a paradoxical contrast. “Corinthian Christians could expect to receive many invitations to
occasions where ... the explicit identification of some food as offered to the Gods — would likely
be met.”**® Paul intentionally creates a contrast between 7 yvdotig and 1) &y to reveal the real
face of Corinthian ‘freedom’, which originates in 1 yvdoig, which makes one arrogant (¢vctoi).
This knowledge separated from 1 aydnn oixkodopel would cause trouble, because Christians who
dine in a shrine would tempt the ‘weak’ to think that latent idol worship is permissible. Paul
expresses it in the question, ovyl 1 cvveidnoic owtod dobevodg dviog oikodoundnceTal €ig 0 Ta.
eldmAdbvta Ecbicty, “Will not one’s weak conscience be emboldened to eat what is sacrificed to
idols?” This question assumes the answer, “yes, it will embolden.”

Paul also shows the consequences of this as améAlvtar yap 6 dobevdv, the destruction of
the spiritual experience of one who is ‘weak’. Here Paul turns to the dydnn concept and stresses
that the ‘weak’ one is 0 GdeApOg 61’ Ov Xprotog amébavev. According to Paul’s logic, the action
of the ‘strong in faith’, who does this, is a very cruel action toward the weak brother, and
eventually Christ. It is expressed in a way that pictures the ‘strong’ as destroying not only the
‘weak’ brother, but hurting Christ himself. Thus, the ‘strong’ brother would break the salvation

bought at a great price, namely, the death of Jesus Christ (81" dv Xpiotoc anébavev).®° Paul

337 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 477. The construction of the sentence, “serves as a warning or suggests caution
or anxiety.”

3% Gooch, Dangerous Food, 46.

339 According to Fee, Paul viewed redemption connected to creation. Fee, Pauline Christology, 90.
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describes this action with the help of two participles apaptavovteg and tontovieg (from tHnTe —
“strike, beat, wound, assault”) in terms of an assault on someone’s conscience.®*° When the sin is
commited against adeApovg, it wounds Christ too. This thought is included in the phrase &ig
Xp1oTOV QUOPTAVETE.

Part 5 (8:13) was classified by Tomson as a “personal exclamation much like a vow of
self-restraint”.>** Only here can one find Paul’s personal view concerning idwlofvtov. With a
conscience fully dedicated to Christ, and denying the significance of idols, he still commits
himself to self-restraint. In Rom 14:21, Paul uses similar wording, but the tone of the phrase
differs and sounds like ‘good advice’.>*? His decision presumes both aspects (ethical and cultic),
which points to a need for true worship.

For Paul the issue of worship is more important than the issue of food. With the help of a
vow of self-restraint, he would prevent cases of double-standard worship and latent idolatry in
the congregation.3*® Paul thinks, “how much can I do to preserve the ‘weak’ from idolatry and
defilement of conscience?” His exclamation of self-restraint is the vow of ultimate consecration
to Christ, who is the only God of creation. This vow is not an ascetic choice of a diet with the
hope to be closer to God (he denied this assumption in 8:8), but a call to true worship. This
aspect links the discussion about idmAobvtmv not only to the Genesis creation-fall account, but

also presumes a reversion from the fall to re-creation.>**

340 BDAG, tomto, a, b.

341 Tomson, Paul and Jewish Law, 191. Here, Tomson demonstrates the integrity of four units in passage 1
Cor 8-10. He states that “the restrictive tendency seems to be more prominent. It is enhanced by the rhetorical figure
of “all... but not all’”.

342 Ciampa notes that “since Rom 14 also deals with eating or abstaining from certain kinds of food and
proper attitude toward ‘weaker’ believers, many read 1 Corinthians through a prism informed by that chapter”. He
believes that these two passages deal with two different issues. According to him, Rom 14 concerns Jewish food
laws rooted in Lev 11:1-23, while 1 Cor 8 -10 deals with idol food. Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 371. This
view will be debated in 3.1.5 of this chapter. Table 1 provides enough evidences that the issue in Rom 14 is the
same as 1 Cor 8-10.

383 Gooch states, “Paul urges the Corinthians to beware of participation in the table of daimonia.” He suspects
“that Paul would not participate in meals of even a marginally religious character.” Gooch, Dangerous Food, 107.

344 Ciampa states, “here both creation and eschatological restoration seems to be in mind”. He shows that the
OT provides a firm foundation for the thought that not only Israel, but also other nations would worship one true
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Creation and true worship, have for Paul, an eternal dimension.3* The &idwloB0tov is
linked to the fall, where false gods appeared. It is evident that Paul is ready to sacrifice his
temporal personal freedom in order to make the “weak” become strong and practice only true
worship. He states: o0 pr ¢dym kpéa €ig 1OV aidva, tva pu tov adeAedv pov okavdaricon. Here

Paul’s &ic 10v aidva reflects his belief in the eternal permanence of the true woship.

2.1.4. The reference to €idwAoBOtwv and mopveia in 1 Cor 10:1-33

In 1 Cor 10 Paul “depended on Jewish aggadic traditions” and uses “interpretative techniques
like those found in rabbinic midrash.”**¢ In order to view its structure, the passage can be divided
into six parts: the first four are parts of midrash and last two are the practical applications of
teaching. Thus midrash in 1 Cor 10:1-22, based on the episode of the golden calf, allows Paul to
make a typological correlation between the church and Israel.>*” His purpose was to prohibit any
contact with pagan cults.3#

According to midrashic explanation of Scripture, Part 1 (10:1-5) opens the discourse with
a text from the Pentateuch (in the current passage it is Exodus 32:6). Part 2 (10:6-14) contains a
complex quotation (here, all texts of the quotation are taken from the Pentateuch) which
illustrates the main thought. Part 3 (10:15-21) reveals the very cores of true and false worship,

linking true worship to the salvific work of God, and false worship to the origin of demonic

Lord (Isa 19:21; 49:26; Ezek 21:5; 25:11; 28:22-24; 29:6; 30:19; 25-26; 32:15; 35:4, 9, 12, 14-15; 36:23, 36; 37:28;
38:23; 39:6-7). Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 374, 383.

345 When Paul alludes to creation, he does not reflect the idea of chaos, well known in the pagan ancient
world and in Hellenistic Judaism, but stays close to the Gen 1 account. Gottfried Nebe, “Creation in Paul's
Theology,” in Creation in Jewish and Christian Tradition, ed. Henning Graf Reventlow and Hoffman Yair
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2002), 116.

346 Meeks, “Midrash in 1 Corinthians 10.1-22”, 124. Tomson also recognises midrash in the passage of 1 Cor
10:1-22. Tomson, Paul and Jewish Law, 199.

347 Hays, Echoes of Scripture, 91. He notes the Israel/ church typology used and developed by Paul. He also
notes that the central concern of the Exodus quotation was ‘idolatry’, not eating and drinking. Thus, Paul’s use of
“meat sacrificed to idols™ is linked more to idolatry than the nature of meat.

348 Meeks, “Midrash in 1 Corinthians 10.1-22”, 124-125. Here, Paul links Israel’s idolatry in the Exodus
narrative and the danger of pagan cults in Corinth.
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powers. True and false worship shadow the Exodus narrative and link to the creation-fall
account.* Also, the ‘desire’ motifs link the Genesis 2-3 narrative to Sinai and later to the post-
Sinai history of Israel. As Watson notes, 1 Cor 10:6-10 with &idwlo0btwv and Topveia becomes
an echo not only of the Sinai narrative, but also of Genesis 2-3 with its primordial desires.*°

Part 4 (10:22-23), concluding part of midrash, alludes to the initial Exodus text.

Part 5 (10:24-30) of this passage represents the set of rules by which Paul applies the teaching
about €idwAobvtoV to life’s different circumstances. These elements of 1 Cor 10:1-4 suggest
“Paul understood the wilderness narrative as speaking of the events that were to (re)occur in the
final generation.”®! Part 6 (10:31-33) contains a general call, which becomes a summary of
previous argumentation. This call is a repetition of 1 Cor 6:19, 20, which interprets it on a
practical level. Finally, Paul applies the call to life by his personal example.

In details, Part 1 shows that an important element of 1 Corinthians is the connection of
eldwiobvTOV to yvddoig (8:1, 7, 10, 11; 10:1). However, Paul does not refer to mystical
knowledge, but uses knowledge from the Pentateuch. He links vudg and fju®v to the days of oi
natépeg, referring to the Exodus narrative. The uniting idea between the present and past
generations is expressed in terms of baptism (wévtec ... éfanticavto). He compares the present
baptism in the early church to the ancient “baptism” &v 1fj ve@éAn xoi év 17} Oaddoon in
Exodus.>®? Five times mdvtec is repeated, relating to five main symbols of the Exodus narrative:

cloud, sea, Moses, spiritual bread and spiritual drink.3>® This repetition of mévteg supports the

349 Wenham notes the opinion of Wyatt, who “draws attention to points of contact in vocabulary between
Gen 2-3 and exilic literature.” Wenham, Genesis, 53. This observation helps to demonstrate that, even in the exilic
period, people assumed that the call to a true worship is rooted in creation-fall account.

350 Watson, Paul, Judaism, Gentiles, 284.

31 Steven DiMattei, “Biblical Narratives,” in As it is Written: Studying Paul's Use of Scripture, eds. Stanley
E. Porter and Christopher D. Stanley (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2008), 82. He states that the
eschatological interpretation of this narrative was current in the Judaism contemporary to Paul. Paul’s use of this
narrative was also pedagogical.

%2 Meeks finds no analogy to this form of ‘baptism in Moses’ in Jewish texts and accepts it as a “Christian
construction by analogy with ‘baptised in Christ’”. Meeks, “Midrash in 1 Corinthians 10.1-22”, 126.

353 Meeks relates those mévteg of vv. 1-4 to the ‘some of them’ in 6-10. Meeks, “Midrash in 1 Corinthians
10.1-227, 125.
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idea that all fathers, without exception, had entered a covenant, which was similar to Christian
baptism.3>* However, these five mévtec are contrasted with the adversative conjunction 6A\> and
the phrase ovk &v Toic mieiootv adTdv £080KkNceV 6 Bedc. 3> Paul shows that although “all” were
engaged with God at the start of the Exodus, some could not pass the test of the wilderness:
KoteoTpOOnoav yap &v T EpNuo.

The passive aorist kateotp®Onoav in 10:5 of kataotpdvvut means ‘be laid low, be
killed.”*®® This word depicts many of those baptized into Moses, later being put to death in the
desert as apostates from God. Thus, not “all” those who declared their faith at their “baptism”
maintained it later. Here for the first time a contrast between navtec and ovk €v 1oi¢ TAgiooLy
appears. This contrast in part 1 is developed in part 4 (the final part of the midrash) into
constructions mavta ... GAL’ od mavra.>’

Avoiding mentioning the secondary text from the Pentateuch, Paul builds a complex-
quotation in part 2 of the midrash. First, he does not quote the texts, but alludes to them, initially
to the Exodus account in Numbers. His complex quotation also contains a pesher formula donep
véypomtal. Moreover, from the beginning of part 2 he uses typology identified by tomoc in the
opening and concluding phrases (vv. 6 and 11).

The opening phrase in v. 6 provides structure for the following five examples. The
structure un stvor UG ... kabog kakeivot builds a pattern for the comparisons between fudic

and kdksgivoc. The first comparison in v. 6, gic 0 1| eivar Nudc EmOLUNTAC KAk, KaOMG

354 Fee, Pauline Christology, 86, 94. Fee notes that to be ‘baptized” into Moses in the cloud and the sea might
reflect the presence of Christ in Israel’s story. For Paul, Jesus is co-creator from eternity, who also is present with
Israel in the desert, which reveals the meaning of the phrase “call upon his name”.The mentioning of manna and
water from the rock as ‘spiritual food and drink’ also presumes the reference to Christ and the Spirit. Thus, Paul
pictures yvdoig in Corinth in terms of Israel’s idolatry.

3% Meaning °...but with many of them God was not well pleased’ (1 Cor 10:5).
%6 BDAG, xatootpovvou, 1, “lay low, kill”.
%7 In the 1 Cor 10:1-22 passage, there are five parallel clauses denoted by the repeated névteg in vv. 1-4

which correspond to five statements about ‘some of them’ in vv. 6-10. The five positive and five negative statements
are linked to a conclusion in vv. 12-13.
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Kakeivol EéneBouncav, alludes to Num 11:4. Here Paul uses émbuuntag kakdv, when LXX, in
Numbers, uses émbvunocev émbopiov, and stresses the evil nature of their desires. The change to
Kok@®v, by Paul, may reveal the core of the controversy between good and evil, and it may link
the discussion about €id®wA000T®V to the EHA0L TOD YIVOOKOVTEG KAAOV Kol TOVNPOV.

The second comparison pundg gidmAiordtpar yivesOe, kabmg tiveg avtdv (v. 7) alludes to
Exod 32:6. It becomes more evident from the following direct quotation from LXX, 'Exd6icev 0
AaOg payelv kol melv, Kai avéotnoav mailewy, precursored by the pesher formula donep
véypantat. Although gidmAoldtpar does not appear in the LXX, it is assumed in the phrase
avepifacev 6AokabTOUATO, KOl TpOooVEYKE Buciay cmtnpiov, where the ‘whole burnt-offering’
and a ‘peace-offering’ are mentioned. The shift from Numbers to Exodus and back to Numbers
in the following comparison might accent the practice of idolatry as a reason for constant
rebellion from the very beginning. The direct quotation of Exod 32:6 shows the connection
between gidwAiordtpor and eidwAobvTmV, describing that after people offered sacrifices, they had
a feast. This feast might also imply elements of nopveia, hidden in the phrase avéotnoav mailewv
(“dance, play”, which elsewhere describes a “dallying married couple”, cf Gen 26:8).%%

While Paul’s first statement, Eémbountag kaxdv, refers to the origin of the evil wishes, the
second, eidmAordtpat, alludes to the first €idwAobvt@v of Israel. Paul’s third statement (v. 8) is
concerning wopveia. Alluding to Num 25:1, 9, the apostle writes, unde mopvedwpeyv, KaOOS TIveg
avT®V Emopvevoay, Kol Emecov pd nuépq eikoot Tpeic yhadeg (“neither let us commit
fornication, as some of them committed, and fell in one day three and twenty thousand,” in 1 Cor
10:8).

It is noteworthy that Num 25:1, 2 again links mopveia closely to gidmloBvtov.>® There, 6

Loog ékmopvedoar 1g Tag Buyoatépac Mwdf, to which is added kai éxdrecav avtovg €l TOC

8 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon, nailw.

39 Ciampa states that “idolatry and sexual immorality are tied together in both Num 25:1-2 and 1 Cor 10:7-8.
He views mopveia in terms of ritual prostitution with reference to the Num 25 narrative. The similarity between
Corinthians’ behavior and that of Israelites in the wilderness suggest that topveia in Corinth was also connected to
pagan cults. Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 459. The idolatry and sexual immorality are coinside because both
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Buclog TV iddAmV adTdV: Kol Epayev 6 Aaog TV Buoidv avtdv (“and they called the people
unto the sacrifices of their gods: and the people did eat, and bowed down to their gods™) in
Num 25:2. Thus, the narrative itself assumes that both mopveio and gidwrodvtwv are linked to
idolatry. The additional clause, kai éxecav g Muépa eikoot Tpeic yldodeg, is quoted from
Num 25:9 with an insignificant change, where it is said that those that died in the plague were
twenty four thousand, while Paul writes twenty three thousand. His emphasis is placed not on
number, but a period of time, wd nuépa. The destruction of a multitude in one day evokes a
picture of eschatological judgment.

The fourth statement (v. 9) is und¢ ékmepdlmpev TOV KOPLOV, KaBOG TIVEG ADTAOV
é€emeipacav (“we should not test the Lord, as some of them did’ in 1 Cor 10:9). The word
nelpalo attracts an even more negative sense than idolatry or fornication, because it indicates an
irreversible degree of rebellion.®®° Here, the rebellion was again associated with food preferences
(cf. Num 21:5) and lack of faith. Pauline wording, kai vmo t@v pemv amd@Aivvro, (“and were
killed by snakes” in 1 Cor 10:9) echoes Gen 3, where the serpent, first caused death. Paul’s
complex quotation conflates Num 21:6 6¢eig tovg Oavortodvtag and Ps 106:14 Encipacav (aorist
from melpdlo ‘tempt, test), which offends God.*®! Punishment by serpents echoes the
pronouncement of God: a0TOG GOV TNPNGEL KEPAAV, KoL GV THNPNOELG adTOD TTEPVAY in
Gen 3:16. People who died from serpents were those who, metaphorically, did not ‘strike’ the
sinful desires. They rebelled against God and put him to the test.

The last comparison of this passage, unoés yoyyolete, kabdmep Tiveg avtdV £ydyyvoav

(“do not grumble, as some of them did-and were killed by the destroying angel” 1 Cor 10:10)

matters represent a violation of the natural law. Thus, for the people who live in sexual immorality is naturally easier
to participate in idolatry, than to uphold a true worship.

30 Meeks notes that the verb meypdalm in v. 9 does not appear in the account of Num 21:4-9, but appears in a
parallel narrative in Exod 17:1-7. Meeks, “Midrash in 1 Corinthians 10.1-22”, 129.

31 Kohlenberg, Greek-English Concordance, 4273.
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highlights the issue of murmuring and alludes to Num 14:36.2%2 Although the story in Num 14
does not mention gidmAobvtmV, it reveals the problem of weakness of faith, which caused the
Israelites to remain in the desert for forty years. This lack of faith contrasts with all the mighty
deeds of God done for their sake. Num 14:33 calls their rebellion mopveio, when the record
states, avoicovot v mopveiav dumdv. Here, mopveia is used in terms of spiritual unfaithfulness to
God. If one assumes that Pauline thought proceeds chronologically from Sinai idolatry to the last
temptation after the twelve spies explored the land, then the picture of constant rebellion
becomes clear.

The constant holding on to idols is expressed by the words ovk év 1oig mAgioov adTOV
€0d0KN eV 0 Bede, KateoTpdOnoay yap &v T Epnuw (“but with many of them God was not well
pleased: for they were overthrown in the wilderness™) in 1 Cor 10:5. Here, a curse on an
unbelieving generation corresponds to that put on the Egyptians. Paul concludes kai dndiovto
V710 T0d 0A0OpevTOD, Which refers to Exod 12:23, where 6loOpegdovra (‘the destroyer’) was also
mentioned. In the Exodus story, blood of the Passover lamb protected believers from the
destroyer. The story in Num 14 correlates with Exod 12 at the point where the Israelites turned
back for Egypt. Their decision reveals preference for idol worship, instead of worshipping of
God. The wording andiovto 7o Tod OAoOpegvTod, here, suggests the same curse as for the
Egyptians, a condemnation.

These similarities echo not only the Exodus story, but also Gen 3. According to Jewish
traditions, the Law (i.e., the Torah) was present in Eden.®%® The first command was given to

Adam (2:17) and later repeated at Sinai.®** Use of forbidden fruit for gaining occult knowledge

362 According to Meeks, the verb yoyybZewv has the meaning of “grumbling” and frequently occurs in the
wilderness narratives. It is mentioned together with the plague in Num 11:33 and 16:49. Meeks views the Pauline
reference as made to the last rebellion which is Korah’s. Meeks, “Midrash in 1 Corinthians 10.1-22”, 129.

363 Chris A. Vlachos, The Law and the Knowledge of Good and Evil: The Edenic Background of the Catalytic
Operation of the Law in Paul (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2009), 176.

364 Vlachos, Edenic Background of Law, 178, 133-134. He views the Eden and Sinai narratives as paralleled
in terms of law, presence of the Lord in Eden and later in tabernacle, temptation, motif of magic knowledge, and
death. He states that mx found in Gen 2:16-17 often appears in pentateuchal laws (Deuteronomy) and has to be
applied only to prohibition of something. Thus, the command of God in Eden has to be seen as “a single prohibition
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can be assumed as identical to practicing of magic or divination.*®® This primordial idolatry,
expressed by eidmAobvtmV, established a common pattern for similar practices later at Sinai and
Corinth. Consequently, the fall narrative first provides the pattern of human reluctance to keep
the covenant with the one true God.

The concluding phrase of part 2 (v. 11) again shows Pauline typology: tadta 6& Tumikdg
ouvvéParvev Exeivorg (“these things happened to them as examples” in 1 Cor 10:11). Although the
events took place more than a thousand years before, Paul insists that the spiritual lessons hidden
in them can apply again to each generation.®® Practicing false worship leads to a hardening of
heart and ‘provoking’ God that makes people irreformable. This observation suggests that Paul
recalled the prohibitions in order to prevent the harmful effects of idol worship.

The phrase, ta. téAn @V aidvov, can be translated as “fulfillment of the ages”. The whole
phrase &ypaon 8¢ mpog vovbeaiov Mudv, €ig 0O T TEAN TdV aidvov Katnvinkey (“were written
down as warnings for us, on whom the fulfillment of the ages has come” in 1 Cor 10:11) reveals
that typologically Christians, also, are fitted into the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm. Matters
like €idwlo0Otwv and mopveia in the Exodus story become npog vovbesiov (with meaning
“instruction, warning”) to those, who té TéAn 16V aidvev korivinkey.>®’ Because of this the
prohibitions of gidmwAobvtmv and mopveia can be viewed as temporary prohibitions in force in
this fallen world, until God’s kingdom comes. The final call of this part, expressed as, d10mep,

ayommroi pov, eedyete ano tig eidmAoratpiog (“therefore, my dear friends, flee from idolatry” 1

that is set against the background of a bounteous provision.” The similar contrast between provision and prohibition
was noted in Gen 9:3-4, when the prohibition of blood consumption appears,as previously stated.

365 V/lachos, Edenic Background of Law, 167-168.

366 paul Barker believes that the issue of sin has to be viewed more broadly than the story of the golden calf.
He states that the golden calf typifies continual sinfulness. Paul Barker, The Triumph of Grace in Deuteronomy:
Faithless Israel, Faithful Yahweh in Deuteronomy (Milton Keynes: Paternoster, 2004), 89-90.

37 The ancient stories prepared a foundation for the theme of a new creation developed in the Second Temple
Judaism. Isaianic reinterpretation of Exodus, in Isa 40-55, points to a new-Creation theme in Isa 65 and 66. Hubbard
shows the frequent occurrence in Isaiah 40-55 of principal verbs, which are used in the Genesis creation narrative.
Also, the Pauline motif of new creation was taken from Second Temple Jewish eschatological expectations. The
message of Isaiah 40-55 linked together the expectations of new exodus and new creation. Hubbard, New Creation,
11-16.
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Cor 10:14), was addressed to all Christians and represents the call to participate only in true
worship.

Part 3 of Paul’s midrash (10:15-21) concentrates on the symbols of God’s covenant: altar,
lamb, cup and bread. In this part Paul describes true worship in terms of the Passover night. He
links the Last Supper and Christian communion to the Passover of Exodus. Thus, Paul touches
the very core of true and false worship, differentiating the worship of God from a worship of
demons. He brings readers to the point of decision. Midrash provokes deep thinking, and Paul
challenges his listeners with, g @povipoig Aéyme kpivate dueic 6 enut, “I speak to sensible
people; judge for yourselves what I say,” (10:15).

Turning to the symbols of communion, Paul carefully interprets them in terms of the
Passover covenant. The phrase, motfpiov tiic dAoyiag 6 eddoyoduev, “the cup of thanksgiving
for which we give thanks,” (10:16) is a symbol of the new covenant of Christ, established during
the Last Supper.®8 Paul links it to aipotoc Tod Xpiotod, and alludes to Christ as the unique
Passover lamb and atoning sacrifice.®®® The link reveals that the new covenant established in
Christ’s blood is not new to the believers, but the ancient ‘blood redeems life’ concept of Torah.
The concept “blood redeems life” was of cultic significance. It prescribed a ritual routine to be
followed, with the sacrifice by the priests in the holy place of the tabernacle. This cultic concept
linked any sacrificed meat to cult, and not simply to a festive table. As a result, all sacrificed
food became a matter viewed under the shadow of cult, either Jewish or pagan.®”® Accordingly,

Paul contrasts sidwAo0btov with aipatoc Tod Xpiotod, as a matter of cultic significance.®"

368 Here, “Paul’s language stresses the religious context that is established for Christians by ‘merely’ saying a
blessing over the cup and eating the bread as a spiritual life-giving gift from Christ”. Ciampa and Rosner, 1
Corinthians, 475.

369 Meeks notes that the change of aorist to the present tense supports the idea of linking Christians to
Israelites. Meeks, “Midrash in 1 Corinthians 10.1-22”, 134.

370 Another connotation is that in Deut 14 “blood represents life”, which presumed no cultic actions with the
blood. It was imposed by natural law and demanded only the pouring of blood on the ground.

371 The controversy between idol worship and true worship raises an eschatological contrast between those,
who keep the ‘old ways’, living in idolatry, and those who removed ‘old leaven’, purifying themselves in the moral
sense. Meyer, End of Law, 57.
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Discussing the issue of eidwAo00tov in 1 Corinthians, Paul intentionally views it in light
of the ritual law of Torah, in order to show the absurdity of idolatry. The wish to contrast
e1dmAo0vTOV With mothplov tiic edA0Yiag 6 edloyoduev allows Paul to look at the issue from
different angles. It explains why he prohibited eating €idwlob0twv in a pagan temple, while he
did not ban eating what was bought in the market place.

Thus, the food bought in the market place was dissociated with pagan cult by its use in
marketing.3"2 Also, according to Torah, non-cultic slaughtering did not involve the concept of
redemption (Lev 17:13-14; Deut 12:15-25). Since it carried no cultic sense, it could be eaten on
the ground of the natural law of God (Gen 9:1-4). Whenever the food was set on a table in a
shrine, or someone said that it had been consecrated to an idol, the cultic aspect was activated,
and the food had to be rejected. Consequently, in these two pieces of advice by Paul, the
difference between the cultic aspect of food and its non-cultic aspect was clearly stated.
Furthermore, the €idwAiob0twV was clearly connected to a cultic context, which stands in contrast
to the redemption offered by God in Christ, which lays a foundation for the hope of a new
creation.3”

Another significant point here is the aspect of kowvwvia, which may be understood as
“fellowhip” among the worshipers and as spiritual “close relationship” with God.>’* The word in
v. 16 (in relation to the ‘cup of thanksgiving’ and the blood of Christ) is to be viewed as an
aspect of redemption. The Pauline phrase kowvwvio tod copatoc tod Xpiotod proceeds even
further, describing the unity of believer with Christ, similarly to a hand belonging to a body. The

phrase, tov dptov Ov KAduev, ovyi Kowvovia tod copotog tod Xprotod Eotwy, “the bread that we

372 Ciampa calls this food, “food with unknown history”. Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 492.
33 Meyer states that “Christ represents the dawning of the ‘new creation’”. Meyer, End of Law, 49.

374 BDAG, xowwvia, 1, 4. This word in the context of 1 Cor 10:16 has the meaning, “participation, sharing”
during communion. The main meaning of this word is “association, communion, fellowship, close relationship.”
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break is a participation in the body of Christ” (10:16), illustrates that kind of deep spiritual
association with God.3™

In order to illustrate the spiritual meaning of kowvwvia, Paul turns to Israel’s cult, formed
around ritual law. As he shows by the phrase, ot £é50iovteg tag Busiog Kovwvoi Tod
Buclootpiov eioiv, “those who eat the sacrifices participate in the altar?”” (10:18), the ritual law
views those who eat from a sacrifice to be worshippers. A sacrifice is associated with an altar. In
the same way, the participants in the cultic feast are associated with the particular cult, becoming
its worshippers. In terms of the ritual law, those who bring a sacrifice become integrated into the
eternal salvific plan of God and inherit its blessings. In order to emphasise the importance of
kowovia, Paul uses it four times, here, in part 3. It is used three times in a positive sense and the
fourth time contrastingly (¢AL"), referring to xowmvodg Tdv doupovicov. 3’

From the beginning of v. 19, Paul shows the way in which the shift between cultic and
non-cultic interpretation of £idwAo0vtév works.®”” To begin, he focuses on the non-cultic
dimension when he asks ti obv enut 81t £id@AdOVTOV Ti dotiv; T 611 10wV Ti do11v? The

answer is going to be “definitely not”, because Christians do not believe in the power of idols or

875 Ciampa provides several views on the meaning of kowovio. It could mean partaking at God’s altar, the
renewal of our covenantal relationship with God, or as becoming companions of God and enjoying food and drink in
the presence of the Lord. Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 473-474.

376 peter Gooch discusses the different aspects of food in 1 Corinthians and concludes that “Paul believes that
diamonia are real” and that “the meal of diamonia infects those who share it, just as the Lord’s meal immunizes the
believer against death.” If one can accept the first statement about the reality of demonic forces, then the second one,
talking about the contagiousness of it, seems doubtful. Gooch, Dangerous Food, 58-59.

877 This split of the cultic and non-cultic aspect of £i6wAd0vtév in Pauline writings has been overlooked by
scholars. After an extensive search of previous literature on Paul’s reference to €idwAofvtwv and mopveia in 1
Corinthians 8 and 10, Christoph Heil, in his detailed survey of scholarship, reaches a conclusion in line with
traditional exegesis on the topic, that for Paul and his Corinthian readers, “monotheism and belief in creation
[should] neutralise any saving relevance of food taboos.” Heil then concludes that “[Paul] also places considerable
stress in 1 Cor 8-10 on the soteriological indicative, which he sets out to establish in order to correct certain
members of the Corinthian congregation. The imperative of love would then follow logically.” Christoph Heil, Die
Ablehnung der Speisegebote durch Paulus: Zur Frage nach der Stellung des Apostels zum Gesetz (Weinheim: Beltz
Athendum Verlag, 1994), 212-235. His conclusion reveals that Pauline soteriology was assumed by scholars in an
ethical way, rather than in the way which Torah prescribes in Deut 12: 10-28 (cultic and non-cultic food
consumption). Yet, the distinction between cultic and non-cultic patterns known from Deuteronomy would influence
Paul’s soteriology more than the “imperative of love” invented by modern scholarship and disconnected from Torah.
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any magical powers associated with food offered to them.®”® When the cultic aspect is involved
(feast in a pagan temple) the issue of sharing food would include joining in idol worship. Here,
idolatry is “the central issue being debated between ‘the weak’ and ‘the strong’ at Corinth.”3"
Paul clarifies it in v. 20, when he writes, AL &t 6 Bvovow [ta £0vn], dapoviolg kKai ov Oe®d
Bvovory, “but the sacrifices of pagans are offered to demons, not to God” (10:20), declaring the
problem of idol worship.

At this point, Paul again employs the construction ov 6élw® 6¢ which corresponds to o0
0élw yap in v. 1. He repeats the wording from the beginning of the phrase o0 6éhw yap VudC
ayvoeiv, adelpoi. This gives the impression that he returns to the thought with which he started.
His concern is the lack of knowledge, which he indicates by ayvoeiv. With the help of two
parallel sayings in 1 Cor 10:20, Paul points to the lack of knowledge about the spiritual
association of €idmAoBvtdv with worship of demons:

0¥ €A yap VUAG dyvoely, adelpol

00 B€A® 6¢ LUAG KOVWOVOLS TAV dotoviey yivesOot
The first person singular of the emotional 6éAw indicates that Paul is personally concerned about
the situation. Yet he does not insist or command, when he describes the two objects of worship
(God or demons), but allows his readers to choose, concurrently expressing his own opinion, o0
0éAw 8¢ VUGG KovwvoLg TV doupovimv yivesbat, “I do not want you to be participants with
demons” (10:20).3%

After this personal request, Paul makes a strong uncompromising statement in case some

would hope to keep on with ‘double worship’: o0 d0vacbe Tothprov Kvpiov Tivew Kol TOTHPLOV

378 Meeks calls this part of Pauline monologue a“diatribal question”, which later allows Paul to show that
although pagan gods are not real gods, they have some reality as demons. Meeks, “Midrash in 1 Corinthians 10.1-
22”7, 136.

379 Meeks, “Midrash in 1 Corinthians 10.1-22”, 133. In vv. 15-22 Paul prohibits any participation in pagan
cults. In v. 20 Paul quotes Deut 32:17directly.

380 The phrase makes it clear that pagans worshipping idols communicate with spiritual beings. Here, the
quotation is taken from Deut 32:17. Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 479. Another passage which supports this
belief is Ps 106:37.
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dapoviove ov dvvache tpanélng kvpiov petéyev Koi Tpamélng dapoviov, “you cannot drink the
cup of the Lord and the cup of demons too; you cannot have a part in both the Lord's table and
the table of demons™ (10:21). Fee states that Paul agrees with Corinthian believers in their belief
that idols are not gods. However, Paul shows that “they lack a truly biblical understanding of
idolatry, that the idols and their temples are the habitation of demons”.3! Here, Paul contrasts
pagan meals with the Lord’s meal.3®2

The phrase motfpiov kvpiov refers to blood, as is clear from v. 16: notprov ... €otiv T0d
aipotog 100 Xprotod. Thus, Tothplov kvpiov becomes linked to the Passover and the Exodus.
Passover participation presumes that people have come to true worship from idolatry, denying
their idols. That is why tpané{ng kvpiov cannot be associated with tpamélng dopoviov.
Otherwise, Corinthian believers would end up in the same way as the Israelites, who
KateoTp®Onoay yap &v T Epnuw. The word petéyewv “share, participate” and describes sharing
in both idol worship and true worship.3 This leads to compromised worship. Paul rejects the
possibility of such compromise on the grounds of Passover typology.

Part 4 (10:22, 23) is the concluding element of midrash that 1) alludes to the initial text;
2) binds all thoughts of midrash together, and 3) makes a summary statement. Part 4 corresponds
to all three features “in sequence”. First of all, in v. 22 Paul alludes to the initially mentioned
story of Israel’s dwelling in the desert. In two questions, 1| mopalnioduey 1OV KOpLOv; un
ioyvpdtepol avtod Eopev, “Are we trying to arouse the Lord’s jealousy? Are we stronger than
he?”, Paul seems to conclude that the consequence of compromised worship, is God’s

punishment.3* The device of questioning was chosen by Paul in order to switch attention from

381 Fee, Pauline Christology, 132, 134. Here, Paul’s main point concerns the lordship of Jesus. Paul prohibits
participation in festive pagan meals because the food which is sacrificed to demons becomes polluted, since the
demons are real forces. Thus, Paul does not treat the issue of the distinction of meats, here, but only the fact of their
pollution by sacrificing them to demons.

382 Fee, Pauline Christology, 132-133.
33 BDAG, petéyw, 1, 2. The first meaning is “share, participate”, and the second is “eat, drink, enjoy”.

384 It was noted that here Paul evokes Deut 32:21 LXX, where the napalnioduev 1oV kopiov was caused by
people’s persisting idolatry. Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 483.
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the ancient Israelites to his contemporary readers. The question could imply: Are we going to
follow evil desires, worship idols, commit adultery, and make God jealous?

The two questions in v. 22 presuppose a negative answer. Moreover, the results of those
actions are clearly stated: kateotpm®bnoav, Enecav, and arndAiivvto. With the help of these verbs
Paul binds the thoughts of midrash together. Moreover, his stress on the issue of power in pun
ioyvpotepotl avtod poses a question: What do we think of ourselves? Or, in other words: How do
we hope to remain unpunished? The thought hidden behind this question links the readers to the
first fall, when people thought to escape the possibility of God’s judgment. False worship and
eldwrobvtov first appeared at that time, leading people to kowvmvovg T@v daipoviov and
separation from God. The fall narrative reveals that people’s perception of themselves as gods
was false. Consequently, they fell under the judgment of God. The apostle shows the same
inevitability of judgment for Christians who compromise true worship.

The last feature of this concluding part of midrash is expressed in 1 Cor 10:23, in two
parallel summary statements:

[Tavta &€eotiv, GAL’ OO TAVTO GUUEEPEL.

[Tavta E€eotiv, GAL’ OO TAVTO O1KOSOET.

These statements recall the controversy between mdvteg and GAL’ o0k €v Toig mAeiooy aOTMV
€vdoknoev 0 Bedc in 1 Cor 10:5. This supports the harmonization of the views of the readers of
his letter, on account of m@vta. Paul calls Christians to think about community-building matters
instead of selfish exploitation of their freedom in Christ.3%

Part 5 (10:24-30) describes the practical application of the midrash composed by Paul.
The first sentence of this part repeats closely the parallelism of the previous two sentences. V. 24
states that Christians’ freedom presupposes serving each other: pundeig 10 £avtod {nteitm dAAL

10 100 £tépov. The introduction, which views freedom in terms of service, has an ethical aspect

385 Blomberg, 1 Corinthians, 202. Here, Paul shows the real freedom in Christ, which calls believers to serve
others above self.
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as well as a cultic one.®®® The whole passage is linked to Passover typology, when God liberated
Israel from bondage and gave them freedom. This divine example of true service provides the
background for Christian freedom, and calls Christians to care for one another and to prevent the
stumbling of those who are ‘weak’.

The discussion about €idmAo00tmV again bifurcates: the non-cultic and the cultic. Non-
cultic consumption is explained first. In v. 25 Paul shows the general solution for non-cultic
consumption: av 10 &v poakéAho toroduevov (“anything sold in the meat market” 1 Cor 10:25).
Here, meat or other food, even after being offered to idols, cannot be associated with the
particular idol worship, because it is sold at a price, while cultic food is viewed first as a gift to
the gods. Tomson argues, “in 1 Cor 8:1-10:22 Paul gives a general prohibition of food
consecrated to idols and prohibits participation in cult meals (cf. 8:10, 10:21), while in 10:25-28
he deals with food of unspecified nature, separated from an actual cult ceremony.”*®’ That is why
Paul says: écbicte undev avokpivovteg dud TV cuveidnoty, “eat ... without raising questions of
conscience” in 1 Cor 10:25. Further in v. 26 Paul explains the command with the conjunction
yap followed by a quotation of Deut 10:14, conflated with Ps 24:1. According to these texts any
food can be perceived as God’s rightful possession by the act of creation, unless it is involved in
arival cult.

After this general statement, Paul explains in detail. The first particular situation
discussed is when an unbeliever invites a Christian for a meal.3%® Here, the condition is stated

first, then the order. The single explanation for this command is presupposed in v. 26, mentioned

386 Paul points to the model of ethics revealed by Christ. For him “the celebration of Christ’s
sacrifice...serves as a centerpiece for Christian worship as did the temple in the Old Testament”. Ciampa and
Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 482. From this he suggests to the church members to view their behavior in terms of holy
temple service. The temple service presumed that priests would serve not their own needs, but the needs of others.

387 Tomson, Paul and Jewish Law, 207-208.

38 The meals in private homes, even if meat from sacrifices was used, were not focusing on religious rituals
and solemn religious worship from participants, but rather were meals of social importance (weddings, birthdays,
and visit of returning friends). The Christians could attend these meals “as long as no one explicitly identifies the
fare as idol-food.” Gooch, Dangerous Food, 31.
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above, which views all food as belonging to God, a priori. Referring to Ps 24:1, Paul in 1 Cor
10:25-27 states that the food bought at the market can be eaten ‘without enquiring’.*®° Even the
structure of Paul’s suggestion for €idwAoB0twv repeats the structure of the law given in Deut 14.
There the differentiation between cultic and non-cultic is seen clearly. Paul also repeats the
order, according to which the general law comes first, then the conditional matters appear and
regulations are followed by the explanations.

The second particular situation discussed is when the unbeliever or a ‘weak’ believer
claims the food todto iepdbvToV €otv. Paul here uses iepdbvtov to emphasise that food was
offered in the temple of a particular cult, while €idmAob0tmv has a more general sense. Tomson
considers €idmAdOvtov in Acts 15:29, 21:25 and Rev 2:14, 20 to be a synonym for igp66vtov in
1 Cor 10:28.3% He notes that the verb 80 has the meaning of “slaughtered and ritually offered
food” which includes more food than just meat.3%

In this situation Paul uses an imperative of prohibition, un éc6iete, and provides a double
explanation. The first is 61" ékeivov tov unvocavta, and the second is kai v cvveidnow (“for
the sake of the man who told you” and “for conscience’ sake”, 1 Cor 10:28). Paul clarifies which
conscience he keeps in view: cuveidnoty 6& Aym odyi TV £0vTod GALL TNV TOD £TépOL. He is
concerned for the sake of both the ‘weak’ and the ‘unbelieving’. If a Christian eats what is
declared iep6bvtov, he would tempt the ‘weak’ to idol worship and withhold testimony from the
‘unbelieving’.

Paul then poses a secondary explanation expressed in the form of two questions. The first

question, ivoti yap 1 Elevbepio pov kpivetarl KO GAANG cvveldnoewg, “for why should my

389 Tomson, Paul and Jewish Law, 206.

39 Tomson, Paul and Jewish Law, 189. See also BDAG, 0w, 1, 4. The word predominantly has the meaning
of “cultic offering, sacrifice, to kill ceremonially, slaughter sacrificially”. In other cases it may refer to non-cultic
slaughtering.

391 Tomson, Paul and Jewish Law, 168, 189. Tomson rightly notes that the wine and any other food offered
to demons were strongly prohibited for consumption and having profit from them.
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freedom be judged by another's conscience?” in v. 29, reveals the situation when Christian
freedom works improperly and tempts someone.®*? If a Christian eats iep6@vtév relying on
freedom from its god, his behavior can be judged by pagans as a denial of any gods. As a result,
their superstitious judgment can lead to a conclusion that Christians are irreligious.

The second question, in v. 30, is &i &y®d yaprrt petéyw, Ti Pracenuodpot Hrgp od yd
evyaplotd, “If | take part in the meal with thankfulness, why am | denounced because of
something I thank God for?” It reveals a problem, when an unbeliever and a Christian sit at the
table with iep60utdv. The gratitude of a Christian given to Christ for the gift of food would be
immediately blasphemed by the follower of a rival cult in the context of which the iep66vtov
was offered. Thus, Christian faith is threatened by double standard worship; Christ is
blasphemed and a ‘weak’ brother is tempted. The preventive behavior follows in part 6 in the
form of a general call, detailed and illustrated from Paul’s personal example.

The general call of part 6 (10:31-33) becomes a summary of the previous argumentation.
The wording of v. 31 starts with connective conjunctions €ite ... €ite... which can be translated,
“whether...or”. The phrase, site obv 8c0iste gite mivete eite 11 moigite, means “everywhere
whether you eat, whether you drink, or whatever you do.” Here again mavta can be found in the
passage after the five-fold mdvteg in part 1 and summary statements of part 4. The way in which
mévtao is used in part 6 seems to have a positive tone, which contrasts with previous occurences
of mwévta and mavteg. Whether or not previous ndvta reflects the frivolous attitude of Christians
to their freedom in Christ, the last wévta shows a godly attitude. This attitude is reflected in the

imperative: mévta gic 36&av Osod motsite. 3%

392 Ciampa notes that “if the Christian does not abstain, their pagan friends may decide the Christian is not
consistent with their convictions, or is a hypocrite.” Ciampa and Rosner, 1 Corinthians, 493.

393 It was noticed that the phrase 56&av 0go in 1 Cor 10:31 echoes the Gen 1-3 account. This link is evident
in Apoc.Mos. 20:1-2; 21:5-6. There, Adam and Eve were deprived of the glory of God, but “it was promised that
this glory would be restored in the eschaton (39:2)”. Murphy-O'Connor, Keys to 1 Corinthians, 110.
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In the Pauline letters the hope of re-creation includes true, undivided worship.
Expectation of re-creation was reflected in a number of Jewish documents contemporary with
Paul.>®** Malcolm states that “the idea of future resurrection of bodies (or a future return to new
bodies) was certainly prominent in early Judaism, probably arising from scriptural themes
evident in Isa 26:19 and Dan 12:1-3.3% Also, the necessity of full commitment to God was clear
from the prophetic writtings. Thus, the promise in Jer 31:31-34 of a new covenant written on the
heart demonstrates the “inwardness” of the new covenant.3% Ezekiel, like Jeremiah, speaks of a
future inner renewal of people’s hearts from idolatry.3% It is likely that the apostles on the
Jerusalem Council kept the same matters in mind while viewing the issue of Gentile converts.

After a general statement, details follow in v. 32: dnpdokonot kai Tovdaiolg yiveohe kai
“EXMnow kol 1§ ékkAinoia tod 0goD, “do not cause anyone to stumble, whether Jews, Greeks or
the church of God.” This reveals three of the most vulnerable spheres of Christian life, when it
comes to the intersection of three different religions (Christianity, Judaism, paganism). Here,
Paul shifts to his personal experience of dealing with different cultural contexts: kay® navta
ndow apéokm, “even as | please all men in all things,” in 1 Cor 10:33. Here ndvto appears again

in the positive sense with dpéoxm nacwy (“give pleasure, satisfy all others”).3% Paul in v. 31

3% Malcolm shows that in Qumran tradition (1 QH, column 2, lines 20-30) God was expected “to act as the
great Reverser”. Moreover, the hope of restoration similar to resurrection appears in Pss. Sol. 3:11-12 and T. Jud.
25:4. In these texts one’s dedication to God is a necessary condition of future reversal. Also, some texts of the OT
can be viewed as pre-cursoring a ‘resurrection’ theme (Ps 22, 30, Isa 53, Ezek 37; Job, Esther). Malcolm, World of
1 Corinthians, 132, 138, 152.

3% Malcolm, World of 1 Corinthians, 152-154. He shows that in some places in 1 Corinthians letter, Paul
places Gen 1-3 in the background. He concludes that “God’s work in resurrection is thus paralleled with God’s work
of creation”. The view that resurrection is paralleled to creation was not new with Paul, but was expressed in Ps
104:27-30; Isa 44:2, 24; 2 Macc 7:28-29 and Esd 6:6.

3% Similar thoughts are present in Luke 22:20 and 1 Cor 11:25 with the same accent on renewal of “heart”.
Hubbard, New Creation, 18.

397 Ezek 6:9; 11:21; 20:16 reflect the idolatry of Israelites which takes place in their hearts. Ezek11:19-20;
14:7; 36:26-27 speaks about the renewal of hearts from idolatry and infusion of a new Spirit. Hubbard, New
Creation, 22, 25.

3% BDAG, apéoka, 1, 2. The meaning is “win favor, please, flatter, to give pleasure/satisfaction,
accommodate.”
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clarifies serving in the context of Christian freedom by the words un {ntdv o éuavtod
oOLPOPOV AL TO TGV TOAA®V, “Not seeking mine own profit, but the profit of many”. His target
is “that they may be saved” (iva cwbdowv), which perfectly fits into the Passover typology of the
wider passage.

Moreover, the typology of the passage presumes salvation in an eternal sense in a
creation-fall-re-creation paradigm.3® This is clearly shown by use of images from the fall
narrative in all four parts of the midrash. The call for salvation in this passage can be
summarized by the call to be fully dedicated to God. For the ‘weak’ this means a ban of
compromising worship, and for the ‘strong’ this means Christ-like behavior. The final call
punrai pov yiveoBe, kabag kayd Xpiotod elucidates this idea by Paul’s own example of

complete dedication to Christ.

2.2. The possible reference to eidwAioBvtv in Romans 14:1-15:13

Rom 14:1-15:6 reveals several debated issues in the Roman congregation. Although
eldmAoBvtoV is not mentioned, some scholars discuss the similarities of this passage with the
lexemes in 1 Cor 8:1-13.4%° Rom 14 raises debates about who can be understood as ‘the weak’
and who as ‘the strong’, from Paul’s perspective. Some scholars believe that the issue is to be

viewed as a dispute between Gentile and Jewish converts.*®* Thus, Watson identifies the “weak”

399 Murphy-O'Connor supports the idea of Pauline expectation of a re-creation. He states, “Adam before the
fall was the revelation of what God intended humanity to be”. In Christ the believers have been recreated according
to the eternal plan of God. Murphy-O'Connor, Keys to 1 Corinthians, 111.

400 The similarities were observed and discussed by Tobit, Karris and Hultgren. Thomas Tobin, Paul's
Rhetoric in Its Contexts: The Argument of Romans (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2004), 408-409. Arland Hultgren,
Paul's Letter to the Romans: A Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2011), 498. Moreover, Byrne views the
issues of Romans 14, 1 Corinthians 8 and the Apostolic Decree in Acts 15 together. As a result, the Decree is
viewed as reflecting the position of the “weak in faith”. Brendan Byrne, Romans, ed. Daniel Harrington, SP, vol. 6
(Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2007), 405.

401 Many scholars have tried to explain the issue of ‘weak’ and ‘strong’ in light of the diverse community in
Rome. Robert Karris shows the contrasting opinions of Rauer and Minear. According to Minear, ‘the weak’
described Jewish Christians, who were legalists and the Gentile converts who accepted the yoke of the law. The
‘strong’ were the antinomians. Rauer at the same time believes that the ‘weak’ are the Gentile Christians “whose
practice of abstinence from meat stems from their prior religious background in Gnostic, Hellenistic mystery
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as “Jewish Christians, not as ascetics or syncretists.”%? Also, Fee believes that, for Paul, the
Gentile converts should not force “Gentile freedom” on the Jews.4%3

However, Brendan Byrne softens the discussion when he identifies the ‘strong’ as those
who are more confident in salvation granted to them in Christ, while the ‘weak’are those who
“do not lack sufficient measure of faith... but they have not as yet allowed it to permeate all
areas of life.”4% According to Byrne, faith was viewed by Paul in terms of faith in God as
Creator, an ability “to discern God acting creatively.”*% Thus, the connection between Rom 14
and 1 Cor 8 can be explained in two ways: if the issue in Roman church was of cultic origin, then
this common cultic background would support linking of Rom 14 to 1 Cor 8; if the issue was of
ethical nature, then Rom 14 and 1 Cor 8 discuss different matters though the wording is similar.

The debate in Rom 14:1-15:6 was about food and days. However, it is not said that the
debate was raised about Sabbath, kashrut and any other signs of Jewish identity.*°® Paul

discusses the topic widely, and raises ethical questions in addition to those concerning food and

religions.” Robert J. Karris, “Romans 14:1-15:13 and the Occasion of Romans,” in The Romans Debate, ed. Karl
Donfried (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1991), 66-69.

402 Watson, Paul, Judaism, Gentiles, 176. Here, Watson notes the similarities in language in Rom 14:1-15:13,
where in Rom 14:14 the weak avoided the kowdv. He believes that this term is connected to the Jewish dietary laws.
He finds then, that in Rom 14:20 the phrase ndvta pév kabapd is equivalent to ovdev kowdv in v. 14. He sees here
similarities with Acts 10:15 and 11:9 in the phrase 6 6 0g0¢ éxafdapioev, o un kowdv. Thus, according to Watson
the ‘weak’ identifies the Jewish Christians who like Daniel in Dan 1:8-16 avoids eating of meat and drinking wine
from the table of Gentiles in order not to be defiled. At the same time Watson identifies the Gentile converts as
‘strong’.

403 Fee, Pauline Christology, 260 -261. He views this polemic in terms of observance/ nonobservance of
Jewish dietary laws and days and suggests freedom from these issues in Christ. At the same time he notes that the
passage primarily points to Christ who is the Lord of all. Then the question arises of how to fit the “liberal”
approach to the Jewishness of Christ, His people and Paul himself. Moreover, Fee notes that v. 11 provides “a
collage of two Isaianic passages”, as they appear in LXX in Isa 45:23 and Isa 49:18. The Isaianic context does not
provide any ground for the liberal approach to Sabbath observance or dietary law.

404 Byrne, Romans, 408-409. He mentions the ‘day observance’ as a possible allusion to “the continuing
validity of Jewish celebration of the Sabbath and other festivals”. He notices that this issue remains undeveloped and
thus is “of secondary importance to the main question concerning food”.

405 Byrne, Romans, 408.

408 Arland Hultgren notes, “in regard to vegetarianism, there are no commands in the Torah that anyone
should abstain from consuming meat, as long as it is classified as ‘clean’”. Here Hultgren states that “it may be too
simplistic to conclude that Paul is referring to the observance of Jewish traditions by Christians in Rome”. Hultgren,
Letter to Romans, 499-500.
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days. He shows to the church the problems caused by a judgmental attitude, separation into
groups, strife among the groups, and lack of concession to those who are “weak” in faith.*%” The
diagram of this passage is provided in Appendix 2.

The diagram shows that the passage can be divided into three parts. Part one (14:1-4)
discusses the debates around the food issue. Here, Paul starts with the same reference to tov 6¢
acOevoivta 1) miotel. The participle, dcBevodvta, also occurs as 6 aoBevdv in 1 Cor 8:11. The
passage 1 Cor 8:7-12 contains five occurrences of this word in different variations. Part two
(14:5-13) concentrates mostly on the issue of day observance, including a direct quotation of
scripture from Isa 49:18; 45:23 (LXX).*% The quotation, however, does not answer the questions
about day observance raised by the Roman church. Instead, Paul uses scripture in order to point
to the coming of the Judgment day. The third part starts with Paul’s own opinion about matters
mentioned above (food and days). Here Paul also quotes Ps 69:9 (LXX 68:10).%° The quotation
reflects an ethical approach to the matters mentioned. Part three (14:14-15:6) clarifies the issue
of food more than the previous two parts. As is clear from the Table 1, these passages have many

similarities.

407 Tt was noticed that the passage contains “the inconclusive results concerning foods and days” and reaches
the point when everyone “must accommodate the sensibilities of others on issues that arise.” Hultgren, Letter to
Romans, 504.

498 Tobin, Paul's Rethoric, 410.
409 Psalm 69:9 was “one of the texts most frequently cited in the early Christian tradition in regard to the

passion of Jesus”. The text also presumes that Christ, for love of others, submitted himself to suffer violence from
sinners. Byrne, Romans, 425.



Table 1 - Comparative study of 1 Cor 8:1-13 and Rom 14:1-15:6
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The common ideas:

Rom 14:1-15:6

1 Cor 8:1-13

“Weakness”

1 Tov 6¢ dcBevodvta ti) mioTet. ..

10 ... ovyi M ovveidnoig avtod dobevoig

dvtog oikodopundnceton €ic o a0 gidwAobvTa

¢obicy;

The “weak” avoid

several kinds of food

2 0¢ pev motedeL payev Tavta,

0 8¢ dcBevav Adyava £c0ict.

TwvEG 0¢ T ouvnBeia Eg dptt ToD giddAov

¢ eidmAdBuTtov £6biovoty, kal 1) cuveidnoig

adtdv dcbeviig oboa LOADVETAL.

Some kinds of food are
tempting items for the

“weak”

13 10 pn| 18évon TpodoKOpLL TG

AdEAP® 1| oKAVOOAOV. ..

p Tog 1) €Eovaio DUAY avTn TPOCKOUUL

yévntoat 1oig dcbevéoy.

Food does not defile by
itself, unless it tempts

the “weak”

20 pn &vekev BpdLOTOG KOTAAVE TO
£pyov 10D Beod. TavTa pev kobapd,
AALA KOKOV T@ AvOpOT® TG S

TPOCKOULOTOG Ea0iovTL.

8 Ppdpo 0€ Mudg 0 mapactoet @ Oed-
olte éav un edympev Hotepoveda,

oUTE €0V PAYMLLEV TEPICCEVOLEV.

Ethical admonition

concerning food

15 &i yap dwo Bpdpo O AdeAPOS GOV
Avmeitat, 0OKETL KT Aydmny

TMEPUTATELS.

13 d16mep &l Bpdpo oroavdarilel Tov

adeh@dV pov. ..

Contrast between the

value of food and the

value of salvation

un @ Ppdpoti cov Ekeivov dmdAlve

mEp o0 Xp1otog dmébovey ...

11 amdéAhvton yap 0 acbevdv €v i ofj
YVOOEL,

0 AdeAOG 01’ OV Xp1LoTog AméBavey.

Restriction of food
preventing temptation

for the “weak”

21 kaAov TO PN eayelv Kpéa unde
gV otvov IndE &v @ 6 4delpdC Gov

TPOCKOTTEL.

00 un eaym Kpéa gig TOV aidva tva pun Tov

adel@OV LoV GKAVOOMO®.

Tempting of the “weak”

is a sin.

22 o0 miotwv [{v] &xeic kotd
GEOVTOV...23 O 8¢ SluKPIVOLEVOS €0V
0ay”n Katakékprral, 6Tl 00K €K
mioTemg: AV O€ O 0VK K MIOTEWDG

apoptio €otiv.

12 obtmg 0¢& apoptdvovieg gig Tovg
A0eAPOVG Kol TOTTOVTEG AOTAV TNV
ovveidnow dcbevodoav gig Xpiotov

ApopTAvETE.



http://www.tlg.uci.edu/help/BetaManual/online/SB.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu/help/BetaManual/online/SB.html

289

From Table 1 one can conclude that Rom 14:1-15:6 discusses the issue of meat sacrificed
to idols similarly to 1 Cor 8:1-12. However, there are some differences: the terms ‘food
sacrificed to idols’, ‘knowledge’, ‘freedom’, ‘idols’ and ‘conscience’ appear in 1 Cor 8-10, but
not in Rom 14:1-15:6.4° The issue raised in the letter to the Romans is not of doctrinal (or cultic
sense), but rather of ethical significance, which makes it very distinctive from the issues of the
Corinthian church.*!! Hultgren states: “One cannot conclude...that the passages in the two letters
are about the same thing”.*'2 From this point, Paul’s dealing with the issue of &idwAo0VToV in
Rom 14:1-15:6 becomes less possible.

The major part of Paul’s argument in Rom 14:1-15:6 is based on Jesus’ ethical teaching,
and does not discuss the law of Torah. Paul’s first argument is: Tov 8¢ dcOevodvra. T mioTel
npochapfévecde (“Accept the one who is weak in faith™).413 This command is ethically rooted
in the actions of God, as it is said, 6 6g0g yap avtov tpocerdfeto (which is, “for God accepts
him”). Thus, the attitude of the church is compared to the attitude of God. Paul suggests that the
restrictive diet of the ‘weak’ should not be criticized, as it is said, Tpochapfdavecs un €ic
dwaxpioelc dSthoytopdv (“accept...without passing judgment on disputable matters,” in
Rom 14:1).414 The actions of people are contrasted with those of God, again, when Paul poses a

question, 6 0gd¢ yap adTOV TPOGEAUPETO. .. GV TiG €1 6 Kpivmv dALOTPIOV oikémnv? (*...for God

410 Hultgren, Letter to Romans, 498. Tobin, Paul's Rethoric, 412-414. Moreover, Tobin notes that despite
similarities in wording these two passages have differences in the nature of the disputes. The letter to the Romans
deals with a lack of tolerance of members toward one another, whereas in Corinth the letter reflects a very tolerant
approach of the church to sinners.

411 These differences between 1 Cor 8-10 and Rom 14:1-15:6 were overlooked by Heil who states: “In
Romans 14:1-15:7 Paul addresses concrete problems in the Roman congregation, including tension surrounding the
issue of Jewish food regulations ... The ritual-cultic distinction (clean-unclean) as a paradigm of salvation has now
been eliminated. Food regulations, and along with them the Torah, have become suspended in Christ and the
Kingdom of God.” Heil, Die Ablehnung der Speisegebote durch Paulus, 265.

412 Hultgren, Letter to Romans, 498.

413 Here, “Paul’s call is for tolerance.” Byrne, Romans, 408. Karris also notes that Paul is concerned to find a
way not to separate striving groups, but unite them, despite differences of opinions. Karris, “Romans 14:1-15:13,”
79.

414 Tobin, Paul's Rethoric, 412.The word npochauBévece appears in the ‘opening words’ in 14:1 and the
‘concluding summary words’ 15:7. This word creates a frame for the discussed matters and stresses the ethical
nature of the discussion.
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has accepted him... Who are you to judge someone else's servant?” Rom 14:3, 4). Then Paul
states the third contrast in v. 4, which differentiates between the destructive power of the critical
approach of someone and the constructive power of God.*'® The phrase, dvvatel yop 6 KOprog
otfjoat avtdv, adopts the perspective of the strengthening of ‘weak’ faith until one would be able
to avoid unnecessary restrictions.*

Part two discusses the issue of the observance of days, which may be connected to the
issue of food. This becomes clear from v. 6, where days are linked to food: 6 epov®dV TV Huépav
Kupim povels kai 0 £obinv Kupim £cbiet, kal 0 un €6binv kupin ovk écbiel (“He who regards
one day as special, does so to the Lord. He who eats meat, eats to the Lord”). The connection
between day and food suggests the presence of local traditions. The relation of this issue to
‘things sacrificed to idols’ cannot be established since no markers of idolatry appear in
Rom 14:1-15:6. Instead, those traditions could be linked to days of fasting.*!’

Paul views every human tradition in light of Christ’s lordship. At the beginning (V. 4),
Paul poses the question of the justifiability of criticizing others: oV 6¢ 1i kpivelg TOV adehpdv
oov; | koi oV Ti £Eo0veveic TOV 4dedpov cov?*® His answer points to 1@ Prport Tod Osod
(“judgment of God”).**® The thought has support from Isa 45:23, according to which everyone’s

judge and savior is God. For Paul, ‘the Day of the Lord’ denoted the end of the world, similar to

415 Here, the phrase duvatel yap O kOpioc otiicon avtov, is placed in contrast to the previously stated pr ic
dwkpioelg dtadoyopdv and to two following questions: oV 8¢ Tl kpivelg TOV AdeAPOV Gov; 1j Kol oL Ti é£0v0eveis
TOV AdeA@OV Gov.

416 Paul’s opinion here can be associated with the one of the ‘strong’. However, with the same probability,
Paul’s opinion can presume a third point of view and the phrase ‘duvoatel yap 6 kOplog otiicat avtdv’ could be
chosen as a rhetorical invention revealing the power of prayer which could change the opponents.

417 Discussing the observance of days, Hultgren also shows that “by the end of the first century some
Christians fasted on Wednesdays and Fridays”. Their choice of days was in respect of the fact that on Wednesday
the betrayal of Jesus was arranged, while on Friday Jesus was crucified. Hultgren, Letter to Romans, 500.

418 Here, the word é£ov0eveiv has the meaning of “belittle” and can have “a strong sense of contemptuous
rejection” and even reminds of Herod’s treatment of the captive Jesus in Luke 23:11. The Greek word kpivewv has
the sense, “judge negatively, condemn”. Byrne, Romans, 411-412.

419 The word Prpa is the term used for “judgment seat”, which is the platform for seating of a civic officer.
Paul used this term in relation to the judgment of Christ in 2 Cor 5:10. Hultgren, Letter to Romans, 514.
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Amos and Jeremiah.*?® Thus, the polemic of both parts one and two show Paul’s fight against
critics who create strife in church, and not against one’s diet. It suggests that strife arose around
traditions.

Part three (14:14-15:6) seems to provide some key terms on the food issue. The problem
of this part is the mix of terms. Paul states in v. 14b, 006&v kowvov 61" Eavtod and wavta pev
kabapd. The language here reflects the issue of clean/ unclean food.#?! However, the term kowvog
used by Paul here is different to dkdBaptog, used in Leviticus 11 in relation to meat of an
‘unclean’ animal.*?? The sentence reflects Paul’s own opinion, when he states in v. 14a in the
first person oida kai mémeiopon &v Kupio Incod 81t 008V kovodv S’ avtod (“1 know and am
convinced in the Lord Jesus, that nothing is common in itself”’) and continues this thought in
v. 20 with wavta pev kabopd. The question arises whether Paul himself did away with the
distinction between foods prescribed in Torah; or what kind of local tradition does he argue
with?

The assumption that Paul argues against the relevance of dietary laws for Christians is a
result of conjoining the two views (that of Paul and that of the ‘strong’).4>®> However, it is
difficult to ascertain with whose view (the ‘weak’ or the ‘strong’) Paul identifies. It appears that
the passage reflects three different opinions. The phrase 6 8¢ dofevdv Adyava £c8iel does not

state for which reason the “weak™ avoid eating meat. While it is stated that (miotevel paysiv

420 \Wright, Fresh Perspective, 141. The wording of the quotation repeats the LXX with the tiny difference of
placing ‘every tongue’ prior to the verb. The same quotation appears in Phil 2:10-11. Hultgren, Letter to Romans,
514-515.

421 Hultgren, Letter to Romans, 517.This distinction is “traditional in Judaism, expressed in Torah (Lev
20:25).” However, he notes that Paul uses the word kowvdg for ‘unclean’, while Leviticus and Hos 9:3 use
axaBaptoc. In Acts 10:14 both adjectives (kowog and dkaBoptoc) are used together.

422 samuele Bacchiocchi, The Sabbath under Crossfire: A Biblical Analysis of Recent Sabbath/Sunday
Development (Berrien Springs, MI: Biblical Perspectives, 1999), 215. This observation helped him to view the
kowdg meat in Rom 14 as ‘sacrificed to idols’. There are two arguments against this assumption: 1) there is more
evidence that the letter was written to Jewish converts rather than Gentile converts; 2) the theme of idolatry, well
described in 1 Corinthians, is not an issue in Romans. Thus, the only point which can be accepted is that kowdg used
by Paul was used not in relation to meat of “‘unclean animals, but rather in relation to any ritual kind of uncleanness.

423 The assumption that Paul had done away with kashrut is the result of joining Paul’s opinion to the opinion
of a ‘strong’ brother against the presupposition of the ‘weak’ brother, who avoids meat in his diet.
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névta) the ‘strong’ do not restrict their diet, it is not stated that they extend their diet.4>* The
word ndvta, here, might indicate all food is appropriate for consumption and thus does not
contradict the principles of the dietary laws. Finally, it is not said what kind of xafapd Paul has
in mind when he states, tavto pev kabopd.

When Paul writes mévta pév kabapd, he might reflect the teaching of Jesus about
‘uncleanness’ of food stipulated by the ritual law.*? In Matt 15:11, the verb form koo, ‘to
make unclean’, is mentioned precisely in relation to food.*?® However, in that particular text the
issue of clean meat was not under discussion. The text treated the uncleanness which can be
transmitted by ‘clean food’ when cleansing rituals were neglected. Cleansing rituals were the
part of the ritual law, viewed by the apostolic church as associated with the temple cult, fulfilled
in Christ and since then, unnecessary for keeping.

This is indicated by another occurrence of kowvog and dxdbaptoc in one passage that
appears in Acts 10:14.42” There, Peter receives a vision, and in Acts 10:15 God states: A 6 0gd¢
gkabdpioev, ob un koivov (“Do not call anything impure that God has made clean”). There, the
statement was made not about meats, but about the nations viewed by the Jews as ritually

unclean.*?® Moreover, interpreting Paul’s statement mévta pév kafapd, one needs to keep in

424 The cancellation of kashrut meat distinction would be viewed as an extension of the diet, because kashrut
was a typical diet of the first Christians, who were the converts from Judaism.

425 Here Paul may assume that all reversible uncleanness of food imposed by the ritual law is now cleansed
by the blood of Christ. Thus, BDAG, xafapdc, 1, 2, 3 ab, 4. Here the word indicates a ritual, cultic and moral sense
of cleanness and purity, while dxédaptog presumes the same sort of ritual and moral impurity. Both words in
Scripture relate to the context of holy versus unholy controversy. This word is employed often to indicate impurity,
or moral fornication, which cannot be brought in contact with divinity. BDAG, axd6aptog, 1, 2. Contrastingly,
Kkowdg means “common, shared collectively, ordinary, profane” and may mean “ceremonially impure”; BDAG,
kowog, 1 a,b,c; 2a,b.

426 Hultgren, Letter to Romans, 517.

427 Hultgren, Letter to Romans, 517-518. He also mentions the Pauline view of ‘clean’ and ‘unclean’ in
Romans in agreement with Mark 7:19; Acts 10:15; 1 Tim 4:3-4; Tit 1:15). All these texts support the ethical
dimension in which ritual uncleanness has to be viewed.

428 Hogeterp states that Paul tried to “defy the idea that the levitical commandment which distinguishes
between the holy and the common, and between the unclean and the clean (Lev 10:10) should entail a distinction
between Jews and Gentiles”. Albert Hogeterp, Paul and God's Temple: A Historical Interpretation of Cultic
Imagery in the Corinthian Correspondence, ed. B. Doyle and G. VanBelle, BTS, vol. 2 (Leuven: Peeters, 2006),
280.
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mind the Jewishness of Paul. Thus, it is less likely to understand ndvta pév kaBapd as linked to
kashrut. The Jewish view of Torah “was the foundation of early Christian theology.”*?® The
news that Paul had done away with kashrut would be striking for the Roman congregation and
would need to be supported by teaching.**® From this point the phrase mévto pév xodapd likely
would presume the cancellation of the ritual “‘uncleannes’ of food, rather then the dietary
prohibitions rooted in the natural law of God.*!

The reason for Paul’s view of all food as ovd¢v kowvov, becomes evident in v. 15, where
he states, i yap dud Bpdua 6 AdeAPOG cov Aveital, OVKETL Katd dydmny nepurateig (“If your
brother is distressed because of what you eat, you are no longer acting in love). Here Avreitau,
passive of Avméwm, means “to experience sadness or distress, be sad, be distressed, grieve”.432
This word contains an emotional component, and differs from tontovteg and okavdorilet of
1 Cor 8:1-13, which were used in the discussion about idolatry.**® The phrase is followed by a
cascade of statements of similar manner: pr t® Bpodpoti cov ékeivov dmdAlve HREP 0O XPI6TOG
anéOavey in v. 15; pny ProcenueicOm odv Hudv 1o dyadov in verse 16; un Evekev Bpdpatog
KkatdAve O Epyov Tod Beod in v. 20. As noted above, Avmeiton in Romans is contrasted by

behavior, katd dyémmv, which controls the solution in an ethical sense.*34

429 Young, Paul, Jewish Theologian, 62.

430 1f Paul had done away with this distinction long ago, and now agrees with the “believers” party who eat
all foods, then he would bring the scriptural evidences for his new “belief” and show the lack of ground for beliefs
of the “weak” party. Otherwise, the grounds of the “weak”, who continue the distinction of meat according to the
teaching of Torah, seems to be stronger than the ethical approach of the “strong” brothers.

431 Byrne notes, that Torah “did not prescribe abstention from meat nor forbid the consumption of wine.”
Byrne, Romans, 404. It is noteworthy that for Paul the uncleanness of food could be possible in several ways. For
example, the issue of cleanness/ uncleanness of food was involved in the situation when food was cooked by a
Gentile. Although this meat would be assumed as ‘unclean’ by pious Jews, Paul would view it as ‘clean’. In
addition, Paul views the cleanness of food in terms of xaxov and koAov in relation to avOpdne. In contrast to it, the
clean/unclean food in Torah was usually viewed in terms of holiness, which was required from men by God, and not
by an ethical approach of one to another.

432 BDAG, Mném, 2 b.

433 BDAG, tonto, b B, “to inflict a blow, strike, beat, wound” and figuratively “strike, assault”. BDAG,
oxavdaAilm, 1 a, “to cause to be brought to a downfall, cause to sin.”

434 «““Walking in love’ is central to Paul’s ethical teaching”. Hultgren, Letter to Romans, 518.
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The consequences of strife in the Roman church (described by aréAlve and apaptio)
have similarities with those indicating idolatry in 1 Cor 8 (dmoAlvton and gig Xpiotov
apoptavete). Both cases show that ‘weak’ members of the congregation can be disappointed by
fighting in the church. Yet the problem in Rome is pictured in terms of tpoéckoppa and
npookontel, which are definitely softer then poAdverar, okavdoaricn, apaptévovieg in 1
Corinthians. This gives support to the view that the issue in Romans was of an ethical nature.

This helps to explain the similarities between Rom 14 and 1 Cor 8. The grieving of the
‘weak’ as a result of discord in church could destroy their relationship with Christ.4® The
‘strong’, who puts at risk the salvation of the brother, would be viewed as one who values his
own opinion more than someone’s salvation. For Paul, if the issue does not contradict the
teaching of Christ, it should be accepted as possible. The fighting for one’s own opinion at the
cost of destruction of someone’s faith was, for Paul, similar to idolatry.

Finally, Paul in Rom 15:1 brings all his arguments to one common solution: O@eiAopev
O¢ MUETS ol duvatol Ta doBevipata TV ddvvatwv Pactdlev Kai un ovtoig dpéokey (which is,
“We who are strong ought to bear with the failings of the weak and not to please ourselves”).43
He justifies this solution by the example of Christ, kai yap 6 Xpiotog ovy Eavtd fipeoev. The
solution says nothing about the distinction between foods.**" It deals with strife in the church and
competing opinions. This choice of two quotations reveals that the passage deals with ethical
issues. To reconcile the arguing parties, Paul supported the opinion of “weak”, namely, to restrict

the diet. This is evident in his decisive statement in 14:21: kaAOV 1O un eayeiv Kpéa unde melv

435 |t was noted that the clause dvrép ob Xpiotog améavev in v. 15 “speaks of the saving work of Christ and
makes use of the kerygmatic vrep-formula.” This can be understood as the prevention of behavior, which destroys
another person who is also precious to Christ. Hultgren, Letter to Romans, 518.

436 Here the word ‘Ogeilopev, ‘obligation’, reflects the ‘way of love’. The clause p7 éavtoic dpéokety is
similar to 1 Cor 13:5, when it is said, “love... is not self-seeking.” Byrne, Romans, 424.

437 The reference to Christ in 14:9 makes evident that Paul’s solution has nothing in common with
cancellation of kashrut. Christ’ life and death cannot be accepted as a reason to cancel the distinction of meats,
because Christ lived and died in agreement with the teaching of Torah. Rather, the cancellation of the ritual law of
Torah can be viewed here as possibly Paul’s solution. The cancellation of the ritual law and appealing to the
example of Christ can be fitted into one thought, because he fulfilled the ritual law, bringing the atoning sacrifice.
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oivov unde &v @ 6 adelpdg cov mpookontel.**® The call in 15:6 appeals for unity in God
(opobvuadov év évi otopart) and for glorifying God.

It was noted that Paul’s scriptural proofs reflect: 1) the quotation about judgement of God
(14:11) by which Paul reminds readers that each one answers for himself; 2) the ethics of Jesus
(15:3) which Paul calls his readers to follow; and 3) the purpose of God for the salvation of both
Jews and Gentiles (Rom 15:8-9). This latter reference, Rom 15:9, quotes Ps 18:49 (LXX 17:50),
and is followed by a complex quotation from Deut 32:43, Ps 117:1 and Isa 11:10. All quotations
show the acceptance of Gentile converts into the ‘people of God’. This final quotation shows that
Paul’s main concern in Rom 14:1-15:13 is the salvation of the nations.** For this purpose, Paul
unites the Christians practicing Jewish laws and their opponents by the Christological orientation
of their beliefs. 44

This sheds light on the issue of Romans 14. The most probable reason for the ‘weak’ in
the Roman church to avoid eating meat is the issue of the ritual law, presuming uncleanness
transmitted in food by its association with ritually unclean people or substances. This view has

support from Dan 1:8, 12, 16; Tob 1:11; Add Esth 14:17; Jdt 12:1-2; T. Reu. 1:9-10; 2 Macc

5:27.%1 The possible connection of temporary ‘uncleannes’and food can be viewed on the basis

438 The meaning ‘It is better not to eat meat or drink wine or to do anything else that will cause your brother
to fall’ (Rom 14:21). Here, the Greek aorist infinitives @oyeiv and mieiv suggests, “he is recommending abstention
not by way of a permanent ban but as something applicable when the danger of providing a ‘stumbling block” is
present.” Byrne, Romans, 422.

439 Hogeterp, Paul and God's Temple, 292. He shows that Paul “redefined the idea of Israel’s cult in light of
the faith in Christ to unite the Gentiles in God’s covenant”.

440 1t was noticed by Karris that Rom 15:7-13 deals with Jews and Gentiles. Thus, the ‘weak’ has to be
identified with the Jewish convert, who still keeps the ritual law. Karris, “Romans 14:1-15:13,” 79-80.

441 Byrne, Romans, 404-405. Hultgren, Letter to Romans, 499, 500, 512. Hultgren also notes that Eusebius
(quoting from Hegesippus ca. 110-80 CE) described that James, the head of the Jerusalem church, refrained from
drinking wine and eating meat (Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, 2.23.4-5). However, the reasons for James’ fasting
in Jerusalem were, likely, different from those of the Diaspora Jews. Another probable solution would be the
distinction of days of fasting in the Roman congregation. This view has support from New Testament tradition in
Mark 2:20; Matt 9:15, and Luke 5:33. Although this solution would explain the connection between days and
restrictions of diet, is fails to explain the polemic about xowdg and dxkdfaptog in Rom 14.
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of Lev 11:31-40.%42 This reason would be viewed by Christ and the apostles as temporary
uncleanness.**® Since Christ’s death on the cross, the temporary uncleanness was cleansed and
the ritual law became unnecessary to observe.

The distinction of days (6 epovédv v fuépav) in 14:6 reflects the Jewish observance of
religious feasts, when pious Jews had to carry out purification rites.*** In those days, Christians
in the Roman congregation who kept the ritual law, likely observed the rites of purification. Jews
in Jerusalem could purify themselves in the Temple by bringing sacrifices. The Diaspora Jews
were deprived of this opportunity. Their way of purification might be similar to one described in
Dan 1:8, 10 (Moreover, Rome, in the days of the apostles, was compared to Babylon, in
1 Pet 5:13.). The idea of purification during the feasts can be seen in Paul’s statement, o0 yap
gotwv N Pactreia Tod Ogod Ppdoig kol moots. This phrase might reflect that some believers in
Rome viewed belonging to ‘kingdom of God’ as practicing the restrictions of diet, in order to be
closer to God. At the same time, the Jewish way to be closer to a holy God was provided by
purification rituals during religious feasts.**> Thus, it seems right to assume that those who
practiced Jewish purification rites in the Roman congregation abstained from meat and wine

during the days of the feast.

442 Hultgren, Letter to Romans, 499. He refers to Lev 11:1-47 not making a distinction between the issues of
permanent uncleanness of ‘unclean’ animals’ and temporal uncleanness of ‘unclean’ people, or things associating
with something that is ‘unclean’. The matter of distinction between two types of uncleanness would be viewed in the
possibility to cleanse it, presumed by the phrase “and he will be unclean till evening.” The temporal uncleanness of
the ‘clean’ meat would be viewed as a result of its contamination from the “‘uncleanness’ of the Gentiles.

443 The temporal uncleanness has to be viewed as a matter associated with the ritual law of Torah, which was
connected to the temple cult and was done away with on the Jerusalem Council. Preceeding the Jerusalem Council,
the teaching of Christ on account of temporal uncleanness, will be described in the chapter 4 of the present study.

444 The assumption of 6 ppovév v Huépav, as the observance of the days of feasts, is made in respect to the
fact that ppovéw has the meaning of “to think highly of.”” The custom of purification during the Jewish religious
feasts is reflected in Acts 21:20-26 regarding those in Jerusalem, and in Col 2:16 regarding those of the Diaspora.

445 |t was noted that the Jews in the Diaspora were involved in ritual and cultic matters “on a regular basis
within the synagogual culture of Paul’s time”. Hogeterp referring to Josephus, Ant. 14.261 who states that for the
Jews in the Diaspora, “purity laws probably regulated common meals in Jewish congregations, for one decree
addresses the issue of ‘suitable food’”. Hogeterp, Paul and God's Temple, 246.
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All these findings support the view that the distinction of food which took place in the
Roman church: 1) had a local character; 2) reflected an ethical issue; 3) dealt with the ritual
uncleanness of food.**® From this point the relationship of the discussion in Romans 14 to the
apostolic council can be assumed as possible.**” The apostolic view of the ritual law in Acts 15
does not contradict that of Paul in Romans 14. Instead, both passages show agreement on the
view that ritual observance was not necessary for salvation. In this situation, when some ‘weak
in faith’ had difficulties accepting it, Paul suggested a concession for them. That is why Paul’s

approach to the issue puts forward an ethical solution.

3. Chapter summary

The discussion developed in this chapter builds a firm foundation for the following satements:

1) Detailed exegesis of Gen 1-3 reveals that the four prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree in
Acts 15 are rooted in the creation-fall narrative.

2) The rationale for all four prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree is the natural law of God,
known from the fall.

3) The prohibitions can be viewed in an ethical and cultic sense together, and linked to the
issue of true versus false worship

4) The creation-fall-re-creation paradigm provides the framework for the matters of the

Apostolic Decree.

446 The ritual uncleanness of food has to be viewed as an ethical matter here, since the doctrinal review on its
account was made during the Jerusalem Council and took the form of the Decree. Pauline permission to accept the
opinion of the ‘weak’, which has no theological grounds anymore, has to be viewed as the ethical approach.

47 Byrne, Romans, 405. He comes to the conclusion that in Romans 14 Paul likely was seeking to project
“the kind of tolerance that would find room for the range of concerns reflected later in the Decree”.
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The prohibitions of aipatog and nviktdv reflect the controversy between life and death
(known since Gen 3:19). It was given to illustrate the belief that only God has power over
life and death.
The prohibition of aipatog has to be understood to contain two concepts: “blood
represents life”” and “blood redeems life”. The first is rooted in the natural law of God,
while the second was developed later in the form of the ritual system. The concept,
“blood redeems life,” was fulfilled in Christ’s death and made keeping the ritual law
unnecessary.
The prohibition of nvikt@v, also, is rooted in the controversy between life and death. It
pictures death as the process that reversed creation (Gen 2:7) and is in accord with the
belief that the breath returns to God (Eccl 12:7). Resurrection is the reverse process, from
death to life, yet similar to the creation of man (Ps 104:30). The ‘strangled’ things
symbolically represent the destruction of this natural cycle. Violation of natural law and
deliberate eating of mvikt®v would indicate an extreme degree of unbelief in God the
Creator.
The prohibition of mopveia also has roots in the natural law of God. The principle of
separating two people from ‘one flesh’ and then uniting them into ‘one flesh’, becomes
the basic rationale for marriage ordained by God. Deviations from it are described by two
terms, mopveia and povyeio. Here, mopveia becomes the denial/destruction of the concept
‘two become one flesh’ because of the cultic practices of pagan worship. The violation of
the natural law thus becomes designated as “idolatry.”
Mentioning of €idwlobvtwv and mopveia in the Pauline writings also reveal the typology
and midrashic constructions built on the basis of the creation-fall narrative. There, the
prohibition of mopveia also has to be linked to the issue of worship. Pauline logic passes
judgment on idolatry with eternal punishment, and thus also fits it into the creation-fall—

re-creation paradigm.
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10) The apostles on the Jerusalem Council reviewed all the laws of Torah. They imposed no
matters of the ritual law on the Gentile converts. The ritual system was called a ‘yoke’.
However, the issues which Paul faced after the Council (Acts 21) and which he reflected
in his letter to Romans 14 show that he was tolerant on account of those who continued in
keeping the ritual law.
The case for the link between the four prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree and the Gen 1-3
account has been clearly demonstrated. The prohibitions are fitted into the creation-fall-re-
creation paradigm, which provides a logical, temporal and conceptual frame for all four. The
worship motifs behind the prohibitions, whose role is to support the reversal from pagan idolatry

to a true worship, is now evident.
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CHAPTER 4

The literary context of the Apostolic Decree in Luke-Acts

1. The roles of ritual and universal law in Luke-Acts

This chapter argues that Luke viewed Jewish ritual law to have been fulfilled in Jesus’
messiahship. With the help of narratives, Luke shows that since the cross the ritual law has
become unnecessary for Christians. Luke often discusses this issue from different angles and fits
it into the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm.! Luke uses the issue of the ritual law separately
from the moral law rooted in the universal law of creation and separately from those dietary
laws, which are rooted in natural law, known since the fall.

The creation-fall-re-creation paradigm allows Luke to define Jesus’ mission in terms of the
restoration of God’s universal order in the world.? This paradigm pictures the reversal of
temporary ritual uncleanness and the process of the restoration of God’s creation to the stage it
had before the fall.> The concept of natural law, which takes its origin in the creation-fall account
of Gen 1-3, provides an explanation of permanent uncleanness present in the world until the time

of re-creation.

1 The creation-fall-re-creation paradigm is important for Luke: it correlates with the Levitical Jubilee and its
eschatological interpretation in Isa 61:1, 2. Daniel M. Gurtner, “Luke's Isaianic Jubilee,” in From Creation to New
Creation: Biblical Theology and Exegesis, ed. Daniel M. Gurtner and Benjamin L. Gladd (Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 2013), 135-136.

2 Kulikovsky rightly notes that Paul, in Rom 8:19 and Phil 3:20-21, shows “that it is Christ Himself who
conducts the transformation of our bodies in order that they become just like His glorious body”, and who “on the
cross has paved the way for the full restoration of human beings.” He states that the restoration starts when one
acknowledge Christ as Lord. Kulikovsky, Creation, Fall, Restoration, 279.

3 An illustrative role of a cleansing ritual is focused on the removal of sins from the world. C. Beetham
describes the pattern of creation-fall re-creation and concludes: “as the destruction by flood is depicted as de-
creation, so the post-diluvian renewal is depicted as re-creation, as new creation”. Thus, the apocalyptic aspect of
the flood narrative represents cleansing of all uncleanness from the world with help of waters and the following
process of re-creation. Christopher A. Beetham, “From Creation to New Creation: The Biblical Epic of King,
Human Vicegerency, ang Kingdom,” in From Creation to New Creation: Biblical Theology and Exegesis, ed.
Daniel M. Gurtner and Benjamin L. Gladd (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2013), 242.
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1.1. Rethinking the role of ritual uncleanness in light of Christ’s messiahship

This section shows how Luke in his double-volume work reflects a knowledge of different
groupings of the Law. While he retains norms of moral law, he argues that keeping the ritual law
is no longer necessary. Luke widely discusses the issue of the temple cult and the ritual law
connected to it. Striking, however, is the lack of discussion of the dietary laws in Luke-Acts.
When Luke raises the issue of food, it is to indicate its ritual uncleanness after its association
with unclean matters. He views food as free from demands of the ritual law, leaving it only under
demands of the dietary laws rooted in natural law, and not under the ritual law of Torah.

The ritual law is a significant issue for Luke.* The rites of purification, temporal
uncleanness connected to leprosy, death, flow of blood, demon possession receive his attention.
He shows that all these types of uncleanness were healed and cleansed by Jesus.® The progress of
narratives brings the reader closer to the issue of spiritual cleansing. Luke shows the way in
which ritual cleansing was replaced with spiritual. For him, baptism was established to express
publically this spiritual cleansing, which invisibly had already taken place in the inner world of a
believer. Finally, Luke rethinks the meaning of feasts connected to temple cult and levitical
service, proposing a fresh spiritual meaning of the Passover, Pentecost and the priesthood of all
believers.

The issue of the Gentiles becomes prominent in Acts. Here the author reveals the
importance of faith, inner cleansing of the heart, and the pouring out of the Holy Spirit, since the
ritual law has become unnecessary for salvation. All these ideas finally prepare for the decision
taken at the Jerusalem Council. The relationship dilemma between being a believing Jew versus

a Gentile convert is resolved after any partiality in the Church (the body of Christ) is rejected.

4 Marguerat on the basis of Luke’s Gospel narratives argues that Luke does not ignore the ritual component
of the law. For Luke “the Law in its integrity remains in force.” Daniel Marguerat, The first Christian Historian:
Writing the ‘Acts of the Apostles’ (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 60.

% In Luke’s Gospel, all of Jesus’ healing miracles “function as signposts” called to reveal how the kingdom of
God will be in its eschatological consummation. Beetham, “From Creation to New Creation,” 250-251.
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According to the Decree, the Gentile converts are accepted without obliging them to become
Jews, keeping the ritual law and participating in temple cult. At this time the dietary prohibitions
of the Decree still appear among the necessary things. These are the matters associated with the
dietary laws of Torah, rooted in natural law.® Their appointed role in the creation-fall-re-creation
paradigm is to illustrate the issue of spiritual uncleanness until the time of complete re-creation

of the world.

1.1.1. Focus on the priestly service in Luke 2:21-24, 39

The Gospel of Luke begins with the special focus on righteousness from the priestly
perspective.” Luke places the narrative, where an angel is foretelling Jesus’ birth (Luke 1:26-38)
in the midst of another story (Luke 1:5-25 and 1:39-80). It seems that the shift was made not
only to keep events in chronological order, but also for theological reasons. Beginning with the
miracle in the family of the priest Zacharias, Luke changes perspective and inserts between v. 26
and v. 38 an announcement of Jesus’ birth. Then, from v. 39 to v. 56 he joins two stories in order
to record the announcement of Jesus’ birth by Zacharias’ family. Luke returns to Zacharias’

family in 1:57-80. The insertion, here, of Mary’s response to an angel could serve as a positive

® The dietary prohibitions listed in the Decree are associated with natural law (examples Gen 6:19, 20; 7:2, 3;
9:3, 4; Lev 3:17; 7:22-27; 11:1-27, 17:10-14; Deut 12:21-25) and have to be viewed separately from the dietary
restrictions rooted in the ritual law (examples Exod 12:3-11, 15; 13:6, 7; Lev 6:14-18, 26-30; 7:15-21; 11:32-35, 40;
17:15). The difference between the two types of dietary laws has to be viewed in two aspects: 1) The dietary laws
rooted in natural law are not connected with any cultic issues, imposed on Israelites as on aliens, performed
everywhere, every time and by everyone, while the dietary laws linked to the ritual law are linked to the religious
feasts, holy places, and sacrifices. The latter can be eaten by the priesthood or by a ritually clean person; 2) violation
of the dietary laws rooted in the natural law does not presume cleansing rituals, while the violation of the dietary
laws linked to the ritual law presumes the cleansing rituals (temporal uncleanness until evening, cleansing of body
or a jug by water).

7 Bock notices that Luke often employs the motif “of obedience to the law and faithfulness to the temple” in
Luke 2:23-24, 27, 37, 39, 46; 16:17; 19:45, 47; 21:37-38; 23:56; 24:53. Darrell Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, ed. Moises
Silva, BECNT, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2002), 77 n. 17. The importance of temple motifs for Lukan
theology can be assumed from the fact noted by Stein, “Luke began and closed his gospel with a scene taking place
in the temple”. Robert H. Stein, Luke, ed. Daid S. Dockery, The New American Commentary, vol. 24 (Nashville,
TN: Broadman, 1992), 74.
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example of unconditional faith in God.® In contrast, Zacharias’ righteousness, in accord with all
the demands of the Mosaic law, seems inadequate for salvation (1:19, 20), since it lacked faith.®
Later, in Luke 11:16, 29 Pharisaic demands for a sign from heaven are compared to Zacharias’
demand, given no approval, and contrasted with true faith.° The faith of Mary (1:38), in
contrast, is pictured as the only appropriate response to God’s salvific work.

The ‘narrative within narrative’ technique of Luke is used to reveal the great difference
between the works of the law and the work of faith.!! In chapter 1 of Luke, the effect of
‘narrative Within narrative’ becomes strengthened by reason of both narratives sharing the same
motif, namely the miraculous conception of a child.*? In Mary’s case, pregnancy is absolutely
incomprehensible to human logic, and Luke stresses the role of faith in terms of salvific
history.!® Law obedience without faith in God’s every word, as seen from the narrative, does not
bring the fulfillment of hopes. Thus, from the beginning of Luke’s Gospel the role of faith

surpasses the role of works of the law.

8 With help of “positive and negative examples of people struggling with faith” Luke implicitly invites the
reader to believe and be blessed (Luke 1:20; 1:45; 8:12, 50; 22:67; 24:25; Acts 4:4, 32; 5:14; 8:12; 9:14; 10:43;
11:17; 16:31, 34). Allison A. Trites, “The Gospel of Luke,” in Cornerstone Biblical Commentary, ed. Philip W.
Comfort (Carol Stream, IL: Tyndale House, 2006), 44.

® Zachariah’s family is pictured ‘walking blameless’ in évtoloic kai Sucardpacty (Luke 1:6), where gvtoAaic
and dwoudpacty appear in LXX together in Exod 15:26; Deut 4:40; 6:17; 10:13; 27:10 and express “complete
conformity to the will of God. Philip Esler, Community and Gospel in Luke-Acts: the social and political
motivations of Lucan theology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 112. However, “a punitive
miracle”, similar to Acts 5:1-10; 13:6-11 performed by an angel reveals that Zacharias’ righteousness without faith
lacks God’s approval and is even condemned. Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke (I-1X), AB, vol.
28 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1981), 328.

10 This parallel was mentioned by David E. Garland, Luke, ed. Clinton E. Arnold, Zondervan Exegetical
Commentary on the New Testament, vol. 3 (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2011), 69.

11 Here, Mary’s childlike faith is contrasted with priest Zacharias’ unbelief. Later the same technique appears
in Luke 8:40-54, where Jairus, the ruler of the synagogue, is compared to an unnamed woman. His faith becomes
strengthened by the miraculous healing of the woman (vv. 43-46) in response to her faith. Thus, the power of faith
becomes the main motif stressed by the ‘narrative within narrative’ technique of Luke, in both cases.

12 Also Stein notices parallelism of the stories here. Stein, Luke, 69.

13 Garland, Luke, 81. He explains what makes Jesus’ conception beyond extraordinary in comparison to
John’s extraordinary conception.
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When the narrative comes to Jesus’ birth, Luke emphasizes the following important
features: the birth took place in the city of David; the lineage of Joseph was from David, the
announcement of Jesus’ messianic role by the angels; the image of the Lamb of God hinted at by
the manger, shepherds, and flocks against the background of the main theme. Soon after, Luke
reverts to the ritual law theme, picturing Jesus’s parents in Luke 2:21-24, 39-40 performing “all
things according to the law of the Lord”.1* At the same time Luke inserts two personages into the
narrative, Simeon and Anna, who prophesy about the messianic role of Jesus: ¢@g &ig
amoxdAvytv E0vdv kai d0&av Aaod cov Topank (Luke 2:32). At this point, it looks as if two
themes, the messiahship of Jesus and that of the ritual system of Israel go ‘hand in hand’.

Luke 2:21-24, 39 in the diagram in Appendix 3 is divided into three parts. Part 1 (v. 21)
describes the circumcision of the infant Jesus. Circumcision was, supposedly, performed in or
near Bethlehem, not in the Jerusalem temple, because Mary had to stay away from the temple
during her temporary uncleanness after delivering the baby.!® The possessive pronoun avtév in
the phrase ai fjuépot Tod kabapropod avtdv (Luke 2:22) would likely indicate that the baby was
considered unclean too, because of his close association with his mother.*® Circumcision
signified that a boy became a Jew and was consecrated to worship God according to the Jewish

cultic system.’

14 Bock shows the complex quotation of Laws here: the purification ceremony for a mother (Lev 12:2-4, 6)
and the presentation of the first-born son (Exod 13:2, 12, 15; 34:19; Num 18:15-16). Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 234.

15 Here Luke refers to the law in Lev 12:1-4, which is viewed as the part of the ritual system. The first week
after the delivery of a baby is compared with the ritual uncleanness of a woman during the time of her period: ...
she shall be unclean seven days; as in the days of the impurity of her sickness shall she be unclean” (Lev 12:2).
Then, the woman “shall continue in the blood of her purifying three and thirty days; she shall touch no hallowed
thing, nor come into the sanctuary, until the days of her purifying be fulfilled” (Lev 12:4).

16 The temporary ritual uncleanness was viewed as contaminating according to Lev 15:3-12. However, the
baby sharing the mother’s uncleanness was not obliged to be purified by the bringing of sacrifices. His purification
was made by cleansing the body with water. Bock notices that Joseph could be viewed as unclean, “because he
aided in the delivery” (according to m. Nid. 5.1; 2.5; 1.3-5 contact with blood made one unclean). Bock, Luke 1:1-
9:50, 236. Stein states that the temporal uncleanness of Joseph can be assumed on the basis of a “one flesh” concept
of Gen 2:24. Stein, Luke, 113.

17 This rite was witnessed by friends and relatives and was a sign of the covenant in Gen 17:12, 21:4; Lev
12:3, the sign of election, which “marked off Jews from the heathen people around them.” Garland, Luke, 125.
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Part 2 (vv. 22-24) describes the events in the Jerusalem temple, where sacrifices were
required for the purification of the mother.'® The child needed only to be cleansed by water.
Another ritual was prescribed for firstborn sons, who had to be dedicated to the Lord, according
to Exod 13:2, 12, 15 and Num 3:13, 8:17. The diagram of the passage presents these two rites
separately (A and B). Both were described by Luke as katé tov vopov Mobcéng in v. 22.2° The
parallel, koi ®g étélecav mavta Ta Katd TOV VOOV Kupiov, IS seen in v. 39. Either Luke had no
idea how to classify these laws, or he viewed the ritual law as part of the Mosaic law. Moreover,
the parallel statements suggest that Luke viewed the ‘law of Moses’ as the ‘law of God’, given
through Moses.?’ Luke 2:41, 42 states that Jesus’ parents attended the Jerusalem feasts
annually.?! The phrase katé T £00¢ in v. 42 does not refer to attending the sanctuary annually;
that was a law obligation.?? Rather, it explains why Jesus was included after he turned twelve.?®
Luke, even at this early stage of kerygma development, clarified the difference between kota Tov
vopov kupiov and kotd 10 £€00g.

Part 3 (vv. 39-40) reports the covenant blessings: 16 6& moudiov nbHEavev kai Ekpatatotto

TAnpovUEVOV Goia kol xapig Osod v ém’antd describes blessings as spiritual, not material,

18 |_uke Timothy Johnson, ed. The Gospel of Luke, ed. D. Harrington, SP, vol. 3 (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical
Press, 1991), 54, n. 22. See also Garland, Luke, 135.

19 Jervell notes that only Luke used phrases such as vopm xvpiov (Luke 2:23, 24, 39) and tod natpdov vopov
(Acts 22:3) in relation to the law of God, and the different phrase 1 £0e1 1@ Mobcémg (Acts 15:1; 6:14; 21:21;
28:17) when he was referring to Mosaic customs. Jervell, “Law in Luke-Acts,” 24. See also Jervell,
Apostelgeschichte, 389.

20 Fitzmyer, Luke (1-1X), 426. He notices that the phrase ‘the Law of the Lord’ is “Luke’s way (see vv. 24,
39) of referring to the Mosaic Law (see v. 22)”.

2L This shows that Jesus’ parents “were utterly faithful to the law” given to Israel by Moses. Esler,
Community and Gospel in Luke-Acts, 112.

22 The ritual system prescribed the bringing of sacrifices to the holy place, in single sanctuary (Exod 23:17;
34:23, 24; Lev 16:2; Deut 16:16). That was demanded by the law. The age when the child could join his parents was
not stated by the law, but seems to be viewed individually. The tradition, derived from the Prophet Samuel’s story in
1 Sam 1:20-24, viewed the readiness of a child to serve the Lord at approximately twelve years of age.

23 Johnson notes that Luke often presents pictures of ‘teaching in the Temple’ (Luke 2:46; 19:47; 20:1; 21:37;
22:53; Acts 4:2; 5:21, 25). Johnson, ed. Gospel of Luke, 61. This may prefigure the role of Jesus’ teaching, which
supersedes the Temple cult and sheds light on his reply “I must be in my Father’s house” (2:49).
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wellbeing.?* This would suggest that the spiritual growth of a child was not only the result of
parents’ obedience to the law of Torah, but also because of their faithfulness to God. Their
faithfulness was in fulfillment of the covenant in a spiritual way, which pleased God, being more
than just the formal keeping of a tradition. Thus, for Luke faith acquires an important role in the
spiritual aspect of the covenant relationship.

However, faith does not cancel the whole law. It seems that Luke shares James’ idea: 1)
TioTIg oLV PYEL TOIC Epyolg avtod (James 2:22), at least, until the point in the Gospel when the
messiahship of Jesus becomes clearly stated. From that point onward, faith dominates in the
narratives, and takes on a key role in terms of salvation.?® In some narratives the contrast
between faith and law-keeping would allude to a cancellation of the law. In those cases the ritual
law seems to be under discussion. Luke does not place the keeping of the moral law in
opposition to faith.

Luke stresses Jesus’ own loyalty to the moral law and to the high ethical principles of his
teaching.?® This observation leads to an assumption that Luke contrasts saving faith in the
messiahship of Jesus with formal keeping of the ritual law. Johnson confirms, “Luke never
connects circumcision to the issue of righteousness or salvation. It is for him a ‘custom of
people’”.?” This aspect will be reviewed below in paragraph 1.1.2, in Luke 11:37-44, where

ritual cleansing becomes a matter of dispute between Jesus and the Pharisees.

24 Here the phrase echoes Samuel’s story, using the wording from 1 Sam 2:21c, 26. Fitzmyer, Luke (I-1X),
432.

% Rebecca Harrocks noted that in Luke (as well as in the rest of the Synoptic tradition) the healing of the
Gentiles by Jesus “are all carried out without bodily contact” (in Luke 7:1-10; 8:26-37; 17:11-19). She explains it by
the fact that in all those cases “faith is put forward”. Rebecca Harrocks, “Jesus’ Gentile Healings: The Absence of
Bodily Contact and the Requirement of Faith,” in The Body in Biblical, Christian and Jewish Texts, ed. Joan E.
Taylor (NY: T&T Clark, 2014), 83-84, 98-100. Thus, faith is seen as a power which overcomes the ritual
distinctions.

% Esler notes that while Mark 12:28-34 simply represents Jesus’ personal opinion to a scribe, Luke’s Jesus
refers to the law in these words: “What is written in the law?”” Then the Deut 6:14 quotation follows. Esler,
Community and Gospel in Luke-Acts, 115.

21 For the use of ‘ethos’ in the writings of Luke, compare Luke 1:9; 2:42; 6:14 as well as Acts 16:21; 21:21;
26:3; 28:17). Johnson, Acts, 259, n. 1.
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1.1.2. Luke 11:37-44
This passage raises the issue of ritual uncleanness and can be subdivided into six parts.?®
Part 1 (vv. 37, 38) pictures Jesus in the home of a Pharisee. The introductory phrase 'Ev &¢ t®
hodfjoar suggests the importance of Jesus’ words in vv. 34-36. Those words ‘ignited’ imagery in
the minds of listeners, which illustrated the difference between the pre(darkness) and post(light)
condition of the human mind in relation to conversion.?® This radical change effected by
conversion links the prediction in Luke 1:79, “to shine upon those who sit in darkness and the
shadow of death,” to the final formulated purpose of the Gospel proclamation in Acts 26:18: “to
open their eyes so that they may turn from darkness to light and from the dominion of Satan to
God.” The motif appears not only in Luke but also in other New Testament texts.*°

This observation supports the expectation that in this passage Luke will view the ritual
law from the perspective of one’s personal conversion, which he contrasted with formal
observance of the ritual law. Luke 11:37 sets the scene: épmtd avtov Doapioaioc Hnwc aptoTion
nap’ avt® “a Pharisee asked Him to have lunch with him”. It can be assumed that the Pharisee
had a positive attitude toward Jesus as he welcomed him to his home and share a meal. Jesus also
had a positive attitude, accepting the invitation, eicelM0mv 8¢ avéneoev (he went in and reclined at
the table).

The shift of the positive flow of the scene to the negative starts in v. 38. The indicator of

the shift is the word é0avpacev (from Bovpale “wonder, marvel, be astonished”).! It seems that

28 The diagram for this passage is given in Appendix 3.

29 Stein notices three proverbs here, linked by the word “light”. The first saying links Jesus’ ministry to light
(2:32; 8:16, 11:33), the second saying pictures the recipients of the light (11:34, 35), while the third shows the
influence of Jesus’ light on the lives of those who receive him (11:36). Stein, Luke, 337.

30 Conversion, expressed by the turning from darkness to light, appears in 2 Cor 4:6 Eph 5:8; John 3:19; 1
Tim 5:5, 1 Pet 2:9.

31 BDAG, Oavpdlo, 1, a, afy.
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the Pharisee perceived Jesus’s actions as very unusual and inexplicable.®? The subordinate clause
Ot 00 Tp@TOV EPanticn Tpo Tod dpictov, “that He had not first ritually washed before the
meal,” clarifies that the matter was a violation of ritual cleansing. Here, éBanticOn could indicate
washing of the whole body by immersion in a basin, or just washing of hands.3® The phrase
npdTov Tpd Tod dpictov reveals the proper order of the ceremony: before a meal 3

The significance of this ritual was built upon the presupposition that in public places, one
might acquire uncleanness from ritually unclean people.®® According to Lev 15:7, “whoever
touches the person with the discharge shall wash his clothes and bathe in water and be unclean
until evening”. Supposedly, since early morning Jesus had been surrounded by people who were
looking for healing. Many of them had different kinds of uncleanness. The Pharisaic emphasis
on washing before each meal reflected a belief that uncleanness itself can transfer with food from
outside the body to the inside.® The Pharisee’s astonishment can be explained by his doubt
whether Jesus willingly violated v mapddootv 1dv npecPutépwv (the tradition of the elders) or

because he was unaware?

32 In Exod 30:19-21, 40:12 only priests were commanded to wash hands before entering the holy place, yet
Pharisaic oral tradition extended it to all people. Moreover, “a later rabbinic tradition likens eating bread without
previously washing the hands to having intercourse with a harlot” (b. Sotah 4b). Garland, Luke, 493.

33 Johnson mentions Essenes’ ritual bathing before meals, found in Josephus Jewish War 2:129. In m.
Yadaim, esp. 4:6-8 the discussion on washing of hands is given. Johnson, ed. Gospel of Luke, 188, n. 38. Garland
speaks about the Pharisaic tradition of hand washing accompanied by the pronouncement: “Blessed is He who has
sanctified us with his commandments and commanded us concerning the washing of hands” (b. Ber. 60b). Garland,
Luke, 154 n. 9, 493.

34 Bock shows that this ritual was described, but not prescribed in the OT. The rabbis made it a custom.
Darrell Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, ed. Moises Silva, BECNT, vol. 2 (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2002), 1111,
1112 nn. 11, 12.

35 The ritual was developed in order to avoid the possibility of any contamination through ‘uncleanness’ from
people with 1 pdoig avtod dxdBaptdc éotwv (in Lev 15:2) which is “a discharge from someone’s body.” The source
could be men or women, lepers, or demon possessed. The Gentiles were also considered to be unclean.

3 This belief was mentioned in Mark 7:2, 5 and Matt 15:20, where Jesus argues against this assumption.
Moreover, it is said that the belief was not the teaching of Torah, but belonged to katd v Tapadootv TV
npeoPutépov (Mark 7:5). Garland notes that according to Pharisaic beliefs, consuming unclean food would defile
the inner parts of a body. Consequently, Pharisees believed that “the righteous could not be filled with Torah and
prayer, if they were defiled”. Garland, Luke, 493.
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In part 2 (v. 39) Jesus answers the Pharisee’s doubts; einev 68 6 kOp1og TPOC AVTOV
introduces a contrasting opinion by the conjunction d¢. Jesus’ words include several contrasts.
The first is between the situation at present (described by the indicator of present time vdv) and
the future destiny of Pharisees (presumed in prediction aALa ovai vuiv...). The second contrast is
between the vpeig oi @apioaiot (the pronoun shows to whom the speech was addressed) and
Jesus himself.3” The third contrast is between internal cleansing of the conscience and external
cleansing of the body.

According to Jesus, the Pharisees were concerned about cleansing the outside of each cup
and platter (10 £€wBev 10D motnpiov kai tod wivakog kabapilete). Jesus emphasizes the tendency
of the Pharisees to focus on cleaning things which do not come in contact with food and look
like an unnecessary precaution.®® Jesus uses the opportunity to put the plate’s outside alongside
other things of secondary importance. Maximum attention is given by Jesus to the issues of
people’s hearts (10 6¢ EcwbBev LUDVY YENEL aprayfic kai movnplag which means, “but inside you
are full of robbery and wickedness”).%® The comparison between a cup and a heart reveals a
dissonance: the cup is perfectly polished, while the heart remains dirty.*® While the appearance
of a cup merely impresses neighbors, the uncleanness of a heart attracts God’s judgment.

The inevitability of judgment allows Jesus to make four exclamations. The first one
appears in Part 3 (vv. 40, 41) and starts with the vocative adjective Gepovec, “foolish,” addressed

to listeners.*! Their foolishness consists not only in negligence about the coming judgment, but

37 Jesus’ action revealed that “the oral law of the Pharisees is not given by God, and therefore had no
authority over Jesus and his disciples.” Mclver, Mainstream or Marginal, 157.

38 According to the rules of ritual purity the inside of the cup was primary. Cleansing the outside of the cup
“does not affect the ritual status of the inside”. Garland, Luke, 494.

39 Johnson notes that while the Pharisees accuse Jesus of not following their tradition, he accuses them as
sinners against the laws of Torah (care of the needy in Deut 14:29). Johnson, ed. Gospel of Luke, 192.

40 This notion is expressed in OT: 1 Sam 16:7; 1 Kgs 8:39; 1 Chr 28:9; 2 Chr 16:9; Ps 7:9; 139:2; Prov 15:11;
16:2; Jer 11:20). Also, the same thought appears in the NT, in Acts 1:24, Rev 2:23. Trites, “Luke,” 184.

41 The word “fools” appears here and in Luke 12:20, in the story of the rich fool. Trites, “Luke,” 184-185.
Lukan use of this word may presume the extreme foolishness of those who are considered to be spiritually rich,
while they are unable to manage the treasures given to them by God.
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also in a wrong assumption that one can separate the inner and outer natures of the person. Jesus
asks: ovy 0 momcag o EEmbev kai 10 Eowbev énoincev; “did not He who made the outside make
the inside also?”” According to Jesus, one cannot be partially clean. For him, cleanness is total
purification of heart and life before God and people. True cleansing is viewed by Jesus not as a
merely formalistic ceremony, but as repentance and filling the heart with God’s mercy.*? Here,
the theme of conversion again becomes woven into a narrative. Luke brings the reader to
understand that the Pharisee also needs a conversion of heart.

Jesus suggests: mAnv t0 évovta 60te Ehenpocvvny, “but that which is within give as
alms.”* Instead of the tradition of the elders, Jesus focuses attention on the ethics of Torah.** He
adds, kai 1000 wavta kabapd Vuiv €otv, “and then all things are clean for you”. The phrase
presumes an assurance that God is merciful enough to forgive people their errors in secondary
issues, while they themselves are merciful to one another. The stress on alms is made
intentionally. Practicing of charity teaches one to know the very heart of God. One’s admission
that God is a merciful savior would signify the beginning of conversion.

The following three exclamations include the triple pronouncement of woes. They refer
to parts 4, 5, and 6. Part 4 (v. 42) describes the first ‘woe’, which should not be defined by the
following phrase 611 dmodexatovte, “that you pay tithe.” The adversative conjunction gAia
before ovai Vuiv suggests that the negative example lies deeper. The conjunction d\La refers to
Kol Tapépyecde TV kpicv kai TV dydnnv tod Beod. The verb mapépyopar means “pass by,

transgress, neglect, disobey.”* Then, in part 4 (v. 42b) Jesus continues the theme of God’s love

42 Stein notes a Lukan link between appropriate cleansing and repentance leading to generosity. Stein, Luke,
340. Lukan dependence on Deuteronomy was noted by Thomas L. Brodie, The Birthing of the New Testament: The
Intertextual Development of the New Testament Writings, ed. Stanley E. Porter (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2004),
270-273. He believes that Luke shows the law of how much the law in Deut 4-6 is abused by the Pharisees.

4 Here Jesus could suggest to “give the things inside the cup” as alms. Stein, Luke, 340.
4 See Deut 15:7 later strengthened by Pss 41:1; 112:9; Prov 19:17; 31:20; Eccl 11:1, 2; Isa 58:7.

4 BDAG, napépyopar, 4. In general meaning “to ignore something in the interest of other matters.”
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and mercy (v aydammv tod Beod), which he started in part 3 (v. 39b). The charity mentioned
above, thus, can be viewed as the first practical application of God’s love. Mentioning of tithe of
every kind of garden herb intensifies the image of severe formalism, while negligence flourished
regarding the moral aspects of Torah, such as justice and love.*®

The pronouncement of ovoi, ‘woe’, in v. 42 is linked to God’s wrath.*” The woe can be
assumed to be the future result of a imbalance in the spiritual sphere, caused by focusing on
rituals, customs and man-made traditions instead of knowing and serving God in truth. The final
statement of Jesus, tadta d¢ £del morfjoan kakeiva un mapeival, “these are the things you should
to have done, without neglecting the others,” makes the task of the Pharisees twice as hard. This
hyperbole is designed to show the senselessness of overdoing the law, and the prominent need of
total spiritual conversion.

Part 5 (v. 43) contains the second woe pronouncement. In the previous part Jesus showed
that the Pharisees mapépyecbe v aydmnv tod Oeod (“pass over the love of God™). This lack of
love was compensated by the Pharisees’ love of self-aggrandizement: ayondte tnv
TpoToKadEdpiay €V TG GVVAY®OYATS Kol TOVG ASTAGHOVG &V Taig dyopais, “for you love the front
seats in the synagogues, and the respectful greetings in the market places” (Luke 11:43).
Choosing this application of Torah, the Pharisees increased their selfishness.*® This deprived
them of the ability to be filled with the love of God for people, and withheld from them the
experience of conversion and receiving salvation. That is why the warning was pronounced in

the form of a ‘woe-exclamation’.

46 Stein shows that Pharisaic oral tradition was much more “extensive than the OT with regard to what one
was supposed to tithe” (see Lev 27:30-33; Deut 14:22-29; 2 Chr 31:5-12). The importance of love and justice was
stressed in Mic 6:8. Stein, Luke, 340.

47 Here, the woe represents the prophet’s powerful denunciation: it is “akin to a curse that warns against
catastrophe”. Garland, Luke, 494.

48 Trites notes here Jesus’ critique of Pharisaic self-centeredness. Trites, “Luke,” 186.
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Part 6 (v. 44) expresses the third ‘woe’ against Pharisaic formalism. The dispute in the
Pharisee’s home began over a cleansing ritual (which was a rabbinic extension of the ritual law),
expressing one’s external piety. It then proceeded to the inner sphere of spiritual uncleanness.
Reaching this point, Jesus turned the thought about and linked it again to the issue of the ritual
law. After revealing the heart’s deepest issues, which are hidden selfishness and lack of spiritual
unity with God, Jesus brings the topic back to the issue of cleansing rituals. His reference to
tombs shows a terrifying degree of uncleanness.*® He literally says that some are very close to
the condition of being spiritually dead.>® This striking thought is accompanied by the fact that the
tombs are to &dnha (neuter plural adjective &dniog “not clear, latent, unseen”).%* In other words
those tombs represented the most dangerous kind of masked uncleanness. People who came in
contact with this uncleanness do not even know it!

The discussion above shows Luke’s view that the only way to cleanse spiritual
uncleanness is a total conversion. External cleansing rituals are contrasted by Jesus with the
spiritual realms. The rituals have become a shadow of true conversion, precursory, preliminary
treatments of temporary uncleanness given to God’s people in anticipation of Christ’s mission.
The narratives in Luke-Acts one after another show that Jesus cleanses various types of
temporary uncleanness. Repentance and faith are pictured as detergents cleansing hearts.
Gradually, the cleansing rites become secondary, while God’s call to a cleansing of conscience

becomes prominent.

49 According to Num 19:16 and Lev 21:1-4, 11 the uncleanness of a dead body caused uncleanness for a
week. In a similar way the Pharisees’ pseudo-spirituality led people to the grave. Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, 1117, see
also n. 20.

% The comparison with the tombs either likens the Pharisees to the ‘living dead’ or represents their teaching
as death-giving. Stein, Luke, 341.

51 BDAG, é6nhog, 1.
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1.2. Replacement of ritual cleansing by baptism

Luke tends to replace ritual cleansing with baptism.>? This tendency is tied by Luke to God’s
sovereign will, expressed from the beginning. Note that Luke opens his Gospel by mentioning
the divinely appointed mission of John the Baptist, whose mission was outlined before his birth
by the words “émiotpéyan kapdiag” (Luke 1:17). His ministry stressed the importance of
repentance for forgiveness of sins: knpvccwv Panticuo petavoiog €ig doeov apaptidv (Luke
3:3).% The phrase, Banticpa petavoiag, here can mean a ‘cleansing of repentance’.>

The spiritual meaning of ‘cleansing of repentance’, preached by John the Baptist, is
preserved in narrative form in Luke 3:7-9. Luke introduces the baptismal sermon of John by
ELeyev oDV 101 Ekmopevopévolg dyrotg PanticOijvar vV’ awvtod. The first statement of John’s
sermon unmasks people’s attempts to perform the ritual cleansing without carrying its spiritual
significance. For some, the opportunity to demonstrate loyalty to God in public seemed
attractive. However, John demanded inner conversion of the heart, and was not pleased with a
ritualistic approach. His phrase in v. 7, tic vnédei&ev DUV UYETY Ao ThHe peAlovong opyiig,
“Who warned you to flee from the wrath to come?” reveals that the motives of some new
converts were in reality rooted in hypocrisy. Performing a ritual without sincere spiritual
conversion would lead one God’s inevitable judgment.

At the same time John declares how to respond: mowcote odv kopmodg d&iovg Thg

petovoiag, “bring forth fruits worthy of repentance”. The noun petdvola has the meaning of

52 In the OT, prophets have already connected repentance and renewal with washing (Isa 1:16-17; 4:4; Ezek
36:25-26; Zech 13:1). Garland, Luke, 154.

53 Here, ‘repentance’ literally means ‘a change of mind’ and ‘forgiveness of sins’ represents “a present
realization of the future eschatological forgiveness at the final judgment.” Stein, Luke, 128.

% Josephus (Antiquities 18.116-19) states that John the Baptist required yuyfig Sicaroctvr. Josephus viewed
John’s baptism as more meaningful than the baptism-washing at Qumran. Stein, Luke, 128.
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“a change of mind, repentance, turning about, conversion.”® Invisible ‘turning about’ of the
heart to God has to become evident in a new convert’s real life.*® John declares what hinders
people from ‘cleansing with repentance’: an assumption rooted in a popular belief that all Jews
live under the protection of the covenant of Abraham:® ki | &p&ncOe Aéysty v Eavtoic
[Matépa Epopev Tov APpadu (v. 8). Ethnic inclusion in the Abrahamic covenant without
conversion is insufficient. The baptism which John preached was a sign of spiritual renewal, a
step towards re-creation. That is why John, in his illustration employed stones as suitable
material for creating spiritual children for Abraham (dOvatot 0 0e0¢ €k 1@V AoV TovTOV EyEipot
Tékvo 6 ABpadyr).>®

Moreover, the comparison between the hardened hearts and the stones (t®v ABwv

toutov) illustrates why hearts cannot be changed by merely a ritual cleansing. A fruitless tree in
v. 9 cannot change its nature. The need for the re-creative power of God is made evident. The
images of an ax, fruitless tree and fire in v. 9 illustrate the fate of unrepentant people and reveal

the urgent need for re-creation. Emphasis on dvvatat 0 8eoc presents spiritual conversion as an

act on a par with creation, which only God can perform.>

% BDAG, petdvota.

% Luke stresses the universal need for repentance (11:29; 13:1-5; 11:13) which is “confirmed by subsequent
life”. John Nolland, Luke 1-9:20, ed. D. A. Hubbard, WBC, vol. 35a (Waco, TX: Word Books, 1989), 148.

57 According to some Jewish writings such as m. B. Mes. 8:1; m. Abot 5:19; b. B. Qam. 32b; Gen. Rab. 53:12,
the Jews understood themselves to be the ‘sons of Abraham’. They believed that this ancestral connection shielded
them from God’s wrath. Garland, Luke, 156.

58 The comparison with stones keeps in focus their lifelessness and uselessness. It reveals the same spiritual
condition of the descendants of Abraham before God. This means “no automatic radical superiority or alienable
birthright.” Nolland, ed. Luke 1-9:20, 148. In Luke 3:8, yap presumes contrast in John's speech: not between stones
and sons, but between their inability to bear fruits of repentance and God's ability to re-create, or even create new
creatures from the stones. Thus, Luke puts stress on God’s ability to raise new sons. Moreover, the word éysipw,
here, was chosen by Luke, instead of “moiéw.” It was made because Luke was focused on re-creation and not simply
on a new creation. Compare £ygipw in Luke (9:7, Acts 3:15, 4:10; 5:30, 10:40, 13:30, 37) and Pauline writings
(1 Cor 15:12, 15, Gal 1:1; Eph 5:14, 1Th 1:10) where it is used to describe the resurrection or the future re-creation,
which begins with "repentance.”

%9 Ryan T. Jackson states that early Christian literature “did use creation language to speak about
conversion”. Ryan T. Jackson, New Creation in Paul's Letters: A Study of the Historical and Social Setting of a
Pauline Concept (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 7. Also, Luke uses creation motifs for the baptism rite, when “the
same creative spirit” known from Gen 1:2 “comes in fullness at Jesus’ baptism (3:21-22)”. Pilgrim, “Luke-Acts and
Creation”, 53.
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Acts 2:37-39 continues the Lukan theme of the replacement of ritual cleansing by
baptism.%® The response to Peter’s sermon at Pentecost is an example of the conversion of
listeners, followed by baptism. Here, baptism was different to the situation in Luke 3:17-19.
People were first “pierced to the heart” (xotevoynoav v kapdiav) by Peter’s message.®! They
found themselves in a hopeless condition, incurable by any procedures of the ritual law. Their
question, ti momowpev, dvopeg adehpoti; “Brethren, what shall we do?” reveals this.

Peter opens before them the way of spiritual re-creation by declaring, Metavofcate kai
Bortictnte Ekactog LUV Emi Td ovouatt Incod Xpiotod, “Repent, and let each of you be
baptized in the name of Jesus Christ,” in v. 38. He calls people to a personal (§xactog Du@dVv)
experience of spiritual birth, which comes in three steps. The first, petavoncare, relates to
renewal of the inner person. The second step, BanticOntw, is the outward sign of inward
cleansing from sin. Baptism in the name of Jesus (£rti 1@ 6vouartt Incod Xpiotod) is a
declaration of Jesus Christ’s lordship, which makes the cleansing from sin possible due to
forgiveness (gig dpeotv TOV APAPTIOY DUDV).

The third step of spiritual birth is linked to a promise of the Holy Spirit (kai AfpyecOe
v dwpeav Tod ayiov mveduatog) and attracts special attention. Ritual cleansings and other rites
of purification illustrated that the only way for a believer to associate with a holy God is an
absolute physical and spiritual cleansing. The presence of the Holy Spirit with the new converts
signified such an absolute cleansing. Thus, a spiritual birth indicates one’s inspiration, which
testifies that re-creation of the heart has been accomplished.

As soon as Peter announces these three steps of a spiritual birth, he also recalls the

covenant on the basis of which the promises (1 érayyelia) of salvation can work. It is likely that

%0 Bock notes, “John the Baptist preached a unique baptism, a washing of preparation for the coming of
God’s salvation”, which “involved a change of thinking” and change of behavior. Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 296.

61 Here, the word kateviccopau is the same as used in Isa 6:5 which presumes regret (in its spiritual sense),
with the meaning, “I am ruined/lost.” William J. Larkin, “Acts,” in Cornerstone Biblical Commentary, ed. Philip W.
Comfort (Carol Stream, IL: Tyndale House, 2006), 395.
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Peter, here, refers to the covenant with Abraham, since he uses similar wording in relation to the
Abrahamic covenant in Acts 3:25.%2 For Peter, this covenant presupposes not national
exclusiveness, but national inclusiveness. The salvific act of God, here, is also viewed as a re-
creation of hearts.%® In terms of the re-creation process, all nations are viewed as equally
accepted.

Accordingly, from John the Baptist until the time of Peter’s sermon, the ritual of baptism
in the writings of Luke pointed to a new spiritual birth: the first step of re-creation. During this
time a transition of the ritual’s form took place, revealing the shift from outward submission to
the Jewish ritual law to the inner re-creation of a believer by the power of God, expressed by
Christian baptism. The presence of the Holy Spirit in baptism testified divine approval. Thus,
baptism replaced the practice of ritual cleansings and became a foundational practice of the early

church.

1.3. Uncleanness of leprosy in narratives of Luke 5:12-14 and Luke 17:11-19

In addition to the replacement of ritual cleansing by baptism, Luke raises the issue of the ritual
law and shows its fulfillment in Christ’s earthly ministry. This thought is supported by passages

which deal with the different types of ritual uncleanness: leprosy, flow of blood, dead bodies.®*

62 Here Peter states: “It is you who are the sons of the prophets, and of the covenant which God made with
your fathers, saying to Abraham, ‘And in your seed all the families of the earth shall be blessed’” (Acts 3:25). Here
Peter’s "Yeic éote vioi ... thc Stadrxng fig 180eto 6 Bedg PO TodC ToTépag UMV recalls the phrase Dpiv yap oty
1N énayyeAia in Acts 2:39. Moreover, the phrase Kai v 1@ onéppati cov Evevioyndncovtol mdcot ol matprol Thg yig
in Acts 3:25, which includes under the blessings of the covenant all humanity, seems to be similar to xai Toig
TEKVOLIC VU@V Kol ToY TG €l pakpav doovg dv Tpockaiéontal KOplog 6 0g0g Nudv, which in different words
shows that the promises belong equally to the descendants of Abraham and to all chosen from among the nations.

83 According to Larkin, Peter points to the gift of the Holy Spirit that “regenerates, indwells, and transforms
lives.” Larkin, “Acts,” 396.

8 The uncleanness of leprosy (and the flow of blood) in rabbinic writings was connected to the uncleanness
of death. Leprosy’s similarity to death was shown in Num 12:12, “which indicates that leprosy eats live flesh.”
Feldman, Defilement and Mourning, 37.
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All of the latter are sources of temporary uncleanness, which is reversible.% The role of the ritual
law, here, is to provide an official confirmation of the reversal, which has already taken place in
the person’s body. Thus, purification from uncleanness caused by leprosy was possible only after
one had recovered.®® The sacrifices appointed for ritual cleansing were brought by the recovered
one to enable them to participate in temple cult.%” That is why the ritual law, from the beginning,
played a secondary role to the healing hand of God, who alone made that reversal possible.

Luke 5:12-14 and 17:11-19 record Jesus healing leprosy. Also, Jesus employed positive
examples of healing from leprosy illustrating his teaching, including Naaman the Syrian, in Luke
4:27, and healing lepers as a sign of the messianic kingdom in 7:22. Also, Lazarus the leper was
made a hero of Jesus’ parable in 16:19-31. There, Lazarus, who remained ritually unclean until
death, is mentioned by name and pictured as a true son of Abraham and God’s saint.

Luke 5:12-14 is placed at the beginning of Jesus’ ministry.®® The phrase kai éyéveto év
¢ £tvorl avToV &V Pl TV TOLewv provides no information about the place in which the miracle
was performed. However, the context of the chapter reveals that the cleansing of leprosy likely
took place in a Galilean town.®® The description, avip mAqpnc Aémpac, reveals the last stage of
the disease, when the whole skin is affected. The leper comes to Jesus as a last resort and his
actions, ntecwv £mi tpécmmov £6en0n, reveal a desperate need of healing. His plea, Kvpte, av

0éAng dvvacai pe kabapicat, shows the lack of assurance posed by the conditional tone of £av

8 This can be assumed from the fact that all these types of uncleanness were connected to the cleansing
rituals. After purification the person was considered as ritually clean.

66 Garland, Luke, 240.

67 Lepers were ritually unclean, “cut off from the house of God (2 Chr 26:21), forbidden to mingle with
others (Num 5:2; 12:14-15)”. The laws for diagnosis and treatment of leprosy are written in Lev 13, while Lev 14
provides the law of purification. Trites, “Luke,” 92. Only after the priest found a leper recovered, could he appoint a
purification rite according to Lev 14.

8 The diagram for this passage is given in Appendix 3.
8 Also, Mark 1:39-40, from where Luke likely employed the narrative, links the story to the Galilean

ministry of Christ. Moreover, the mentioning of the miraculous fishing on the Galilean sea, just before the passage
of healing in the Gospel of Luke, suggests the continuation of the theme.
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0¢Anc, “if you wish...” That man lacked faith in God’s cleansing power.’® His coming to Jesus
presumed that he believed that God worked through Jesus. His lack of assurance could reveal a
tendency to consider the disease as punishment from God. The leper simply entrusts his case to
God’s mercy acting in Jesus.

According to Luke, Jesus stretches his hand, éxteivag v y€ipa, and touches the leper,
fiyato, with the meaning “to make close contact, cling to.””* The reason for touching is
disputable, since Jesus healed by the power of his word, not by touch.”? The stretching of a hand
and touching would likely relate to the first spoken word ®éAw (“I am willing”). A combination
of Jesus’ actions and words suggests that he desperately wants to assure the man of God’s
compassion toward him. And this, despite the fact that the leper had of no healthy spot on his
skin. Jesus then commands: kafapicOnti. In touching the leper, Jesus is not hurrying to
pronounce, ‘be clean’. Apart from Jesus perhaps acquiring the disease, in touching the leper, he
immediately shared with him his ritual uncleanness.” Yet, Jesus not only remained unaffected
by the contagiousness of leprosy or its uncleanness, but was still able to heal and cleanse.

It is evident that a ritually unclean man cannot perform cleansing. However, after Jesus
says kabapicOnrti, the leprosy immediately disappeared (kai e00éwc 1| Aémpo anfAbev an’
avtod). Now, the man was physically healed and cleansed.” Yet, he still needed the official
pronouncement about his cleansing, which signified that he is also clean from a ritual

perspective.” This pronouncement could be made by a priest and accompanied by the cleansing

0 Fitzmyer believes that the phrase means, “Jesus can cure him by an act of his will alone.” Fitzmyer, Luke
(1-1X), 574, see Note on 5:12.

"I BDAG, timtm, 2, b ¢, also “touching, which conveys blessing” and may express sympathy.

2 This ‘touching’ is different from one in 4:4, which makes Jesus’ movement to be a result of his
compassion, rather than a healing ‘touch’. Fitzmyer, Luke (I-1X), 574.

3 A leper was viewed as a walking corpse and “his cure was likened to raising the dead (b. Sanh. 47a-b).
Garland, Luke, 239.

74 The fact that he was cleansed, not only healed, is assumed from Jesus’ command: “be clean”.

75 Jesus’ command seems “to underline Jesus’ compliance with of the OT law”. Nolland, ed. Luke 1-9:20,
228.
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ritual, which required bringing offerings to the temple.”® Healing and cleansing were given to
the man freely by the mercy of God, but the confirmation of that healing required a few more
actions to be taken. If the healing took place in Galilee, the man had to go to Jerusalem.”” In
addition, he was to give sacrifices at his own expense. The ceremony itself lasted a minimum of
eight days.

All these actions could be viewed as unnecessary if one accepts that the healing was
complete and the uncleanness was just conditional due to a common Jewish submission to the
temple cult. Despite this, Jesus commands the leper to tell no one (undevi gineiv), and to perform
the purification ritual according to the Mosaic law. While Luke, in Acts 15, shows that the ritual
law is no longer necessary for salvation for the follower of Jesus, Luke 5:12-14 seems to lead the
reader to the opposite conclusion. At the same time, in v. 14, it is clearly stated that the
purification rite was viewed by Jesus not in order to add something to his action. Instead, a
subordinate purpose clause, gic paptoplov avtoig, in v. 14 indicates that the main purpose for
observing the ritual law was to witness to avtoig.

Here, avtoig could refer to the priests.’”® However, the word 1 iepsi is dative singular,
while the avtoig is dative plural. The construction of the phrase in v. 14 reveals two parallel
commands joined by the adversative conjunction aiia. The first command states, undevi gingiv
and though pndevi is singular, “no one”, it implies the possibility of spreading news among many
people. Jesus prohibits this sharing, because it potentially would provoke people to view his
mission as independent from the Jerusalem temple cult. The Hellenistic surroundings of Galilee

might provoke it.

76 Singular ‘priest’ in v. 14 “refers to the one on duty in the Temple at the time”. Fitzmyer, Luke (I-1X), 575.

" The cleansing ceremony is described in Lev 14:1-20 and v. 11 refers to the ceremony which can be
performed only in the sanctuary.

"8 Several meanings of Jesus’ command are presented by Bock. He suggests that the testimony of the
messianic times is to be given to the priests first. Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 476-477.
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Instead, Jesus wants everyone to know that his messianic ministry is rooted in the Mosaic
law and approved by the Old Testament. Moreover, it is connected to the temple cult, and
presupposes the fulfillment of it. That is why Jesus gives the second command in two parts 1)
anel0mV 01Eov oeanTOV T igpel, 2) Tpocéveyke Tepl ToD KaBapiopod cov, Kabmg TpocETasey
Maobotic. The first point means that the messiahship of Jesus has to be viewed in terms of the
priestly ministry (the Aaronic covenant and levitical ministry).” The second point views Jesus’
messiahship in terms of a sacrifice and the ritual law of the sanctuary. Only this cultic
perspective allows one to understand Jesus’s messianic role adequately. Hence &ig paptopiov
avtoig has to be interpreted as “in testimony to those, whom the news reaches”.

The next passage describing the cleansing of leprosy is Luke 17:11-19. Here, the miracle
took place oo pécov Tapapeiog kai 'alAaiog, as Jesus was going to Jerusalem (€v t®
nopevecOa i Tepovoain).® Ten lepers (dmvinooy [adtd] déka Aempoi évdpec) met Jesus,
but stood at a distance (ot £otnoov moppwbev). The distance was maintained by the lepers, not by
Jesus. This feature differs from the previous story, where the leper came close and knelt before
Jesus. The distance either would suggest that the lepers knew in general that Jesus respects the
regulations of the Mosaic law, or that they believed in his ability to heal by word.8

The distance caused several problems: 1) It required lepers to cry out loudly (avtoi fipov
eovnyv Aéyovteq). 2) It did not allow them to get in “emotional” contact with Jesus so he would
feel compassion. 3) It did not allow them to see Jesus’ attitude. People would prefer to see their
deliverer, especially if he is a famous miracle-worker. In such a situation people naturally would

look for the opportunity to come closer in order to see his personal response to them. They

9 Intertestamental Judaism knew two competing hopes: the hope of a Davidic kingly Messiah and hope for a
Levitic kingly Messiah, based on the promise of the eternal priesthood in Num 25:10-13, in language similar to the
promise to David in 2 Sam 7. The expectations of the Levitic Messiah appear also in Dead Sea Scrolls tradition.
Julius J. Scott, Jewish Backgrounds of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2000), 311.

80 Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, 1400.

81 Bock interprets the lepers’ decision to keep at a distance by “their dispised disease.” Bock, Luke 9:51-
24:53, 1401.



321
would not stay at a distance in order to demonstrate their faith. The distance was likely due to the
ritual law, and not due to their strength of faith. This also has support from the fact that they
called Jesus émotdra, ‘master’, instead of kOpie, ‘Lord’.

Jesus does not come to touch them, but calls to them: ITopevBévrteg émdei&ate EavTong
101G iepedoty, “Go and show yourselves to the priests”. Luke reported that the miracle happened
as they went to the priests (év t@® dvmdysv avtovg EkabapicOncav). Here, unlike the previous
story, the cleansing followed his command to show themselves to the priests.®? It also took place
on their way, namely, when they started to fulfill his command. The connection, between the act
of their healing and Jesus’ command to keep the ritual law, is clear.

However, the differences between the two ways of healing in these two Lukan accounts
suggests different levels of faith. The less people’s faith in Jesus, the more he let them view his
role in terms of the ritual law and the temple cult. In contrast, when people expressed great faith
in his Lordship, he did not demand keeping the ritual law, but concluded with the explanation 7
ioTic cov cécwkéy oe.8% Garland states that the passage “radically subverts the significance of
the temple’s rituals and sacrifices, when offering praise to God and thanks to Jesus not only
suffice for making the required offerings ... but surpass it.”#*

This idea is clearly shown in the narrative itself from v. 15, where the contrasting
behavior between the healed Samaritan and the other nine creates a turning point.8> One of those
ten men (gic 8¢ 4 avtév), who were cleansed by the word of Jesus decided to turn back. He had

not yet reached the priests: idmv 811 1G0n, vnéotpeyev. This means he decided to turn to Jesus as

soon as he had found himself healed. He returned glorifying God with a loud voice (petd wvilg

82 Jesus’ response shows “a clear recognition of the Jewish laws of purification.” Trites, “Luke,” 236. Also it
seems that Jesus viewed the Jewish laws of purification related to the Jewish and Samaritan lepers alike.

8 It was noted that all lepers “required some faith”, yet the outsider was declared saved by faith. Johnson, ed.
Gospel of Luke, 261-262.

84 Garland, Luke, 691.

8 Bock shows salvation of the Samaritan as not anti-Jewish point, but as pro-faith illustration challenging the
nine Jewish lepers. Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, 1403.
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peyaing do&alwv tov Bedv). The manner of the glorification repeats the way in which the request
was posed, namely, crying with a loud voice.

This feature, following véotpeyev, creates a clear reversal of a scene. Now the man does
not stay at a distance, but comes close to Jesus and thanks him, falling at Jesus’ feet (§éneoev ént
TPOGOTOV Tapd TOVS TOd0C avTod evyaptotdy avtd).8 His thanksgiving is described in a
manner which suggests worshipping. His actions reveal that he has recognized Jesus as Lord
(xbp1oc), and not only as émctdrng, ‘a master’. The healing by the power of a spoken word
would allow the Samaritan to view the situation from the perspective of a new creation. Thus, he
would conclude that Jesus is the messianic figure, who with divine authority performs a re-
creation. The verbal reversal of the narrative supports the idea of creation-fall-re-creation in the
background of the scene.

Inv. 17, Jesus clearly states the contrast between nine most likely Jews and one
foreigner.®” Here, the contrast appears not in the healing, which all received (oi déxo
éxabapiodnoav). Before they came to the priests. However, the familiar pattern of the ritual law
keeping made them spiritually blind. Consequently, the physical cleansing of the nine, though it
revealed the mercy of God, did not reveal conversion of their hearts. The spiritual conversion of
one Samaritan signified the re-creation process, which took place in him. Noticing this, Jesus
pronounced: Avaoctac mopevove 1) TioTig cov cécmkéy o€. His statement can be understood as a
re-creation blessing.

Moreover, this phrase shows that salvation had already come to this particular man. Jesus
did not direct him to a priest a second time. It can be argued that Jesus takes the place of the

ritual system of the Mosaic law and its cleansing rites. The cleansing and purification rituals here

8 Luke often employs this formula “to exemplify the essence of faith.” Garland, Luke, 691, citing Terrance
McCaughey, “Paradigms of Faith in the Gospel of St. Luke,” ITQ 45 (1978): 177-184.

8 In v. 18 the word “foreigner” presumes that the Samaritan cannot enter the Jewish temple. Yet he is saved
“apart from the temple.” Garland, Luke, 691.
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are those which treat reversible, temporary uncleanness. The issue of permanent uncleanness was

not the focus of Luke in these passages.

1.4. Uncleanness of a dead body

The uncleanness contracted from touching a dead body was viewed as temporal, reversible.
Yet, the purification law prescribed a seven day period of cleansing and involved bringing a
sacrifice.® The sacrifice (a red heifer, slaughtered outside the camp in the presence of the chief
priest) was called a sacrifice for the purification from sin.®® Although the heifer had to be
slaughtered and burned outside camp, the ritual was linked to the sanctuary cultic system by the
sprinkling of blood toward the front of the sanctuary. This purification was necessary for the
further participation in the temple cult. Neglecting the purification rites led to the ‘cut off’
penalty (Num 19:20) understood in an eschatological sense. This suggests that the dead body
was viewed as the source of a severe kind of uncleanness.®

The teaching of Jesus concerning death was also expressed in the Gospel of Luke. He
taught that death was a reversible condition, which can be turned back into life by the power of

God’s word. The word of God which worked in Jesus removed even the ritual uncleanness of

8 Death itself, as a permanent condition, was associated with permanent ritual uncleanness of a corpse. It
seems that only resurrection to life could make the reversal of this uncleanness possible, since resurrection was
viewed in terms of re-creation. However, people who came in contact with a dead body were considered temporarily
unclean. Contamination by uncleanness of a dead body led to a very persistent uncleanness, which was to be
cleansed not only with water, but also through observing the purification rite (Num 19:1-22; 31:19-24).

8 The ritual in Num 19:1-22 included the sacrifice of purification from sin. The ashes of the red heifer had to
be mixed with running water, the water of impurity. The ritual included sprinkling the water of impurity on a ritually
unclean person on the third and seventh day of purification.

% Here a corpse-contamination is viewed as a severe form of impurity. The concept of the uncleanness of
death is built on the basis of Lev 11:32 and the rites of purification are further developed in Num 19 and 31. David
P. Wright, “Purification from Corpse-Contamination in Numbers 31:19-24,” Vetus Testamentum 35, no. 2 (1985):
223.

% In the OT it was clearly stated that “death and holiness are not compatible”. It was assumed from the fact
that death is totally absent from a relationship with God, the source of life. Subsequently, death presumes the
ultimate defilement. Feldman, Defilement and Mourning, 35.
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death. This removal took place before any rituals were performed. To see this, one has to look at
two significant resurrection narratives: Luke 7:11-15 and 8:40-42, 49-54.

Luke 7:11-15 locates the event in Galilee, in Nain. Luke wrote: xoi cuveropedovto adtd
ot padntai awtod kai dyhog Toivg, a big crowd followed Jesus to Nain. Suddenly, at the gates
this entering crowd met another crowd. The appearance of a crowd in those days signified
something important. Luke tells the reason: kai idov é€ekopileto tebvnkac. The deceased being
the ‘only’ son of a widow (povoyevig vidg T pnepi awtod kai ot v ypa), called for public
compassion, which brought the crowd of sympathizing people together (xai 6yAog T mOAemg
ikovog v oOV o0TH).

However, the issue of ritual uncleanness would likely make the burial an unpopular
event. Ritual uncleanness required the difficult, week-long purification rite. Those who were
with the widow might be more interested in following Jesus. The situation was definitely
‘at risk” if the burial crowd dissolved. At this moment the Lord came to the widow with the
words: M1 khaie.®? However, he interrupted the burial ceremony not only in order to express his
compassion (EomhayyvicOn, “have pity, feel sympathy”).%® After speaking to the grieving mother,
he came forward and touched the coffin (zpocerbmv, jyato tiig copod). This action would make
him ritually unclean.® The bearers of the coffin might suppose that Jesus wanted to weep too, so

they stood still. Instead, Jesus called out: Neavicke, coi Aéyw, £yéponTt.®

92 As was noted here, Luke uses Jesus’ post-resurrection title, “Lord”. Stein, Luke, 222. This feature allows
one to see him rather as God-Creator, than as a man, Jesus.

% BDAG, omhoyyviCopar. The noun omhéyyvov, with the same root, has the meaning of “the inner parts of a
body, including viscera”, which metaphorically presumes that Jesus felt deep sympathy.

% Stein notes that this was a bier or litter, and not a closed coffin. The action would make one ritually
unclean (Num 19:11, 16). Stein, Luke, 223.

% Bock shows that the Lukan account of resurrection contrasts with the OT examples. Elijah in 1 Kgs 17:21
stretched himself three times over the boy, while Jesus resurrects by a word. For him it means that Jesus is a great
prophet. Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 652. Because it contrasts with the actions of prophets, it may presume that Jesus was
more than a prophet. He acts as a Creator; he restores life by speaking, as in Gen 1:27 where God created by
speaking.



325

Luke describes the process of resurrection by using two phrases: the animation of the
body (kai dvexddicev 6 vekpoc), which was accompanied by a returning of the “breath of life”,
so he could speak (ka1 fip&ato Aadeiv). This sequence echoes the creation of man in Gen 1:27;
2:7. Though Jesus did not breathe his spirit into the face of the boy, he commanded him
personally using direct address: Neavioke, coi Aéym, likely looking at the boy’s face.*® From the
crowd’s point of view, it was unlikely that the dead could hear anything. Why then did Jesus
address the deceased? Consequently, the phrase can be viewed as the analogue of ‘breathing’,
which carried the power of God to restore life.

This significant action of Jesus served as an echo of the creation of humans, and built up
hope for the future resurrection (re-creation). The association of the power of re-creation with the
figure of Jesus amazed the witnesses (Ehafev & popog mavtag kai £86Ealov tov 0sdv).Y” The
fear and glorification of God expressed in the words, Eneoxéyato 6 0g0¢ tOv Aadv adtod
revealed that people were touched by the spiritual significance of the event, and its
extraordinariness. People associated Jesus’ actions with God’s plan to visit (éteokéyato) his
people known long ago. The resurrection in Nain affirmed the messianic role of Jesus, when he
revealed his authority to restore life and the removal of temporary uncleanness. Thus, Jesus’

messiahship again is shown in terms of his purifying and saving mission.

% Jesus resurrecting the only son of a widow that echoes 1 Kgs 17:23 (LXX) and 2 Kgs 4:36. However, Jesus
raised the dead in a manner different to that of Elijah and Elisha. Jesus does not carry the boy upstairs, lay him on a
bed, remonstrate with God, does not stretch himself across the body three times, but simply touches the bier and
commands the boy to rise. This convinces Garland to conclude that Jesus raises the boy “by the power of his own
authoritative word”. Garland, Luke, 303-304.

97 Bock notes that Jesus’ command, &yépOntt, in Luke 7:14 is in passive voice, while in Luke 8:54 it is active
voice &yepe. Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 803. The passive voice of &y£pOnti may correlate with God’s command
vevnOnto edg (Gen 1:3, passive voice), which shows God engaged in the process of creating life.

% The theme of God’s visitation of his people appears in Luke 19:44 and Acts 15:14. Trites, “Luke,” 119.
The ‘visitation” theme in Luke 1:68, 78 presumes the hope of redemption, in 7:16 it appears in the context of
resurrection, in Luke 19:44 Jesus describes those who reject God’s visitation (which supposedly could bring them
the gift of life) as ones who inflict their own death. This allows one to conclude that Luke generally views
‘visitation” of God in terms of eschatological restoration. The word éneckéntopon in Acts 15:14, thus, has to be
viewed in terms of eschatological restoration too. This theme of the restoration of creation allows one to link Acts
15:14 to the Gen 1-3 account, and not only Exod 3:16.
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Luke 8:40-54 reports the resurrection of Jairus’ daughter. Here, Luke uses the technique
“narrative Within narrative”, which usually highlights the aspect of faith.*® Meanwhile, vv. 40-42
and 49-54 deal with the resurrection itself; the central vv. 43-48 treat the issue of ritual
uncleanness. This passage follows the one that describes the cleansing from demons (8:22-39).
The context shows different consequences of the fall (sickness, demon possession, contamination
from a dead body) which are viewed in terms of the ritual law, as cases of reversible ritual
uncleanness.

Vv. 40-42 create a narrative bridge between these three stories, while vv. 49-54 describe
the resurrection itself. V. 42 states that the girl was dying (dnébvnokev), when Jairus came to
Jesus as a last hope. V. 49 reveals that with the girl’s death, his last hope was about to be
destroyed. Further, in v. 53 Luke reveals people’s “skepticism that anyone could be revived from
death.”2% Skepticism is evident in two features: 1) the pessimistic words of the messenger
(unkéTt okOAAE TOV diddokarov in v. 49) and 2) people’s mockery in response to the
encouraging words of Jesus. This reaction presupposes the common belief that the death cannot
be cured (koi koteyéhmv awtod, €id0teg 6t dmébavey, in v. 53). The lack of faith becomes the
thematic frame of the narrative.

Contrastingly, the words and actions of Jesus were a call to strengthen faith.1% The
encouraging example of the woman healed from the flow of blood, (her long unsuccessful
experience seemed to be an irreversible curse), was followed by Jesus’ words: ®dpoet, Boyatep,
1] ToTIC 6oV GEGMKEV g mopevov &ic siprivv (Luke 8:48).1%% Jesus’ decision to go to Jairus’

house after the arrival of the messenger who announces the girl’s death, reassures the father that

% Nolland calls this technique a “double miracle” which “provides a crescendo”, moving the narrative from
the healing of a body to life restoration. Nolland, ed. Luke 1-9:20, 418.

100 Garland, Luke, 369.

101 In this passage, the theme of saving faith is “brought emphatically to an explicit point”. Johnson, ed.
Gospel of Luke, 143.

102 stein, Luke, 262. Jesus accents that faith brings not only visible physical healing, but also invisible
spiritual healing.
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his daughter’s life will be restored. The words, Mn @ofod, pévov mictevcov, kai cobnoerat, put
special emphasis on faith (névov mictevcov).10®

The manner in which Luke describes the resurrection again echoes the creation of the
first human being, described in Gen 2:7. There, the narrative of creation is followed by a
description of an environment ready to sustain human life, including food provision. Luke sees
some parallels in Jesus’ actions:

1) Jesus does not give orders from a distance (from the place where the messenger met
them), but comes and takes the girl’s hand, which makes the re-creation a personal, “hands-on”
process, similar to Gen 2:7 where the forming of man took up God’s personal attention;

2) Jesus addresses the command directly to the girl, 'H moig, &yepe. (There is no reference
to the power of God or the power of life that returns the breath of life. The phrase, xai
gnéotpeyev 1O Tvedpo avTic, reveals that Jesus gives the life force);1%

3) The girl began to move (kai avéotn mapaypfua), which echoes the creation narrative,
when all ‘living beings’ (described by yuyrv {doav) were given the ability to move (a main
characteristic of being alive) after their creation.1%®

4) Jesus commanded that she be given something to eat (kai diétaev adti] 0B v
@oysiv), which reminds readers of the creation narrative of Gen 2:7-17.1% There, the creation of
humans (Unit one) is followed by mentioning the creation of trees (Unit two) and permission to
eat of every tree, except one (Unit three). This contrasts with the order of creation described in

Gen 1, according to which trees were created two days before humans. This rearrangement of the

103 Thus, Jesus tells Jairus to ignore the sad news and continue to have faith. The word cwdfceton appears
here in the context of physical restoration, although in general, the Lukan context relates to spiritual salvation.
Garland, Luke, 369.

104 The returning of mvedpa can presume here nothing more than the life force. This is assumed from an
allusion to the story in 1 Kgs 17:21-22, where w3 was returning. This term often represents life itself in Torah.
Nolland, ed. Luke 1-9:20, 422.

105 This thought was developed in chapter 3 section 1.2.1.

106 It is represented in Appendix 2, passage 2, Units one, two, and three of the present thesis.
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narrative in Gen 2 suggests a picture of food and abundant life, which brings worship aspects
into focus for the reader.'%” In Luke 8:55, Jesus’ command to feed the girl also points to true
worship aspects.!®

Luke ends the narrative in v. 56 with 0 8¢ mapfyyeilev adtoic undevi gineiv 10 yeyovoc.
The prohibition to tell about resurrection was employed by Luke from Mark 5:43 and fits in
“with the pattern of the messianic secret”, which creates a mystery around Jesus’ identity and
power.1% The secret becomes open for those who believe and accept Jesus’ messianic role, while
it remains hidden from those who have no faith.*'° The reversal of death into life and the
cleansing of all uncleanness connected to death, reveals Jesus’ messianic role and its impact on
the practices of the ritual system. Moreover, in cases of restoring life, Jesus acts as a life-giver
and shows authority over both life and death. Those who accept his messiahship become
spiritually converted to God, and experience a re-creation of their hearts. That is why only they
are taken by Jesus to see the miracle of physical resurrection. Viewing resurrection through the
lens of creation-fall-re-creation paradigm allows Luke to reveal the role of the ritual system,

which reaches fulfillment in Christ, and is replaced by faith in his messiahship.

107 It was stated in chapter 3 paragraph 1.1.1 of the present study on pp. 196-197.

108 It was noted that in Luke a shift appears from Aéywv (8:54), “said”, before the resurrection, to Siéta&ev
(8:56), “commanded”, after the resurrection. Nolland, ed. Luke 1-9:20, 422. The giving of an order to feed
somebody, may correlate with the right of a king to assign food for his people éptovg diétatev avtd described in 1
Kgs 11:18. Similar use of di1éta&ev appears in 1 Cor 9:14. Gen 1:29 pictures God as the King of creation assigning
food for his people, though LXX uses kai einsv 6 0g6¢ and not Siétaéev (however, the phrase itself represents an
instruction).

199 Fitzmyer, Luke (1-1X), 749-750.
110 Fitzmyer notes the shadow of Isa 6:10 behind the Lukan connection of ‘faith’ and ‘salvation’. In the Isaiah

account, kai émotpédyooty kai idoopor avtovg denotes that people have to experience spiritual conversion to God to
be cured and saved. Fitzmyer, Luke (1-1X), 713-714, n. on 8:12; 747, n. on 8:48.
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1.5. Uncleanness of the flow of blood

The idea of the replacement of the ritual system by Jesus’ messiahship finds support from Luke’s
‘narrative within narrative’. It links two different issues, the issue of death and the issue of
uncleanness from the flow of blood. In rabbinic tradition defilement caused by a loss of vital
physical fluids (including blood) was set in the framework of the life-death controversy.!!! Jesus
reverses both death and uncleanness. He cleanses the uncleanness of any kind. Though the
narrative in Luke 8:43-46 literally states cleansing by a touch, the dialogue reveals that Jesus’
cleansing power is of a spiritual nature.!2

The phrase, fjyoto tod kpaocmédov Tod ipatiov avtod, Kol Tapaypfjue E6Tn 1 POOIC TOD
aipartog avtiic in Luke 8:44, suggests that healing took place in response to a touch of Jesus’
garment by a woman.!*® Yet, Jesus stopped and investigated the case for people’s sake, in order
to clarify the real agent of healing. His words, 1 tiotig cov cécwkév oe (V. 48), leave the
impression that faith was the hidden agent.!** The woman expresses trust in God’s benevolent
acceptance of her and, according to it, God purifies her heart. The work of the Holy Spirit
remained invisible to the people, until Jesus pointed to it in the phrase, éy® yap &yvov dHvapuy
g€envbviov an’ éuod (V. 46). The presence of the Holy Spirit becomes a sign of a complete
purification of her heart.

From this perspective, the phrase éym yap &yvov dovapuy éEednivbviay arx’ pod (V. 46)

should be paraphrased as, “I recognized someone’s faith which took power out of me, in

111 Feldman, Defilement and Mourning, 35. When one’s life elements were lost it was assumed as a
foreshadowing of death.

112 stein notes the tie between power and the Holy Spirit in the writings of Luke, based on Luke 1:17 and
between this power and healing based on Luke 5:17. Stein, Luke, 262.

113 Garland, Luke, 367.This was probably a hem on one of four corners of Jesus’ cloak, described in Num
15:38-41 and Deut 22:12. They could remind the woman of God’s holiness and great power revealed at the time of
Exodus.

114 Bock shows that “there is no magic here, only belief in the spiritual action and power of the Almighty
God.” Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 798.
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response to that faith.” Two emphases can be denoted here. The emphasis on faith becomes more
evident if one accepts that the touch by the woman differed from the pressing of a crowd, only
by the fact of her faith.!'® Her faith reflected the process of re-creation, which already took place
in her heart in response to Jesus’ word of the Gospel.1*® The emphasis on the power which has
gone out of him recalls Luke 6:19 and links it to Acts 10:38. Thus, the power of God working
through Jesus reveals that God has anointed him, namely, it symbolizes the coming of the
messianic age.

The miracle of healing and cleansing indicates re-creation, not only of a physical nature,
but also of a spiritual conversion to God. The completeness of cleansing in this case did not
require any rituals. Jesus simply says to the woman: 1 wictic cov 6€cwKEV Gg, TOPEVOV i
eipnvnv (v. 48). The completeness of the re-creation in both terms (healing and cleansing) would

presuppose that the messianic role of Jesus replaces the ritual system.

1.6. Uncleanness of demon possession

Another form of uncleanness was caused by demon possession. In Luke 4:33, a demon is called
nvedpa dopoviov dxadaptov, in contrast to mvedpa dyrov that belongs to God. The Old
Testament concept of ‘unclean’ can be defined as something that has “evaded the control of the

divine holiness.”*'” This kind of uncleanness was not tied to any ritual of purification in Torah.

115 This is demonstrated in Part 2, vv. 45-46 on the diagram of Luke 8:43-48 in Appendix 2.

116 Johnson notes that both the daughter of Jairus and the woman are called ‘daughter’ (Luke 8:48). Johnson,
ed. Gospel of Luke, 143. Jesus’ use of ‘daughter’ toward the woman who is older reveals that God cares for his
creation no less than the father, Jairus, cares for his only daughter. This accent on the compassionate heart of God
was called on to strengthen Jairus’ faith.

117 Garland, Luke, 214. He also states that for Luke, ‘unclean spirit” becomes the “evil phenomena that
attempts to corrupt God’s good purposes in the world”.
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Jesus shows that this condition is reversible, when the demon is cast out.!'® The removal of an
evil spirit can therefore be understood as a process of spiritual cleansing.®

The lack of a ritual, and the invisible nature of the process of spiritual cleansing illustrate
four aspects: 1) It shows that externally performed rituals have no impact when the mind is not
converted to God. 2) All kinds of uncleanness result from the fall and relate to different spheres
of life affected by evil spirits. 3) Though the demon possession often is shown as a reversible
kind of uncleanness, there are also an exceptions. The hardening of hearts to the Gospel leads to
permanent demon possession, which results in permanent spiritual uncleanness. 4) The lack of a
ritual in cases of demon possession would show that only God can cast demons out, destroying
the power of Satan. That is why Jesus removes this kind of uncleanness and shares this power
with his disciples. These four aspects are based on the four narratives of Luke, which will be

discussed further below (1.6.1 to 1.6.3).

1.6.1. The creation-fall-re-creation pattern behind the messianic role of Jesus in
Luke 4:31-41
The first narrative in Luke 4:31-41 can be subdivided into three units. The first two units
describe Jesus’ miracles on Sabbath, before sunset (vv. 31-39). The third unit (vv. 40-41)
describes the variety of miracles which took place after sunset. The two miracles, which Jesus
performed before sunset, are described in detail, while those after sunset (8mavteg dcot elyov

doBevodvtog vocolg mowkidoic) are mentioned in general terms.'2% Here, the contrasts appear

118 The uncleanness of a demon is permanent, but those possessed by such spirit may reflect different degrees
of uncleanness. Thus, in cases, where the spirit does not reveal itself in action, the man is considered as ritually
clean. When possession involves association with death (Luke 8:26-40), foaming (Mark 9:20), and fever
(Luke 4:38-39), the ritual uncleanness is evident. In cases of blasphemy against the Holy Spirit, a possession by evil
spirits assumed a degree of irreversible permanent uncleanness (Luke 12:10; Acts 7:51).

119 The phrase ‘unclean spirit” includes a moral aspect, since no personal habits of man or of spirit are
described. Here, the cosmic confrontation of good and evil forces is revealed. Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 430-431.

120 Tt was noted that Jesus’ miracles on Sabbath revealed “that in his deeds God was truly visiting the
people”. Johnson, ed. Gospel of Luke, 86.
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between two people and dravtec. Though the number of miracles after sunset exceeded those
during the Sabbath hours, Luke focuses readers’ attention on just two which took place during
the Sabbath. The immediate literary context reveals that Luke does this contrast the events in the
synagogue in Nazareth with those in Capernaum (4:16-30 and 4:31-36 respectively). Luke’s
purpose might be to place the main emphasis not on Sabbath keeping or not keeping, but on a
community gathering for the reading of Torah.

The events in Capernaum are narrated to remind the reader of Jesus’ announcement in the
synagogue of Nazareth of the messianic age (vv. 17-19).12! Here the evangelist creates a link
between the announcement and its realization. He plainly shows that the lack of healings in
Nazareth was due to the total unbelief of that community. Jesus’ teaching in Capernaum is not
mentioned because, likely, it was a repetition of his teaching in Nazareth. However, the reaction
of the listeners was different (koi emAiooovto &mi Tf) S1daydi avtod, &1t dv Eovaia v 6 Adyog
ovtod), which revealed their interest in the external side of his teaching, performing miracles.!??
The subordinated clause év é€ovaia v 6 Adyoc reveals that the most important feature of his
teaching was its power.'?3

Significantly, the accent on power (¢€ovoiq) in relation to this word was expressed two
times: in v. 32 of the Narrative link 1 (Luke 4:31, 32) and in v. 36 of Unit 1 (Luke 4:33-36). The
first accent precedes the miracle and the second concludes it. Before the miracle took place,
people in the synagogue had already recognized the power of Jesus’ word (teaching). The aim of

the miracle was not to illustrate that the teaching made sense, but to help reveal his identity.2*

121 Trites, “Luke,” 82. This connection of Jesus Messianic role and the power of Holy Spirit, quoted from Isa
61:1-2, was also reflected by Luke in Acts 10:38.

122 Nolland, ed. Luke 1-9:20, 205.

123 The theological significance of Adyoc for Luke is seen from the number of passages: 1:2; 4:32; 5:1; 8:11,
21;11:28; Acts 4:4; 6:2, 7; 8:4; 19:10. Johnson, ed. Gospel of Luke, 28, n. 2; 83, n. 32.

124 The ‘power’ of Jesus’ word, here, presumes a kind of spiritual authority that portrays in him not simply as
an exorcist, as he was known in the Talmud (b. Sanh. 107b), but the one who overthrows all the power of demons.
Garland, Luke, 216.
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This shifts the accent from the teaching to the messianic figure of Jesus. The second occurrence
of é€ovasig shows that people were amazed by the personality of Jesus tic 6 Adyog ovtoc, 81t &v
€€ovaig kal dvvaypel Emtdocel Toig axabdptolg Tvedpaoty, kai EEEpyovtal. They could no longer
view him simply as a rabbi. It also posed a question about greater authority. This unit
inaugurates Jesus as the Messiah and shows the coming of his messianic kingdom.

By performing the miracle, Jesus achieves a victory over the evil forces. Luke stresses
that Jesus casts the demon out without injuring the man (und&v BAGyav adtov).r?® Luke thus
pictures the man left by a demon in the same condition as when he entered him. The reversal
itself shows not only that the man was liberated from the evil forces and became free as before,
but also it clarifies that the man was cleansed from his spiritual uncleanness and restored to the
condition he had before. This feature hints that the world will be completely cleansed of demons,
and restored to its condition at creation. Luke’s narrative thus begins to reveal a creation-fall-re-
creation pattern. Viewing the passage in terms of this pattern, one comes to the conclusion that
the uncleanness of the world is to be completely cleansed by the mission of Jesus, who as the
messianic figure fulfills the work of re-creation.

Just as the work of creation was finished with the Sabbath rest, the re-creation and
cleansing of the world from the evil forces also logically precede the Sabbath of rest. Jesus’ idea
of performing some miracles on Sabbath supports this view of his messianic role from the
creation perspective.'?® At the same time Jesus’ actions would not undermine the significance of
keeping the law, and they should not be defined as the cancellation of Sabbath keeping. Instead
they clarify the role of Jesus as Creator, who established the law and the Sabbath in a world free
of disease and uncleanness. Jesus’ role as Creator does not destroy the design of the perfect,

original creation, but only fights with the consequences of the possession of this world by evil

125 With the help of this phrase Luke defeats the man’s exclamation, “have you come to destroy us?” Jesus
has no intention to harm people and casts the demon out without injuring the man.

126 people’s amazement “underscores that this event was not a normal occurrence every Sabbath in the
synagogue.” Garland, Luke, 216.
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forces. Ritual uncleanness becomes one consequence. That is why Jesus’ messianic role would

treat the issue of uncleanness precisely. This assumption would illuminate why Luke brings the

Jerusalem Council, finally, to the idea of cancelling the ritual law. For him, this particular part of

the law was fulfilled by Jesus’ earthly mission.

Unit 2 (Luke 4:38, 39) continues the messianic theme with some peculiarities. Here, the

Lukan account differs from Mark 1:29-31.1%” Synoptic relationships show that Luke’s

theological approach to the messianic role of Jesus was special. The Table 2 below illustrates the

differences between the Lukan and Markan accounts.

Table 2 - Comparative study of passages in Mark 1:29-31 and Luke 4:38, 39

Mark 1:29-31

Luke 4:38, 39

Kai £000g £k Tiig cuvaywydc £eMddvec NAOov eic Ty

oixiav Xipmvog kai Avépéov petd TakdBov kol

Tobvvov.

Avootg 8¢ €K TG cuvaymYT|, elofilfev eig v oikiav

Zipwvog:

‘H 8¢ mevBepa Zipmvog Katékelto mupéosovoa, Kol

£00£mg Aéyovotv avTd mepl avTig:

nev0epd 88 10D T{HmVog TV GLVEYOUEVT TVPETH

HeYOA®: KOl NPOTNCAV AOTOV TEPL AVTHG.

Kol TpoceMmV fyelpev avtny, KpoTNoag Thg YEPO0g

aVTiic: Kol Aefikev avTnv 0 TUPETOg EV0EmG, Kal

duKoveL aTols.

Koai émotag Endve adtic, Eretiuncey 1@ TupeTtd, Kol

AQTKEV aOTV" TAPAYPTNO OE AvacTdoo dINKOVEL

avTols.

* underlined words highlight differences in wording

** words in bold font reveal specific use of eb0swg by Mark, and Luke’s use of a single

napaypipa instead of Markan three-fold gv6éwc

127 Matthew (8:14, 15) describes the event with less significant changes.
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Table 2 reveals that Luke’s account represents a shortened version of the same passage in
Mark. While Mark places €00¢wg three times before the healing, creating a sense of the urgency
of the situation, Luke avoids this.!?® Instead, he places mapaypijuo after the miracle had been
performed, which shows the immediacy of the convalescence/healing.1?® This immediacy echoes
the creation of the world made by the power of God’s word.'® Moreover, when the world was
created everything started to move and serve God’s appointed purpose.

Similarly, Luke’s account, with the help of a single temporal indicator, puts emphasis on
the fact that Simon’s mother-in-law began to serve them immediately (mopoypijio 6& dvactdco
dmkovel avtoic). Instead of the urgency of the situation described in Mark, Luke puts emphasis
on a contrast between the severity of the fever (mvpet® peydiw) and the speed of restoration
(mapaypfua 8¢ avactdoa dmkovet). In addition, Luke completely alters Mark’s phrase kai
TPOcEAI®V NYEPEV ADTV, KPOTNGOGS TG XEWPOG aVTHG into Kol EMoTAS EMAVe aVTHG, EneTiunoey
6 mopetd, Which gives a significantly different picture.®* Luke pictures Jesus acting by the
power of the word in the same way as God in creation. Moreover the phrase, éretiuncev t@®
mopet®d, may attribute a fever to a sickness sent by evil intelligent forces.'®? In Jewish tradition,
found in T. Sol. 18:20, 23, fever “could be caused by a demon” 1%

The following Unit 3 (4:40, 41) also creates a contrast between two special miracles

performed before Sabbath sunset and the great number and wide variety of healings performed

128 BDAG, e00émc. The meaning is “at once, immediately.”

129 BDAG, rapoypfjpa. This word relates to a point of time that is immediately subsequent to an action, and
also means “at once, immediately.”

130 The indicators of immediacy in Gen 1:31 are xoi éyéveto £omépa, kol éyéveto mpoi, uépa &ktn. In Lukan
narrative, the healings also fit the day patterns (healing before and after sunset). Also, in Gen 1:24, 25 a reader gets
the impression of immediacy of creative action from the chain of verbs sinev 6 8gd¢ ... émoinosv 6 Bdc ... &idsv 6
fcoc. Sometimes the action described is even shorter: ginev 6 8gdc ... &yéveto oBtog (Gen 1:24). The creation, thus,
is pictured as appearing to be an immediate response to the word of God. This is displayed in a diagram of Unit one’
part 1 and 2 (Gen 1:24-31) of Appendix 2.

181 The tradition of Matthew follows Mark, which makes the Lucan account outstanding.
132 The attribution of sicknesses to the actions of demons also appears in Luke 11:14.

133 Garland, Luke, 216-217, n. 20.
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after sunset (6mavteg dcot elyov doBevodvtag vocolg mowkilaug). At this point Luke changes the
wording and Jesus is pictured healing by the laying on of hands (évi éxdot® adtdv Tag yeipog
gmueic), while before sunset he was intentionally described as healing by word.*3* Thus, it
seems that the phrase 60vovtoc ¢ Tob fAiov creates a shift in pictures, from a focus on Jesus’
role of Creator to a wider picture of Messianic figure. The messianic theme is continued by the
testimony to his divine son-ship by demons (é€qpyeto 6¢ kai dotpdvia. amd TOAADY... Aéyovta
BTL XV €1 6 vidg Tod Oeod).

In general, Luke 4:31-41 shows the messiahship of Jesus in terms of the creation-fall-re-
creation paradigm and presents his miracles in the language of the re-creation process.**® The re-
creation becomes possible because of the reversal of the fall curses in the messianic mission of
Jesus. The ritual part of the law, which dealt with the curses of the fall, now is pointed by Luke
toward its replacement by the ministry of Jesus. The law established at creation and known as
universal, however, remains unchanged.*® The expanding of the universal law, known as the
natural law of creation, also remains without change until the accomplishment of the reversal and

complete removal of any demonic power from the world.

1.6.2. Spiritual meaning of ritual uncleanness in Luke 8:26-36
In Luke 8:26-36 the issue of ritual uncleanness which accompanies demon possession is viewed

from a slightly different angle. Demons are permanently unclean. That is the reason for demon

134 The ‘laying hands on’ for healing is an unknown practice in the OT, though it is mentioned in Deut 34:9.
Stein, Luke, 164. In Deut 34:9 the ‘laying hands on’ someone signifies sharing the Holy Spirit. Jesus seems to
employ this ancient ritual in order to help people to understand that the Holy Spirit is working. This could be Jesus’
reaction the words of amazement in the synagogue, when people did not recognize the creative power of God’s
word and assumed this as a mystical power.

135 Intertestamental Jewish sources pictured the age of the Messiah not only as a destruction of hostile
powers, but also in terms of renewal of the world, restoration of Eden (according to Isa 11:6-9) and renovation of
nature. Scott, Jewish Backgrounds, 285, 288-289.

136 Comparing the original creation in Gen 1-3 and ‘new heaven and the new earth’ in Isa 65:17, 2 Pet 3:13
and Rev 21:1, Kulikovsky concludes that from the biblical perspective, re-creation presumes “transformation of
nature back to the perfect state of the original creation”. Kulikovsky, Creation, Fall, Restoration, 283-285. This
presupposes the eternal validity of the original natural order established by God.
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possession not being mentioned among the cases of temporary ritual uncleanness in Lev 12-15.
As long as one’s behavior did not reveal demon possession it could not be assumed because of
the invisible nature of demons and unclean spirits. The behavior of a demon-possessed person
would reveal itself through an unnatural inclination to uncleanness and lawlessness.

This unnatural inclination is revealed in Part 1 (Luke 8:26-29) picturing a demoniac who
does not wear clothes (ovk évedvoarto ipdriov), lives in tombs (v oikig ovk Euevev AL’ €v Toig
pvnuaowy) and shows asocial and dangerous behavior (Stapprioomv td deGd NAOVVETO VIO TOD
dapoviov &ic tag Epripovg). This last feature demonstrates the tendency of demons and unclean
spirits to destroy life, which is the main gift of creation. The rejection of wearing garments
would also be viewed as a rejection of shame, introduced in the fall narrative.'*” Inhabiting
tombs instead of homes would indicate either the denial of the reality of death itself or the denial
of the issue of uncleanness. All these features reveal demonic-inspired attempts to resist the
‘reversal’ of curses brought in at the fall. However, the torments caused by demons (moALoig yap
xpOvolg cuvnpmakel avtov) were part of the miserable condition of life under those curses, which
replaced some of the blessings given at creation.

Another significant feature of the passage is the dialogue between Jesus and the demons,
since they controlled the speech of the man.'® The conjunction yap in v. 29 (mapfyysiiev yop ...
€EeABelv amod oD avOpmmov) shows that Jesus was first to speak. The demonic plea, d¢opai Gov,
un pe Pacaviong, “I beg you, do not torment me,” contrasts with the fact that demons ‘seized the
man violently for a long time’ (moALoig yap ypovolg cuvnpmakel avtov). Luke pictures Jesus

asking the name of the demon (Ti oot dvoud €otiv) in order to show that even Aegywwv are scared

187 The rejection of garments could be interpreted as “a sign of his shame and loss of identity.” The tombs
“were known as haunts for demons (see b. Ber. 3b; b. Sabb. 67a; b. Git. 70a; b. Sanh. 65b).” Garland, Luke, 357.

138 Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 766.
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to deal with him.13% At the same time the demons testified to Jesus as vig Tod 0god 0D VyicTov,
“son of God”, who is the highest authority over creation.!4

The following turn of the narrative, in Part 2 (8:30-33), seems very unusual. It appears to
show Jesus having mercy on demons and destroying a herd of pigs.#! However, the permission
of Jesus for the demons to possess the herd can be viewed not as mercy toward them, but as
another significant demonstration that even though the demons plea for mercy, they would not
change their nature. This presupposes their irreversible apostasy from God. In spiritual terms the
demons are permanently unclean. Jesus in his foresight knows the nature of demons. They tend
to inhabit the &Bvococ, and lead the possessed to their complete destruction.*? Jesus’ knowledge
of the irreversible apostasy of demons stands in sharp contrast to the requests of the demons,
who ask tva un émtéén avtoic ig v GPvocov anedbelv. In the following scene they bring the
herd of pigs into v Aipvnv (which can be understood here as a synonym for the abyss).143

By allowing the demons to enter the pigs, Jesus shows what would happen to the man if
he did not cast the demons out. The narrative suggests that the demons in their irreversible
condition would lead any creature into “abyss”. As previously mentioned, possession remains an
invisible condition until behavior reveals it. Demons have a tendency to destroy creation, which

they do not disclose.** Their malignity is compared in Torah to the permanent uncleanness of

139 Garland shows the widespread view reflected in T. Sol. 18:23, that “knowing the name of powers gave
one some power to manipulate them.” Garland, Luke, 358. The way in which the demon immediately tells Jesus his
name does not mean that Jesus needs it to manipulate. The dialogue begins with the demon’s plea for mercy. The
disclosure of the name, thus, would symbolize the demon’s submission and Jesus’ victory over a legion of demons.

140 BDAG, Byiotog, 2, “highest in a spatial sense” and “highest in status”.

141 Nolland notes that “the account certainly does not suggest that this was the only way Jesus could get the
demons out of the man”. Here, the demons unleash destructive power upon the pigs leading them to go into the
abyss. Nolland, ed. Luke 1-9:20, 411.

142 BDAG, 8pvococ, 1, 2. This word denotes “an immensely deep space, depth, abyss”, and also can presume
“a transcendent place associated with the dead and hostile powers, netherworld, abyss”.

143 BDAG, Apvn, 1 a, 2 a. Here the word has two meanings: 1) the lake (the Lake of Gennesaret), and 2) the
transcendent lake-like phenomenon, namely, the lake of fire in which the enemies of God are punished. Also Bock
notes that the abyss in the OT originally may refer to the depth of the earth or of the sea (Gen 1:2; 7:11; Job 41:32;
Ps 71:20). Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 775.

144 1t was noted that demons “will destroy anything they inhabit.” Garland, Luke, 359.



339
swine.* That is why the herd of pigs was employed by Jesus as an illustration of the permanent
uncleanness and irreversibility of evil forces. The deep spiritual meaning of the narrative
uncovers the possibility that a person can be possessed to an irreversible degree, when the abyss
becomes inevitable.

Part 3 (8:34-36) reports three reactions: that of the herdsmen, of the people of that town,
and of the healed man. The latter is especially relevant for our research because it reveals the
man restored to his condition before the demons entered him. He is described in v. 36 as
ipatiopévov Kai c@povoivio topd Tovg todog tod Incod, which may echo God making
clothing for Adam and Eve in Gen 3:21.1%6 The scene itself illustrates God’s work of re-creation,
where the evil is consigned to the abyss, and God restores creation in agreement with his divine
order. Consequently the whole passage illustrates: 1) the possibility of an irreversible degree of
spiritual uncleanness, 2) the permanent uncleanness in some members of the animal kingdom as

an illustration of human spiritual matters.

1.6.3. The shift of uncleanness from reversible to irreversible form in Luke 11:14-26
This passage also can be divided into four parts. The first part (Part 1) describes one miracle, and
the three that follow represent Jesus’ teaching about demonic forces. Part 2 discusses the issue of
Jesus’ messianic power and authority over evil forces. It pictures the issue of power in parabolic
form (parable 1). Part 4 contains parable 3, which shows the possibility of the transition of

reversible uncleanness to its irreversible form.4

145 Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 775. He noted that here, “the ‘unclean’ spirit seeks an ‘unclean’ animal.”

146 The natural law, which is the divinely ordained extension of the universal law of creation which took
place after the fall presumes that the wearing of clothes would protect one from the shame of nakedness. Thus, the
re-creation by Jesus, in this case, would not make one a perfect immortal and innocent being as Adam was before
the Fall, but would restore him to a condition of Adam after the Fall, when he repented and received God’s
forgiveness. That will be his condition of life until the final global re-creation of nature at the time of Jesus’
parousia.

147 Bock states that a man possessed by an evil spirit “is potentially subject to destruction”. Bock, Luke 1:1-
9:50, 432.
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Part 1 (Luke 11:14) reveals that the curses of the fall which appear in various forms of
diseases are the result of demonic activity.*® However, it is hard to see demon possession in
every case of human sickness. A condition such as muteness, may be a visible result of the fallen
condition of human nature. In Luke’s narrative it was an additional issue to demon possession.
The connection of the casting out of the demon to the healing of muteness, here, could
demonstrate the possibility of the full reversal of curses, which Jesus will accomplish in the
future re-creation. At the same time, the narrative clearly places the responsibility for the human
disorder on demons.

Part 2 (11:15-20) provides in vv. 15 and 16 two of the most striking opinions of people
about the nature of Jesus’ power over evil spirits.1*® These opinions stand in sharp contrast to
Luke’s view of Jesus’ power. Then Luke arranges Jesus’ speech in the form of dialectical
questions. First, Jesus composes a parable (parable 1 in vv. 17-20) to show that the basis of any
power rests in the unity of forces. Jesus turns the crowd’s assumption into two questions to
demonstrate its illogical nature (v daktoAg Beod ExPaAl® Ta darpdvia). His last statement is
logical. It answers the second demand concerning the sign from heaven (pbacev £’ Huag 1
Booiieia Tod Beod) in v. 16.1°° Part 3 (11:21-23) contains parable 2, which reveals that the
conquest happens because the power of God exceeds the power of demons. !t

Part 4 (11:24-26) is important for the present study. It shows that, if taken in a spiritual

sense, the uncleanness of any human being can reach the irreversible (permanent) degree. To

148 When Jesus liberated the man from the evil spirit “he regained his voice and the power of communication
was restored”. Trites, “Luke,” 179.

149 These people were not convinced by a miracle and attributed Jesus’ power to sorcery. Afterwards, they
started to demand a sign from heaven. Stein, Luke, 331.

150 The sign from heaven is something “apocalyptic in tone, triumphalistic in character” similar to the mighty
deeds of God known since the Exodus. Garland, Luke, 481. According to Exod 7:9, 11, 13, Pharaoh asked for a
miracle, d6te Nuiv onpeiov § tépag, after which he hardened his heart even more.

151 Stein notes that Luke links the term ¢ ioyvpétepdg, “someone stronger”, related to Jesus in 3:16, to the
same title in 11:21, 22. The title ¢ ioyvpog when viewed in light of Luke 10:18 would relate to Satan’s defeat from
one who is 0 ioyvpodtepdc, namely, Jesus. Stein, Luke, 332.
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explain this, one need only recall the issue of the uncleanness recorded in Torah. There, the ritual
law viewed people’s uncleanness only in temporary terms, while the permanent uncleanness was
the animals’ condition.*®? The ritual law dealt with the uncleanness of a body associated with
certain conditions (sickness, leprosy, flow of blood, touching the dead and unclean creatures).
This ritual uncleanness symbolically represented the visible results of the curses of the fall. This
kind of uncleanness was viewed as reversible and required ritual cleansing and purification
rites.?>® The transition of reversible uncleanness into irreversible was possible when one
neglected the purification rites. In that case, ‘cut off”, eschatological punishment was called
for. 1>

In Luke, the issue of ritual uncleanness undergoes some changes. The reversal of the fall
made possible by Jesus’ messianic role, removes ritual uncleanness and makes purification rites
unnecessary. In the messianic age, physical uncleanness becomes a secondary issue, while the
issue of a spiritual uncleanness becomes prominent. Conversion from sin to righteousness
includes cleansing of the heart, which is testified by the presence of the Holy Spirit. However,
the rejection of Christ indicates the rejection of purification. This attitude leads to a hardening of
spiritual uncleanness, and finally its transition into a permanent condition.

Most likely, permanent uncleanness of certain animals represents the presence of

irreversible uncleanness in the world. This kind of uncleanness relates to demons, who are

152 Hawley, "Agenda of Priestly Taxonomy," 231-232, 236.

158 The purification rites were designed to reverse the uncleanness of discharge from one’s body (Lev 15:1-
33), giving birth to a child (Lev 12:1-8), the touching of a human or animal corpse (Lev 11:31-40; Num 19:1-22),
and leprosy (Lev 13:1-59; 14:1-56). These rites did not cure sickness, but prohibited association with the temple cult
and the holy place, holy things and sacrifices. The temporary uncleanness did not make one guilty in a moral sense,
but simply reflected the curses of the fall. The purification rites thus illustrated that the reversal of these curses is
possible and provided for by the ritual law.

154 The transgressions which inflicted ‘cut off® punishment were assumed as a deliberate rejection of the
circumcision rite (Gen 17:14); pouring of holy anointing oil on someone other than a priest (Exod 30:33); use of
holy incense as perfume (Exod 30:38); eating of a sacrifice being ritually unclean or other cases of defilement of
holy things (Lev 7:20, 21, 25; 22:3); eating of blood (Lev 7:27; 17:14); violation of a command to humble himself
during the Day of Atonement (Lev 23:27-29); deliberate escape from participation in the Passover (Num 9:13);
when one defiantly transgresses the law of God (Num 15:30-31); when one who is ritually unclean neglected the
purification rites (Num 19:13, 20). All these cases presume the transition of reversible temporal uncleanness to the
irreversible because of someone’s deliberate choice not to obey the Lord.
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irreversibly cursed and doomed. This thought was affirmed in Luke 8:32, 33, where the demons
were not only associated with permanently unclean animals, but also returned to the abyss.
Association of a human being with demons would bring about the transition of spiritual
uncleanness to an irreversible stage.

Part 4 (11:24-26) contains parable 3 that shows four stages of demon possession. The
first stage in v. 24 is described as reversible: an unclean spirit goes out of a man (stage 1).1* It
may indicate the repetition of a conquest, when the man remains unfilled by the Spirit of God,
after the demon’s expulsion.®® Jesus’ parable also reveals that a demon tends to associate with
human beings in the way that a person prefers to live in a home instead of a wilderness. This
explains a high possibility of a demon’s return to a man (stage 2).1°” The parable also shows that
a demon tends to make possession increasingly stronger (stage 3), which tends to bring the
situation to its irreversible stage.’®® According to Jesus in v. 26, the situation of demon
possession itself has an inner tendency to become, at last, irreversible. The last point of this
drama is described by ta £€oyoto, which presumes someone reaching the eternal/irreversible

consequences of their choice (stage 4).1>°

1% According to Lev 16:10 and Isa 34:13-15 a desert often was viewed as inhabited by demons. Stein, Luke,
333.

156 Trites, “Luke,” 180-181.
157 Garland, Luke, 484.

1%8 Disobedience to God leads to the hardening of a heart and a worse spiritual condition, which is reflected
in a number of NT texts: John 5:14, 2 Pet 2:20; Heb 6:4-8; 10:26-27. Stein, Luke, 333.

19 BDAG, &oyatoc, 1, 2. The word relates to time, “the farthest boundary of an era, last”, or to the “final
item in a series, last in time”.
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2. Uncleanness of the Gentiles

2.1. Spiritual cleansing of the Gentile converts (Acts 10)

Luke treats the issue of Gentile uncleanness in a special manner.2 First, he omits the story of
the Canaanite woman, which appears in the double synoptic tradition in Mark 7:26 and
Matt 15:22. He does this intentionally, in order not to attribute the comparison between Gentiles
and dogs to Jesus. Viewing Gentiles as unclean, by pious Jews, appears only in Acts.®! It seems
that, for Luke the Cross makes a difference in relation to the Gentiles. That is why, only in Acts,
the issue of Gentile uncleanness in particular, as well as uncleanness in general, comes under
discussion. The reasons behind the Lukan view of the ritual purification rites and the significance
of the Cross, in relation to this issue, finally appear in Acts 10 and 11.

The significance of the narrative in Acts 10 is stressed by its repetition in chapter 11.
While chapter 10 describes the sequence of events, chapter 11 focuses predominantly on Peter’s
apologetic arguments. His arguments reflect the main points of a spiritual lesson which one can
draw out from the events described in the preceding chapter. Moreover, chapter 10 plays a key
role in disputes about the issue of the ritual law, in light of the progress of the apostolic mission.
The dispute, clearly stated here, reaches its culmination in Acts 15, when common agreement
finally seems to be reached. After that, the dispute is never raised again among church leaders.

The narrative then turns to the peculiarities of the applications of the agreement.

160 Klawans believes that only the eighteen-edicts tradition placed ritual impurity on the Gentiles. According
to rabbinical teaching, the Gentiles were ritually unclean, because they didn’t practice the laws of ritual purity, ate
impure food, touched impure substances, committed idolatry and defiling sexual acts. Klawans notices that
Antiquities 12:145 connects the exclusion of proselytes from the Temple to the purity law and that Gentiles were
excluded from the Temple “just as the flesh of unclean beasts is excluded from Jerusalem.” Jonathan Klawans,
“Notions of Gentile Impurity in Ancient Judaism,” AJS Review 20, no. 2 (1995): 289, 298, 309-311.

161 The book of Acts frequently discusses the divine plan concerning the inclusion of the Gentiles in the
messianic kingdom of God: Acts 8:4, 5; 10; 11; 13.42- 48; 14:1, 27; 15; 16:14-15; 18:4, 6; 22:21; 26:20; 28:28.
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Acts 10:1-48 can be divided in six parts. Part 1 (Acts 10:1-8) represents the prophetic
vision of Cornelius.t? This vision has features of a literal prophecy, whose meaning is clearly
apprehensible, without the need for interpretation. The narrative starts with portraying Cornelius.
After avnp, the first account of him appears, describing him as living in Gentile territory (tig &v
Kawoopeig), having a Roman name (6vouatt Kopvilog), and serving in the Roman army
(éxatovtapyng €k oneipng tii¢ kKahovuévng TraAikiic). Also mentioned is that Cornelius is a
commander over a cohort, which indicates his responsibility and authority. This first account
represents the public characteristics of Cornelius. In the eyes of a pious Jew, however, these
attributes could be viewed as religiously and culturally unacceptable.

His second description starts in v. 2 and reflects the inner world of his heart, as known to
God. He is pictured as pious (g0oefng) and a God-fearer (popovpevog Tov B0V GOV TavTL TM
oik® avtod). In addition, he is known for the giving of many alms (mo1®v élenpocvvog ToAAIS)
and praying to God at all times (6e6pevog tod Ogod da mavtdg). The phrase, moudv Erenpocivag
mollag td Aad, likely presupposes the alms given to the Jewish people, because the singular
haog with the definite article usually designates the ‘people of God’. This characteristic could be
specially emphasized by Luke, in order to compensate for the negative impression which the
image of a soldier creates, by presenting him as merciful even toward a hostile ethnic group.

Verse 3 states that Cornelius saw a vision, which appeared to him ‘clearly, evidently’
(pavep@c). This may indicate that his vision had no hidden meaning, but could be clearly
understood. The time indicator 1 (doei mept Gpov Evatny Tiig Nuépag) is the first out of Six time
indicators in this chapter. Its role, appearing later, is to show that both visions, that of Cornelius
and that of Peter, are linked semantically. Later part 4 (Acts 10:30-33), in v. 30, reveals that
Cornelius was fasting for four days and received his vision during his fast. The reason for fasting

IS not stated, yet can be assumed from the words of an angel in v. 4 (ai Tpocevyai Gov...

162 1t was noted that Luke, beginning to describe the mission to the Gentiles, focuses on Cornelius’ piety. It
was suggested that the angelophany at Cornelius’ home is paralleled by Luke to the same event experienced by
Zechariah the priest in Luke 1:11-20. This view is supported by mentioning piety, according to the Jewish law, in
both cases. Richard 1. Pervo, Acts: A Commentary, ed. Harold W. Attridge (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2009), 267.
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avépnoav gig pvnuocvvov Eumpocbev tod Oeod). If one assumes that God answered Cornelius’
prayers by sending him an apostle, then the prayers were somehow related to his need to know
the way of salvation.!63

This assumption can be strengthened by the time indicator 2 (vbv) by an angel inv. 5,
who clarifies the time of the vision as the starting point. This observation authorizes the reader to
view both visions (literally of Cornelius and symbolically of Peter) as semantically linked.64
The second vdv is mentioned in v. 33 again in relation to the words of an angel. Its function is to
complete the chain of events which the angel started. The second vov shows that Cornelius had
fulfilled all orders of angel given three days earlier. Consequently, the time indicator 2, vdv, does
not correlate to the exact date, but rather signifies the coming of salvation to the Gentiles.

Also the double occurrence of viv links two visions as if they were two parts of one
event. Another significant feature is that Cornelius, having no idea about the vision which soon
is to be given to Peter, chose three men (poviicag 600 T@V OIKETAV Kol oTpaTidTV £VoERT) and
sent them to Joppa (anéotetrev avtovg ig v Tonmnv). This feature credits God not only for
originating the events, but also for managing all pending circumstances. In addition, the number
of people sent by Cornelius provides a clue to the symbols of Peter’s vision.

Part 2 (Acts 10:9-16) shifts the scene from the Gentile home in Caesarea to the Jewish
home in Joppa, where Peter was staying. Here, the issue of ritual uncleanness appears for the

first time. Luke mentions three times that Peter resides in the house of Simon the tanner. “The

Mishnah and Talmud strongly criticize tanners, because of their ongoing ritual defilement” from

163 Larkin shows that Cornelius’ piety had not yet brought him to a saving relationship with God, but led to
more revelation. Larkin, “Acts,” 469.

164 The connection between the two visions was stressed, when the four chronological markers were noticed:
1) on the next day, after Cornelius had a vision; 2) during the time, as soldiers sent by Cornelius were on their way,
3) when they were approaching the city, 4) at noon. Schnabel, Acts, 487-488.
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association with skins of dead animals.'® Peter’s decision to live there reveals “that the apostle
is receptive to Jews who are considered marginalized and unclean.”*%®

Verse 9 contains the time indicator 3 (tf] 6¢ Emadplov 050UTOPOVVIMV EKEIVOV. .. TTEPL
dpav Ektnv) pointing that the following events took place next morning, about the sixth hour.
The mention of 66omopodvtmv in connection to time indicators and mention of a location in the
clause kai tf) moAeL £yylovtov stresses that they hurried and travelled through the night. Here,
the accent is on the progress of the three travellers. Mention of their location with the time
indicator 3 creates a narrative link synchronizing three men’s arrival with Peter’s vision. The
emphasis on their progress shows that only at the time they came near the city did the perplexing
vision appear to Peter.

When Peter went to the housetop to pray (vv. 9, 10), he was caught by a surprisingly
strong desire to taste food (€yéveto 8¢ mpdomevoc kai fjferev yevoacOar). His hunger was
unusual at this time of day and Peter could not find an explanation for it. The presence of Peter’s
unusual hunger sends the reader’s thoughts to Cornelius, who is still fasting. A Jew enriched by
God’s mercy now stands in sharp contrast to the God-fearing Gentile, who has not yet “tasted”
the grace of God. However, Peter does not know about this contrast revealed to the reader. The
answer to Peter’s amazement comes in the following prophetic symbolic vision (éyéveto €’
avTOV EKGTOCLS).

The vision starts in v. 11 with the image of heaven opened up (Tov 00pavov dvemyuévov).
The second image is a vessel coming down (katofoivov okedoc) from heaven and lowered to the
ground (kabiépevov €t tig yiic). The special feature of this vessel was its similarity to a big
linen cloth (g 086vnv peydAnv). This could remind readers of the linen cloth/wrapping for
swathing the dead as in Luke 24:12 and John 19:40, 20:5-7 (where the linen cloth is also

mentioned in the singular). According to John, Peter saw the linen cloth/wrapping on the

185 \vanThanh Nguyen, “Dismantling Cultural Boundaries: Missiological Implications of Acts 10:1-11:18,”
Missiology 40, no. 4 (2012): 457.

166 Nguyen, “Dismantling Cultural Boundaries,” 457.
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morning of the resurrection. Thus, the linen cloth in Peter’s vision in Acts 10:11 can be
understood as Jesus’ burial linen wrapping.

Acts 10:11 appears in variant readings.®” The addition Sedspévov xoi suggests that the
linen cloth was bound at the four corners (téooapov apyaic dedepévov). The perfect participle
dedepévov may suggest that the four corners were tied together, if the ‘tied’ relates to corners
only. At the same time, the whole phrase, téccapotv dpyais dedepévov kai kabiEpevoy Emt tiig
Y, contains two participles, one in perfect tense and the second in present tense which can be
translated, “having been tied by the four corners and being lowered to the ground”. It may
presuppose another picture: the big linen cloth coming down from heaven, having been tied by
the four corners to the earth, and having been lowered to the ground. If one accepts that the
addition of dedepévov kai is a later conflation of readings, then téocapotv apyaic kabiépevov Emi
¢ yfig can be translated “by the four corners [it] is lowered to the ground”.16®

This picture may raise the question whether the linen cloth tied to the ground and arched
up could carry the animals. The picture of a concave object suggests the image of a vessel. The
lifting up of the cloth’s center, and the binding of the corners of the cloth to the ground may
however remind readers of a shelter (cxmvi), or okijvoc) instead of a vessel (okedoc).2%® Such a
shelter would take the form of a pitched tent, which would explain the fastening of it to the

ground, precisely at its four corners. This suggestion of a tent or tabernacle would make sense to

167 Metzger notes that “the Western text here lacked katapoivov and described the vessel as ‘tied (3edgpévov)
at (the) four corner’. In the text of the old uncials, which read katapaivov, the vessel is said to be ‘lowered
(xabiépevov) by (the) four corners’”. Metzger, Textual Commentary on Greek NT, 326.

188 Metzger states: “A majority of the Committee judged that witnesses that have all three participles are

conflated, and preferred the reading supported by 74 & A B (C?) it® vg geo”. Metzger, Textual Commentary on
Greek NT, 326-327.

169 BDAG, oxfivoc, “tent, lodging” appears in 2 Cor 5:1, 4 in the phrase, “the earthly tent we live in.” BDAG,
oknvn, 1 ab, 2. This word means “tent, hut, lodging, dwelling” and relates to the tents of nomads, cultic tent (the
Tent of Testimony), and describes “transcendent celestial tent.” Luke uses the derived forms of the word cknvn five
times in Luke 9:33; 16:9; Acts 7:43, 44; 15:16. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews represents heaven
typologically as a tent, and employs the image of the tabernacle to signify “God’s presence in the midst of the
wilderness wandering.” Thomas Keene, “Heaven is a Tent: The Tabernacle as an Eschatological Metaphor in the
Epistle to the Hebrews,” in WTJ (Philadelphia: Westminster Theological Seminary, 2010), 432.
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Peter, the Jew, and for Luke, who in his narrative came close to the issue of the ritual law. If so,
okedog would be better translated as “thing, object”, rather than “vessel”. 17

The conjectural scribal emendation of the text was likely due to the presence of the
variant readings and betrays an attempt to clarify the meaning of the text.}’* The corruption of
text could be an unintentional mistake of reading, when in case of uncertain reading, the letter v
(N) was assumed as v (Y).1"2 This mistake later could influence the reading of j into € in okijvoc.
In case of oknvrv, the ending could also be changed since the word in all three accounts appears
on the edge of a column and the reading of the last letter/s is uncertain.1”

The presupposition of the copyist that God, through a vision, directed Peter to eat meat of
any kind, made him choose okeddc instead of oxnviv/ okfvoc, especially if this variant reading
had support from earlier copies, where the mistake was made.1’* The choice of the word may
also correlate with the hunger of Peter and the following command, to kill and eat. Thus, the
image of a vessel would fit a meal picture in a copyist’s mind.!™

However, Peter’s hunger can be linked to the image of a meal only superficially. His

hunger has a stronger link to Cornelius’ fasting with his desire for salvation. This link is

170 BDAG, okeddc, 1.
171 The term “conjectural emendentions” was suggested by Metzger, Text of New Testament, 226-231.

172 This kind of corruption can be attributed to “errors arising from faulty eyesight”, when similar letters were
confused. Metzger, Text of New Testament, 251-253. The original ocxfvog could be presumed due to the fact that the
words oxedoc and oxfjvog look and sound similarly. Also oxnvrv (acusative from oxnvn) could be original due to
the accusative case of the whole sentence and because feminine oxnvn always refers to the tabernacle. The phrase,
thus, may be read as xai kataBoivov cknviv Tt GG 606vNY peydAny técoapoty apyaic dedepévov kabiéuevov Eni Tiig
vf¢ and translated as “and descending tabernacle, going down by four corners upon the earth” (Acts 10:11).

173 The uncial of x shows that in two out of three ocurances (in Acts 10:16 and 11:5) the word ckedog is
divided between two lines: “CKEY” on one line and “OC” on the line below. Thus, the letter “’Y”” comes on the
edge, where it looks ‘scraped’. Only in Acts 10:11does the word comes first in the line of the column as undivided,
but the previous word “KATABAIN” lacks the ending, “ON” and thus does not reveal the case of vessel/tent. The
scribal choice of okebdg presumes the nominative case, while the phrase comes in the accusative.

174 The interchange of cknviv by okebdg can be explained by the common use of these words in relation to
the tabernacle and its staff (Exod 30:26-28; 35:11-14; 39:13; Lev 8:11; Num 1:50; 3:8, 36; 4:15; Heb 9:21).

175 Metzger notes that in numerous manuscripts of Acts 10:30 the phrase (vnotedwv, kai) was added to the
text. The insertion of “fasting”, here, in connection to prayer was attributed by Metzger to “alterations made because
of doctrinal considerations.” Metzger, Text of New Testament, 268.
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supported by the Lukan use of the time indicators, which create an impression of a timer
switched on at Cornelius’ vision in Caesarea until Peter’s arrival in Caesarea. Moreover, the
picture of a vessel influenced by the order to kill and eat the animals also has no firm ground,
because the cooking of meat in the linen vessel seems impossible. In general, the symbol of the
linen vessel, whose corners are tied together does not bring to mind any echoes of Scripture, but
only an allusion to meals.

The image of the tabernacle would provide a better meaning.1’® There, the slaughtering
(00w) and eating (p&yw) in the court of the tabernacle was prescribed by ritual law.'’” The verb
0v® has two meanings, “’kill” or “slaughter” taken in the ritual sense.'’® The double imperatives
Bdoov kai pdye, in view of the tabernacle, would more readily relate to ritual slaughter.”® This
assumption can be supported by three arguments. The first appears in Rom 15:16, the Pauline
comparison between conversion of the Gentiles and the bringing of sacrifices (iepovpyodvta 10
gvayyéAlov Tod Beod, tva yévntat 1] Tpocopd TV £6vDV DTPOGOEKTOG, YIOGUEVT &V TVEDUATL
ayim). This also agrees with Peter’s explanation of the symbolism of his vision in terms of God’s
will to send him to preach to the Gentiles.

The second argument is that when the divine voice ordered: Avaotac, [1étpe, 00cov kai

odye, he refused and made an excuse.'® His excuse had to be rational, otherwise it would not

176 The phrase oxnvy depuotivn in P Cairo Zen 1. 59013 (dated by 259 BCE) had the meaning of “tent.” J. H.
Moulton and G. Milligan, Vocabulary of the Greek Testament, 2nd ed. (Peabody, MA: Hendrikson, 2004), 577. This
image brings to mind the tabernacle covered by animal skins in Exod 26:14; 36:19; 39:34.

177 The law of Deut 12:7 states payeo0e éxel évavtiov kupiov which presumes the eating of the sacrifices.

178 Haenchen understands this as the command to Peter to “slaughter”, not “sacrifice” or kill ritually. He
assumes it from the fact that unclean animals cannot be ritually slaughtered and sees the translation of éxafdapioev as
“to declare clean”. Haenchen, Acts, 348 nn. 2, 4. However, God’s declaration of them to be éxabdpioev shows them
as appropriate spiritual sacrifice. Billebeck, contrary to Haenchen, views 6o (in Acts 10:13) corresponding to the
Hebrew word meaning, “kill ritually”. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament I, 708 (as cited in Haenchen,
348).

178 This action was described in Lev 19:5-6; Deut 12:15-16; 2 Chr 29:22. Larkin, “Acts,” 473. All these texts
presume a cultic context of slaughtering.

180 Here, Peter’s strong resistance has two strong negatives in his reply: “By no means [undaumc], Lord; for |
have never [ovdénote] eaten anything that is profane or unclean!” (10:14). “Peter’s response recalls the strongly
worded response of Ezekiel to a similar command to defile himself (undapwg, kbpie Bee Tov IopanL" Tdov 1 yoyn
pov ov pepiavrar ev okabopoio [4:14, LXX]). Peter has never eaten anything profane or unclean, and, like Ezekiel,
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make any sense. The rationale of Peter’s excuse appears in the phrase dti ovd6énote Epayov mav
KooV koi dcdBaptov.t8 Here, two words are used, kowov and dxadaptov, which likely
indicate two different kinds of uncleanness. The animals in the ‘vessel’ represented the full
variety of the animal kingdom (mévta ta tetpdmoda, Kai Epmeta THE YAG, Kol TETEWH TOD
ovpovod).182 The phrase may allude to Gen 1:24, 26, 28; 9:2, 10 omitting only the water
animals.!8® The word mévta means that some of the animals were clean and Peter could chose
which to sacrifice. Yet, he sees none which is neither kowov nor dxéOaptov.

It is noteworthy that the term for unclean animals in Torah is xnv (Lev 11:4) and
translated in LXX as dxé0aprov and not kowvov. 8 The word daxddaptoc would designate the
permanently unclean condition of an animal, which is determined by its nature. The word kowog

relates to a different kind of uncleanness, which is ritual and temporary.'® The evidence of it can

he is not going to start now.” David Lertis Matson and Warren S. Brown, “Tuning the Faith: The Cornelius Story in
Resonance Perspective,” Perspectives in Religious Studies 33, no. 4 (2006): 456. It is noteworthy, that Ezekiel in his
answer to God refers to temporal type of uncleanness counting 6vnoipaiov, Onpiéimtov, miv kKpéag Emiov, but not
what is called Bdéivypa (Lev 11:42; Deut 14:3).

181 In Acts 11:8 the disjunctive 1 does occur instead of the connective ka1, which makes the phrase to state,
“nothing common or unclean has ever entered my mouth.” The change from the connective “defiled and unclean” to
the disjunctive “defiled or unclean” could be specially designed by Luke to stress that kowvog and axkaBaptog are not
synonyms. Thus, kowvog presumes ritual temporal uncleanness by being mixed with unclean food (cf. 11:47), while
axdOaptog refers to food, which by its very nature (permanently, irreversibly) is “unclean.” Mikeal C. Parsons,
“‘Nothing Defiled AND Unclean’: The Conjunction's Function in Acts 10:14,” Perspectives in Religious Studies 27,
no. 3 (2000): 268.

182 Pervo believes that Peter’s vision has to be viewed in light of Gen 1:24-25, which shows the intent of the
Creator to restore the goodness of all creation to its original condition. Pervo, Acts, 269-271, n. 54.

183 Also, here the allusion to the flood narrative and Noah’s ark can be presumed, where the water animals
also were absent, Gen 7:21. The typology of the ark was the one of the important elements of the tabernacle service.
The reference to the flood is possible because of “the widespread typological interpretation of the flood in the
Second Temple period and the NT literature.” Moreover, in Matt 24 Jesus compares a time of his coming to Noah’s
time; also in 2 Pet 2:1-9, Peter displays a developed flood typology. Daniel R. Streett, “As it was in the days of
Noabh: the prophets’ typological interpretation of Noah's flood,” Criswell Theological Review 5, no. 1 (2007): 34, 51.

184 Note that kowvog means “desecrated/polluted by association”, while axéd0aptoc means “unclean” in terms
of permanent uncleanness. Moskala, Laws of Clean and Unclean, 375. Moskala's work was reviewed from the
positive side by Ralph K. Hawkins, “The Laws of Clean and Unclean Animals in Leviticus 11: Their Nature,
Theology, and Rationale: An Intertextual Study,” CBQ 65, no. 1 (2003): 112-113. J. Milgrom reviewing Moskala’s
work agrees with him about “rooting the dietary laws in creation”, but argues for the order of God in Gen.9:3 to use
all animals for food. Jacob Milgrom, “Review of J. Moskala PhD Dissertation,” AUSS 42, (2004): 250-251.

185 Walter Houston insists that “kowov” in Acts 10:28 is equivalent to “unclean” and not a synonym of f
axaBaptov. On this basis he suggests a social rationale for the laws of unclean animals rather than a universal non-
Jewish context linked to the Creation. Walter J. Houston, “The Laws of Clean and Unclean Animals in Leviticus 11:
Their Nature, Theology, and Rationale: An Intertextual Study,” JTS 53, no. 1 (2002): 132-134.
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be found in Mark 7:2 where kowvog is chosen to describe the uncleanness of unwashed hands
(xowvaig yepotv, Todt’ EoTv dvintolc).!® Thus, the animals in the ‘vessel’/‘tent” were divided by
Peter into those axaboptov (unclean by nature), and those kowov (ritually unclean from being in
touch with axaOaptov).'®’ Eating meat affected by ritual uncleanness would not be viewed as
sin, as long as one did not participate in a temple cult.¥ Contrastingly, when the cultic context is
involved, the ritual system must be followed.

The third argument is connected to the fact that the tabernacle (the tent of meeting) would
signify God’s dwelling among his people. The vision of a linen cloth tent with the animals would
symbolise Jesus’ death, which as the atoning sacrifice covered the whole world, all nations, and
included them all in the salvific plan of God.'®° The use of the linen fabric is also significant,
because the only thing in the tabernacle made from linen seems to be priests’ garments. For Peter
the linen cloth covering the whole earth, here, could signify that the priestly and levitical
ministry is fulfilled in Christ. This also has support from the fact that God commanded Peter
(who was not a Levite) to slaughter an animal. The assumption that Peter could draw these
conclusions from a vision can be seen from his own view of the priesthood of all believers
(1 Pet 2:9).

It seems that a similar vision was given to the disciple John, who saw a shelter/tabernacle
coming down from heaven (Rev 21:2, 3), full of people, not animals. Here, katapaivovcav ék

0D ovpavod and 1 oknvr| describes the image of a tent filled with people (1 oxnvr) tod 00D

186 |f one accepts that Mark wrote the Gospel drawing on Peter’s sermons, the interpretation of kowoc in
relation to ritual uncleanness would be attributed to Peter himself.

187 Nguyen states that the ‘uncleanness’ in this case can be explained by contamination of clean animals by
unclean animals. Nguyen, “Dismantling Cultural Boundaries,” 459.

188 According to Deut 12:15, the ritual uncleanness would not affect meat consumption, if the meat is not of a
sacrifice brought to a holy place.

189 The word okmvi; was employed to describe the inhabited world in antiquity. These words are ascribed to
Democritus, 6 k6cpog oxknvi, 6 Blog mépodoge NAOeg, £ideg, dnfidec. See also Anth. Pal. 10.72. Moulton and
Milligan, Vocabulary of the Greek Testament, 577.
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netd Tdv avopdnmv).t* This possible parallel vision suggests that in Acts 10:11-16 the vision
was about people, not animals.!®* Consequently, the cleansing of any animals’ uncleanness was
not under consideration in Acts 10:11-16.

The word oxnvn appears in the writings of Luke three times. First, Jesus tells about an
eternal dwelling place, tac aioviovg oknvac (Luke 16:9).1%2 Jesus’® words are addressed to
believers to instruct them not to forget “the priority of values related to future life.”1%

The two-age eschatological understanding of Jesus’ parable would direct believers to patterns of
true worship. The second occurrence is in Stephen’s reference to the earthly tabernacle in the
desert v oxnviyv 100 Moloy (Acts 7:43), his point is that “Israel had been idolatrous in their
worship of God in the past and was again idolatrous in the present,” denying God’s salvation
revealed in Jesus.'®* Thomas Golding notes, “the idolatry at the Jerusalem temple in Acts is
nowhere near as graphic as in a passage like Ezekiel 8.°%

The third time oxmvr) appears is in James’ speech at the Jerusalem Council in his
reference to v oxnviv Aowid v tentokviav (Acts 15:16). Here, the “fallen tent” should be

understood to refer to idolatry in times of the Hebrew kings until the Babylonian exile.!% All

three occurences of oknv| in Luke-Acts suggest that Luke views the issue of a Jewish cult in

190 For petd serving as marker of attendant objects see BDAG, peté 3c.

191 According to Dan 7:17, the beasts in the vision represent kingdoms. Keener supports the view that in
apocalyptic visions animals symbolize various nations. Craig S. Keener, Acts: An Exegetical Commentary 3:1-
14:28, vol. 2 (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2013), 1766, n. 375.

192 Here, the disciples were told “to be taken into eternal tabernacles beyond this world.” The phrase “reflects
the image of God’s tabernacling or sheltering his people in heaven (Rev 7:15; 21:3). Garland, Luke, 652.

193 Stein, Luke, 414, citing L. Sabourin, Luke, 293

194 Beginning with the golden calf at Sinai (Acts 7:39-41) Israelites continued to worship other deities
throughout their time in the wilderness (vv. 42-43; cf. Amos 5:25-26). Thomas A. Golding, “Pagan Worship in
Jerusalem?,” Bibliotheca Sacra 170, no. 679 (2013): 309.

1% Golding, “Pagan Worship,” 316. He notes that “the temple itself was not idolatrous or filled with
idolatrous articles. Rather, the (stereo-typical) perspective of the Jews concerning the temple was. Continuing to
worship at the temple and venerate the temple while rejecting God’s work through Jesus dishonored God.”

19 Thus, Schnabel suggests that the ‘tent of David’ may refer to the Jerusalem temple or Jerusalem destroyed
in 587 BCE, yet, it may also metaphorically represent the ‘temple’ of the messianic age, the church. Schnabel, Acts,
638-639.
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light of the irreconcilability of true worship and false worship. Peter’s vision in Acts 10:11 also
was employed by Luke to emphasize the aspects common to true worship shared by Jewish
converts and Gentile converts, who are no longer divided by the ritual purity aspects of the
Jewish cultic system.’

God’s dialogue with Peter ends with A 6 0g0¢ ékabdapicev ob ur koivov. While Peter’s
previous statement relates to two groups, kowov and akdadaptov, the divine voice answers only
about the first matter (o0 ur| koivov) leaving akdBaptov without any instruction. It is also not
said whether axdaBoptov was cleansed, because the phrase 6 0g0¢ ékabdapicev relates only to
Kowdv, as it follows from the imperative uy xotvov.'®® The divine order to kill and eat, thus,
cannot be attributed to all kinds of animals, because of the previously mentioned kowvov and
axdBaptov; only about kotvov it is said, & 0 0ed¢ ékabdpioev oV ur koivov, which means ‘what
God has cleansed, that no longer view as common’. Pervo sees here a Lukan allusion to the
words of Jesus, spoken in the house of the Pharisee (Luke 11:41).2%° The words “everything will
be clean (mavta kabapd) for you” were spoken about things unclean in a ritual sense which were
to be cleansed by water. So, God’s announcement of cleansing the animals in the linen cloth by
all means would indicate cleansing their ritual, temporary uncleanness.

This understanding gives the reader the idea that God cleanses things which before were

viewed as ‘ritually unclean’. Later Peter confirms this understanding three times:

197 It was noted that the three most significant missionary speeches in Acts 13:13-41; 14:8-18 and 17:16-31
(addressed to the Gentile audience) reflect the call to true worship “introducing the true living God over against false
gods”. Atef Mehanny Gendy, “Style, Content and Culture: Distinctive Characteristics in the Missionary Speeches in
Acts,” Svensk Missionstidskrift 99, no. 3 (2011): 263.

1% M. Parsons noticed that in Luke’s writings there are eight occurrences of axédaptoc. Beyond those found
in 10:14, 10:28; 11:8 (with ambiguous meaning), the other instances show the reference is to “unclean spirits” (Luke
4:33, 46; 6:18; 8:29; 9:42; 11:24; Acts 5:16; 8:7). Thus, Luke uses axdBaptog in relation to permanent uncleanness.
Yet the verb form, xabapifw, which occurs in our texts at Acts 10:15; 11:9, and 15:9 would presume cleansing of
temporal uncleanness (the term occurs also at Luke 4:27; 5:12, 13; 7:22; 11:39; 17:14, 17, mostly in reference to the
physical and ritual cleansing of lepers). Parsons, “Nothing Defiled AND Unclean,” 270.

199 pervo, Acts, 269.
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1) in Acts 10:47, 48 where he sees the converts filled with the Holy Spirit; 2) Acts 11:15-17,
where Peter before the Jewish believers interprets the filling of the Gentile converts with the
Holy Spirit as ‘spiritual baptism’, predicted by Christ and coming from God; and 3) Acts 15:8-9
where Peter interprets this event as the cleansing of hearts which removes any distinctions
between the Jewish and Gentile converts. The lifting of the tabernacle up into heaven gb6vg
aveAnuedn 1o okedog €ig TOV 0Opavov presupposes that what is treated as clean by God and
accepted in heaven, should not be assumed as unclean by men.?%

The voice from heaven in v. 15, & 0 0e0¢ éxabdapioey ob un koivov, drove Peter into
perplexity, because he did not understand that the Gentiles with their ritual uncleanness are now
made clean in God’s sight.?°! According to v. 17, he was meditating upon its symbolism (&g 8¢
v antd dmmopet 6 Tlétpog ti v €in 10 dpapa d €1dev). However, Luke writes the narrative in
such a way as to make the meaning clear to the reader, who is aware that the three men, who
were sent to find Peter, are now near Joppa. V. 16 reads, todto 8¢ £yéveto éml tpic, putting accent
on the number three. While v. 17 pictures Peter in perplexity, v. 18 again shifts to the three men
(idoV ot Gvopeg ol anestaipévorl VO Tod Kopvniiov). In addition, Peter’s speech in Acts 11:10-
11 links the three voice pronouncements in the vision to the three men approaching Simon’s
home.

Part 3 (10:17-29) provides in v. 19 a direct revelation from God concerning the vision
just at the time of Peter’s perplexity. The present tense participle dievbvpovpévov is part of a

genitive absolute with temporal meaning. Exactly at the time, ‘while Peter was pondering the

200 Nguyen notes that the vertical movement (the descent and ascent of the animals) between heaven and
earth metaphorically and theologically implies, “for Luke, there is no longer a division between sacred space
(heaven) and profane space (earth)”. Nguyen, “Dismantling Cultural Boundaries,” 456.

201 The verb ‘made clean’ (éxofdpioev), according to LXX, was used “for pronouncements of the priests
concerning persons who had been impure and who, after the appropriate purification, were then declared clean (cf.
Lev 13:6, 13, 17)”. Schnabel, Acts, 491. Though Schnabel believes that God’s pronouncement in Acts 10:15
included cleansing of animals, there was no ritual of purification in the Torah attributed to animals cleansing their
uncleanness (which is assumed as permanent), but only to people, cleansing them from temporary ritual
uncleanness.



355
vision’ the explanation was provided.?? The construction links Peter’s wish to understand the
vision with the explanation given by the Holy Spirit: idov Gvdpec {ntodciv oe. Here, the number
of men varies: &0 to tpeig; the number is omitted in some mss, but the reader knows that three
men were sent by Cornelius (v. 7). By this Luke reveals that though Cornelius was the
immediate agent sending those men, God was the initiator of this meeting (¢yo® danéotoika
avtovg) and ruled over the events, according to his divine purpose.

In v. 20, the participle diakpivopevog means ‘to differentiate by separation, make a
distinction’.2% The previous divine revelation in v. 15 stated, o0 pf kotvov, which is similar in
meaning to undev dakpvopevos, because in both cases the distinction between holy and
common in terms of the ritual law is presumed. Now it is clearly stated that the prohibition of
any distinction is not about food, but only about people.?** Peter has to go with these men even
though they are Gentiles.

This story in Acts echoes Jonah, where the prophet also was sent on a mission to the
Gentiles.?® Yet, when he came to Joppa, Jonah changed course and became disobedient to God’s
call. The conversion of the sailors in Jon 1:14-16 and the Ninevites in Jon 3:5-10 reveals that
preaching to the Gentiles was also in God’s plan, long before the time of the apostles. The
deliberate choice of God to save rather than to destroy Ninevah illustrates his care and loving
attitude toward the entire creation. Jonah’s struggles in the depth of the sea symbolise the
spiritual as well as physical uncleanness of the disobedient prophet and its result. The lesson of
Jonah’s story probably made Peter obey God immediately, without arguing. Here, the time

indicator 4, t1j 8¢ émavpiov, in v. 23 reveals that Peter started his way to Caesarea next morning.

202 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 654-55.
28 BDAG, Swakpive, 1, 2, 6. Here also it can mean “to be uncertain, be in odds, doubt”.

204 Schnabel states, “Peter sees clearly that the issue at stake was not just food, but people”. Schnabel, Acts,
496.

205 5. Oxley shows a few parallels between the story of Jonah and Peter (Simon son of Jonah) in Cornelius’
story. Simon Oxley, “Certainties Transformed: Jonah and Acts 10:9-35,” The Ecumenical Review 56, no. 3 (2004):
325.
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Peter’s words in v. 28 even better explain that the ritual uncleanness of Gentiles was an
issue that now is solved by God.?% Here, the phrase fjueic énictoc0s presumes that Cornelius is
a God-fearer and being friendly with the Jews knows that a40éputév Eotv avopt Tovdaim
KoAdoOot 1} Tpocépyecbar alio@Oim. The word adéuitog, “not allowed, forbidden”, refers “not
to what is forbidden by ordinance, but to a violation of tradition”.2%” Thus, common recognition
and not divine command was the reason for segregation here. Peter tells Cornelius that God
reveals a different attitude than is in common practice (kéuoi 6 fedc Ede1éev).2% The will of God
is stated in undéva kowov fj dxdadaptov Aéyewv évBpwmov (V. 28).2%° This command implies no
discrimination based on the ritual system linked to the temple cult.

Part 4 (10:30-33) records Cornelius’ story. The time indicator 5 appears from the
beginning. Its function is to synchronize two events, one in Caesarea and one in Joppa.
According to Cornelius he was fasting all the time until Peter arrived (&m0 tetdptng quépag
péypt TanTng Tiig dpoag fiunv vnotedwv). It is evident that Peter’s hunger was linked by God to
Cornelius fasting in order to synchronize not only the visions or events, but also to prepare Peter
emotionally for a compassionate and accepting attitude. The choice of hunger, a basic human
need, functions to link the situation in Acts to the creation-fall narrative. Cornelius’ wish to
know God is stronger and more basic than hunger. This contrasts with the fall narrative, where

appetite was the prominent feeling ruling over human minds.

206 Here and in vv. 34-35 “Luke was interested not in kashrut but in barriers based on ethnocentricity.” Pervo,
Acts, 278, n. 154. Selengut notes that in its biblical form, Judaism represents a belief in “a universal God for all
humankind but stresses the sanctity of religious particularity and ethnic diversity.” Charles Selengut, “Law and
Ritual in Traditional Judaism,” Dialogue & Alliance 6, no. 3 (1992): 43.

27 BDAG, afépitoc, 1.

208 Eating with the Gentiles was not prohibited in Torah and restricted by Jewish texts like Jub. 22:16.
Schnabel, Acts, 496-497. See also texts of rabbinic law (m. Avodah Zarah 5:5; m. Teharot 7:6). Larkin, “Acts,” 475.

209 Here, Peter “attributes his visit solely to his (interpretation of the) vision, omitting any reference to the
direction of the Spirit.” Pervo, Acts, 275. Thus, Peter himself shows that the vision was about ritual uncleanness of
the Gentiles, not of animals. However, if the vision in any way may be related to food, it would presume the
cancellation of solely ritual (temporal) uncleanness of food (meat or vegetables) without any relation to the issue of
permanent uncleanness of animals. This assumption is made because Gentile uncleanness was viewed by Torah as
reversible, what was presumed by the possibility of their conversion. Permanent uncleanness was not associated
with humans.
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In v. 33 the time indicator 6, vbv, appears for the second time. This vdv in 10:33 is often
linked to viv in Acts 15:10.219 Peter’s a¢’ fuepdv apyaiov in Acts 15:7 was designated as a
reference to an event in the past. His time indicator, viv, in Acts 15:10 was attributed to the time
of his speech at the Jerusalem Council. Thus, the contrast of a’ nuepdv dapyaimv and viv in
Acts 15 was explained as Peter’s reference to the experience in Caesarea made at the time of the
Jerusalem Council.

However, the Cornelius’ story, with help of double vbv, time indicators 2 and 5, (in vv. 5
and 33), reveals that the event of Cornelius’ conversion cannot be viewed as a¢p’ fuepdv
apyaimv. For Luke, who writes the narrative, the time indicators work according to his
theological purpose. For him both events (one in Caesarea and the other at the Jerusalem
Council) denote the present ‘time of the realization’ of God’s plan. Luke knows that the
apostolic decision about Gentiles was stipulated by a clear revelation of God’s will. God in his
foresight knows things from eternity.

The events in Caesarea and in Jerusalem now are described as taking place in present
time, denoted by viv (Acts 10:5, 33 and 15:10). At the Jerusalem Council, Peter uses both ag’
Nnuepdv apyaiov and viv, contrasting the invisible stage of God’s plan, which happened
sometime in the old days with the visible stage of realization of God’s plan in the present. Also,
Peter’s emphasis on 1 Tod otopatdc, when he declares at the Jerusalem Council: “€€elé€ato O
Be0¢ 10 ToD oTOHATOG oL dkoDoat T £Bvn TOV Adyov Tod gvayyeiiov” (Acts 15:7), corresponds

with the wording of Acts 10:34 dvoitac 8¢ ITétpog 10 otopa siney. 21

210 See Johnson, Acts, 261. Also see Bruce, Acts, 335. However, this thesis argues that the phrase, “God made
a choice among you that by my mouth the Gentiles should hear the word,” can be attributed to the events of Acts 10.
God in his foresight made this choice “from the very beginning”, namely from the beginning described in Gen 1-3.
Thus, Peter would imply that the events in Caesarea were intended by God not just since the beginning of the
Gentile mission, but long ago, at the very beginning. The evidence for this implication is that the plan of God was
known to prophets (15:15).

211 There is a connection between Acts 10:1-2, 24, 28-29, 45; 11:3 and Acts 15:7. Schnabel, Acts, 633. This
connection presumes that Peter at the Jerusalem Council referred to the experience of conversion at Cornelius’
home. Thus, the phrase d¢’ fiuep®dv dpyaiov 6 Bg0g év Nuiv €€eAéEato, 810 ToD otdpatds pov (Act 15:7) shows that
Peter assumes that God has chosen him to be the first preacher to the Gentiles, though God had made this choice
from the beginning of the world (d¢’ fuepdv dpyaiwv).
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Part 5 (10:34-43) presents Peter’s sermon in Cornelius’ household.?*? It contains
abundant allusions to Acts 15. The phrase o0k £otv TpocommoAuntng 6 Ogdg is repeated in Acts
15:8, 9 when God is called 6 xapdroyvmotng 0eog and when God does not discriminate among
people (ov0&v diékpivev petal&d Mudv € kol avt@v). The following phrase in v. 35, AL’ év
movti £0vet puts stress on movti.2t® Thus mavti correlates with wévto in v. 43 and brings Peter’s
sermon to a logical conclusion dgectv apaptidv Aafeiv did Tod Ovopatog avtod (Jesus) mavta
TOV motevovra, gig avtov. This thought is repeated in Acts 15:11: aAla d1d TG Y pLTog TOD
Kupiov Incod motevopey codijval, ko’ OV TpOTOV KAKEIVOL.

The similarities between chapter 10 and 15 show that Peter did not come to this idea later,
at the Jerusalem Council. Instead, he has already articulated it in Cornelius’ home, so his speech
on the council does not express a different understanding. This allows a reader to view two
events as one present realization of God’s plan, marked by the time indicator vdv. Moreover,
Peter’s opinion against placing a ‘yoke’ (émiBeivar {uyov) on the Gentile converts has to be
viewed in terms of chapter 10, namely in relation to the issue of the Jewish ritual system, which
caused the Jews to discriminate against the Gentiles as kowvov. The symbolic vision revealed to
Peter that since Jesus’ death fulfilled the ritual law. That is why believers are cleansed by faith in
Jesus (1) wiotel kabapicag tag kapdiog avtdv) in Acts 15:9.

Peter’s comment in Acts 15:10 that Israel could not carry this ‘yoke’ (6v obte ol matépec
Nudv obte NUEIC ioyvoouev Paoctacat) can relate only to the ritual law. First, because the image
of the yoke would illustrate a constant carrying of some duties. Also, the double address to ot

natépeg Nuav and Mueig according to the use of personal pronouns can relate only to Israelites.

212 Pervo characterizes this sermon as “a brief and symmetrical speech of a catechetical rather than
missionary type... The content is that of the creed.” Pervo, Acts, 276.

213 Here mavti in v. 35 correlates to mévtov k0p1og in v. 36. The latter expression means, “God’s fulfillment
of his promice of salvation for all people through Jesus”. Schnabel, Acts, 500.
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The moral law would not be viewed in terms of a ‘yoke’ here.?!* The issue treated by Peter
relates only to Israelites, while the moral law is universal for all creation. The formal keeping of
purification rites, accompanied by spiritual uncleanness, was treated many times in the narratives
of Luke’s Gospel and shown to be rejected by God, when “the veil of the temple was torn in
two” (Luke 23:45). Now it is evident that his view of the ritual law as a ‘yoke’ in Acts 15 was
prepared by the narratives of the third Gospel and by Cornelius’ story in Acts 10, which revealed
the equality of all people in terms of salvation.

The lines on the diagram of Part 5 link v. 36 to v. 42 and v. 35 to v. 43, denoting the role
of faith in Christ in the salvific plan of God.?*® In v. 38, Adyoc is connected to 'Incodv oV amd
Noalapéd. The role of Israel was defined as tov Adyov [0v] anéotetrey toig vioilg TopanA. By
keeping the ritual law and practicing the temple cult, Israel demonstrated God’s salvific plan,
which found its fulfillment in Jesus. Although salvation in Christ was preached to all nations
(evayyehiopevog eipvny d1a Incod Xpiotod — 00Tdg 6TV mavTY KOPLog), Jews were the
first to whom the Gospel was preached (Opeig oidate, T0 yevopevov prina kad’ OAng tig
Tovdaiag).?®

From this time Peter clarifies that though all Israel had chance to listen pijua ka0’ 6Ang
¢ Tovdaiag, ap&auevoc ano tig INalhaiag, the cross divided people into those who believe and
those who do not. According to Peter in v. 39, after the cross, the mission of proclamation of

salvation was shifted from the whole Israelite nation to the witnesses to the Christ event (fueic

214 Bruce notes that Peter uses this term here “in the sense of an intolerable weight”. He states, “Jews rejoiced
in the ‘weight’ of the law”, and Peter likely presumed not the commandments of God, but the ritual part of the law,
which was incapable of being kept by Gentiles. Bruce, Acts, 337.

215 The diagram is provided in Appendix 3.

216 Use of the word pfjuo in Acts 10:37 alludes to Luke 2:15, 17, where the angelophany to the shepherds was
described. That angelophany to the Jewish people is linked to Acts 10:3-6 (angelophany to Cornelius) and shows
that “the story is beginning anew”. Pervo, Acts, 277. Luke has 9 occurrences of pijpa (out of 19 in the NT) and only
2 instances of Aoyog in 1:5-2:52; in Acts, out of 14 instances of prjua, 11 cluster in chs. 2, 5f., 10f., and 13. Though
the use of pripa by Luke can be explained by the influence of the LXX, C. Burchard reveals that Luke “wrote it
where he had a particular interest to bring out that genuine Judaism is ready for Christianity and that Christianity is
the genuine fulfilment of OT religion”. Christoph Burchard, “A note on rhéma in JosAs 17:1f, Luke 2:15,17, Acts
10:37,” NovT 27, no. 4 (1985): 281-282, 295.
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uéptopec). These people are now sent by God to witness to Jesus’ life (Gv énoincev &v te i
yopa TV Tovdaimv kai Tepovoalip) and death (6v ko dveikay kpepdooveg émt Evlov).2t!

Peter views the sign of their election in that Jesus appeared visibly to them after the
resurrection (8dmkev avtov Eppavii yevéaOar). He stresses, in v. 41, o movti @ Aa®d AL
paptooty, “not to all, but to witnesses.” These witnesses not only saw him after the resurrection
but also cuvepdyopev and cvveriopey odtd.?!® The apostle describes witnesses as people chosen
by God ‘beforehand’ (toig mpokeyeipotovnuévorg, perfect participle passive of
npoyspotovém).2t? This phrase, toic mpokeyeipotovnuévorg Hrd Tod Beod of Acts 10:41, later
will be repeated by Peter as ao’ nuepdv apyaiov 6 0g0¢ év fuiv é€elé€aro at the Jerusalem
Council (Acts 15:7). This supports the idea that the contrast between d@’ uepdv dpyaiwv (the
time of election in the past, in the foresight of God) and viv, the time of realization, which has to
be understood to include proclamation (mapnyyethev fuiv knpv&ot @ Aad) and martyrdom (koi
dwpaptopacHar).

The phrase o0t6¢ dottv ... kprtig {OVTOV Kol vekpdv is significant here, because it
reveals a new distinction between holy and common, which is taken in a spiritual sense. Those
who remain unbelieving are judged as ‘vekp®v’ and, thus, spiritually unclean. Those who believe
are considered as ‘(dvtov’ and cleansed (1] miotel kabapicog tag kapdiog avtdv in Acts 15:9)
by the outpouring of the Holy Spirit (Acts 11:16). The distinction between life and death here
echoes the issues in Gen 3:19, 22, and 24. Genesis pictures death predominantly as a physical

process, while in Acts the matters are viewed from a spiritual perspective. Here, faith plays a key

217 The phrase, ‘hanging him on a cross’, refers to God’s curse on those who were executed by hanging on a
tree (Deut 21:22-23). Luke puts this allusion on the lips of Peter in Acts 5:30 and in 10:39, while in Acts 13:28-29
Paul uses the same quotation. These cases in Acts emphasize the “redemptive nature of Christ’s death” when he
took people’s curse on himself. Benjamin R. Wilson, “‘Upon a Tree’ Again and Again: Redundancy and
Deuteronomy 21:23 in Acts,” Neotestamentica 47, no. 1 (2013): 47-48. The fact that God raised Christ from the
dead proves him to be holy. Thus, apostles witnessed the fulfillment of prophecy and removal of a curse.

218 This phrase emphasizes the physical nature of Jesus’ resurrection, which was experienced by human
senses. This kind of resurrection “establishes Jesus as universal lord and judge” for all humankind. Larkin, “Acts,”

478.

219 BDAG, npoyeipotovim, “to choose/appoint beforehand.”
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role in the transformation from death to life, as it might well have happened in Gen 3 if humans
had relied on the word of God instead of the serpent’s lies.

The concluding statement of Peter’s sermon in v. 43 alludes to the message revealed in
the testimony of the prophets (tovt@ mévteg oi Tpogiiton paptupodoty).??% This phrase again
forms a connection to the Jerusalem Council; not to the speech of Peter, but to James’ speech
(15:15-17), suggesting Peter and James’ words are linked. The midrash in Acts 15:14-21,
contains James’ reference to Peter’s speech, something like a summary of his words (v. 14).
From this point of view, the midrash appears to be combined from both speeches.

The account of the Acts 10 contains Peter’s reference to the prophets without citing them.
His summary of the prophets puts emphasis on wévta, confirming that all believers, Jewish and
Gentile, are saved (&peow auoptidv AaPeiy ... avtod Tavo 1oV miotevovta €ig avtov). This
recalls Acts 15:11, where vt tov motevovta is clarified as motevopey cwOijvor kad’ ov
TpomoV Kakeivol. Moreover, both phrases (dia tiig yépttoc Tod kvpiov Incod in 15:11) and (S
0D ovouatog avtod in 10:43) stress that Jesus now becomes the only way of salvation for both
Jews and Gentiles. It confirms that the messianic role of Jesus was to fulfill the temple cult and
the connected ritual law.

Part 6 (10:44-48) describes the miracle of speaking in tongues (Aalobvtov yAO®cooc) by
which the outpouring of the Holy Spirit was manifested.??! Here, Luke uses the technique of
speech interruption, which shows the outpouring of the Spirit in connection with the message of

his sermon.??? The event echoes Pentecost and represents a reversal of the Tower of Babel curse.

220 This could be either a general reference to the OT or to texts such as Isa 33:17-24, Jer 31:34, Joel 2:32.
Schnabel, Acts, 504. See also Dan 9:24.

221 The ‘speaking of tongues’ is a second Pentecost now for the Gentiles (cf. 2:1-4), which gives Peter a right
to state, “the Gentiles should enjoy full fellowship in the Christian community with the Jews through baptism
(10:44-48).” Daniel J. Scholz, ““Rise, Peter, Kill and Eat’: Eating Unclean Food and Dining with Unclean People in
Acts 10:1-11:18,” in Proceedings EGL & MWBS 22 (2002): 56.

222 Another opinion suggests that here the interruption of a speech was made in order to give a clear sign of
the will of God to a reader. Daniel Lynwood Smith, Interrupted Speech in Luke-Acts, (Ottawa: SBL Press, 2015),
188.
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Thus, the miracles in Luke-Acts, one by one, remind the reader of the ideal condition of the
world, close to the time of creation. Here, not the miracle itself, but the spiritual significance
would reveal to a reader the reversal, a re-creation process, started in the hearts of new converts.

Several features indicate, here, the allusion to creation, as well as to the Tower of
Babel.?% The outpouring of the Holy Spirit took place when people listened to Peter’s sermon
(ducovovtag TOV Adyov).22* Here, Tov Adyov (v. 44) replaces the usually employed pripa (vv. 22,
37 and 44) purposely to picture the creation narrative, where Adyoc was God’s agent.??

Here, Luke by use of é£¢otnoav shows that the circumcised who had come with Peter
‘were amazed’.??® Their amazement can be explained by a common Jewish belief that the
Gentiles are ritually unclean and should not be allowed to associate with holy things. To their
amazement the Holy Spirit had chosen the uncircumcised believers to be the place of its
dwelling. Moreover, the phrase énénecev 10 nvedpa 10 dyov €mi tavtog would indicate that
circumcised believers also received the Holy Spirit. It is also seen that they understood the
tongues in which the uncircumcised converts were prophesying (fjkovov yap adT®vV AAAOOVI®OV
yYAdoooig Koi peyalvvoviov tov 0eov) in v. 46. This supports the idea that God created the one
spiritual temple to include both groups.

Witnessing the outpouring of the Holy Spirit on the uncircumcised converts, Peter poses

a question about the possibility of their inclusion in the church as they are.??” He asks: Mfjti 1o

223 Craig S. Keener, Acts: An Exegetical Commentary: Introduction and 1:1-2:24, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, MI:
Baker Academic, 2012), 842-843, n. 559. He notices that the ‘confusion’ of Peter’s audience at Pentecost looks
similar to those ‘confused’ in Gen 11:9. The scattering of the nations at Babel is paralleled to Adam’s revolt and
expulsion from Eden in Gen 3:5, 22-23. Finally, Luke employed lexemes and images of Babel (and Eden
background) to highlight the reversal, which took place at Pentecost in Acts 2.

224 This outpouring of the Holy Spirit is recalled by Peter in his speech in Acts 15:8.
225 Stated on p. 211 of thesis.

226 BDAG, &Eiotnu, 1, 2 b, “be in a state in which things seem to make little or no sense, confuse, amaze,
astound”.

227 pouring out of the Holy Spirit on the people of God was predicted in Ezek 39:29, accomplishing the
transformation of heart which enables them to keep God’s commandments in Ezek 11:17-21; 36:25-27. Schnabel,
Acts, 505.
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Vowp dvvatal KoAdoal Tig Tod pn| PamticBfvar tovTovg oitiveg TO mvedua T0 dyov ELapov g
Kol fueig; “Can anyone forbid water, that these should not be baptized, which have received the
Holy Spirit as well as we?”” Here an interrogative particle urti in a question expects a negative
answer. Thus, one can answer Peter’s question “no, one cannot forbid them being baptized.” For
him this sign of spiritual cleansing is sufficient to authorise their baptism??, Uncircumcised
converts now are to be accepted into the church on an equal footing with those who are

circumcised.

2.2. Signs of God’s approval of the Gentile mission (Acts 11)

This chapter repeats some of the account of the previous chapter. This repetition is a summary of
the experience of conversions in Caesarea, which Peter employs for his apology to the Jerusalem
congregation. Here, he explains why he violated the ritual law in Caesarea. By repeating the
account of Acts 10 Luke creates the effect of a double tradition.??® This places Acts 11:1-3 in the
center of a double tradition, where Acts 10:1-48 provides the first account of the events in
Caesarea and Acts 11:4-24 the second.

The central passage of a double tradition, Part 1’ (Acts 11:1-3), reveals the main topic of
both narratives: the ritual law. Luke shows this in three steps: 1) the issue was raised by oi éx
neprroptic toward dvopoag dxpofvotiov Eyovtog (vv. 2, 3); 2) the circumcised believers passed
judgment (Stexpivovto mpog awtov) on Peter’s mission to the Gentile converts; 3) the accusation
was 011 glofABec TpoOg Gvdpag dkpoPuotiav Exovtag kai cuvépayeg awtoig that Peter entered and

ovvépayeg “ate with.” The word cuvépayeg shows by the prefix cvv that the accusation was not

228 Keener, Acts 3:1-14:28, 1826.

229 Here, “the literary art of this one-and-a-half chapter narrative lays the strongest possible emphasis upon
the Spirit’s mind in the matter”. The Lukan technique of narrative repetition creates a triple account of Cornelius’
vision, double account of Peter’s vision and double reference to the baptism of Gentile converts. Thus, the baptism
becomes a fulfillment of will of the Holy Spirit. John A. Mclntosh, “‘For It Seemed Good to the Holy Spirit” Acts
15:28: How did the Members of the Jerusalem Council Know This?,” The Reformed Theological Review 61, no. 3
(2002): 135-136.
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against the kind of food that Peter ate, but against his table-fellowship with uncircumcised men.
Thus, Chris Miller states, “Reading the charge of ‘eating with the uncircumcised’, as if it meant
‘Peter ate pork’, is ill-advised and is a weak foundation for saying that the vision refers to
food”.%%° All these features relate to the issue of the ritual law and do not relate to any part of
moral law or even dietary law.

Part 2” (Acts 11:4-11) repeats the account of Acts 10:11-16 (Part 2). The variant readings
show attempts of copyists to clarify the meaning. The phrase éx tod obpavod in v. 5 appears
after kaBepévny and creates a picture of a vessel lowered from heaven by the four corners.
When in Acts 10:11 it was kaOiépevov €mi ¢ yig, in Acts 11:5 the word dedepévov is omitted
and kaBepévny is linked to ovpavod, instead of yfg (in the phrase kobiepévny €k tod ovpavod).
The punctuation makes the variant reading even more significant. The following diagram
(Figure 21) shows two parallel phrases, which describe from where the vessel appeared and
whom it approached. The phrase ék tod ovpavod (11:5) most likely relates to katapaivov, and

Kai NAOev relates to dypt &uod.

Figure 21 — Acts 11:5

4. xai €1dov v ékotdoet dpapa,

Katafoivov okedOg

Ng 006NV peydiny téccapoty apyais Kabiepévny

€K 10D ovpavoD,
Kol ﬁk@sv\

Acts 11:10, 11 ties in closely tpic (the number of pronouncements in the vision) to tpeig dvopeg

dypt Epod-

who appeared at that time at Simon the tanner’s gates.?! Their arrival in Peter’s apology is

230 Chris A. Miller, “Did Peter's vision in Acts 10 pertain to men or the menu?,” Bibliotheca Sacra 159, no.
635 (2002): 316-317. He shows that the way in which Luke drives the reader to understand a vision reveals that
Luke “wanted his readers to understand the visions clearly in terms of men” Moreover, “Luke went to ‘great pains’
to avoid references to food”.

231 It is not to be assumed that tpig relates to the sheet with animals being three times lowing on the ground.
The descending of the sheet was a single event, as is clear from the fact that the ascending sheet also was mentioned
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supported by the revelation given from the Holy Spirit. Three men sent by Cornelius are
mentioned in Peter’s speech exactly between the vision account and the words of the Holy Spirit.
According to Luke’s (or even Peter’s) design, God’s three-fold pronouncement of cleansing was
about humans.

God’s order not to discriminate against people in Part 2° (11:4-11) is supported by the
message of Part 3” (11:12-14), where in vv. 12, 13 Peter explains that he or his friends were not
the first to enter the house of the Gentile (JAOov 8¢ cOv &poi koi oi £ ddedpoi ovtor). An angel
entered before them (&idev 1OV dyyelov év Td oikm adtod).2? If the action was appropriate for a
holy angel, why was it not for Peter?

One difficulty of Part 4’ (11:15-17) is the time indicators. In v. 15 Peter refers to the day
of Pentecost domep koi £ fudg &v apydi (“at the beginning”).?3 In the phrase &v 8¢ 1® dpEacOoi
ue Aokelv, he uses dp&acbai (aorist infinitive of dpyw), which means “to initiate an action,
process, or state of being, begin.”?34 Peter states that Pentecost among the Gentiles took place
when the sermon about Christ reached the listeners. It seems that Peter, here, pictures two
‘beginnings’: one for the Jews and one for the Gentiles.?® Both events are to be assumed as new
creations, evident in that both Pentecosts are linked to the word about Christ, signifying the
reversal of the Tower of Babel curse and typologically linked to the beginning (dpyn), the time

of creation.236

once. The word tpig has to refer to three pronouncements in Peter’s vision. Thus, three pronouncements of cleansing
relate to tree men sent by Cornelius. So, it becomes clear that God cleanses humans, not animals.

232 Here, in Part 3” (11:12-14) Peter briefly repeats the account of both Part 3 (10:17-29) and Part 1 (10:1-6).
233 BDAG, dpyn, 1, ab, can also have meaning “origin.”
234 BDAG, Gpyom, 2.

235 Keener views here an allusion to the “prophetic empowerment of the seventy in Num 11:25”. Keener, Acts
3:1-14:28, 1813. It is not said that the seventy had spoken in tongues, but only that God gave them the Spirit. The
fact that they prophesied among Israelites reveals that the aim of the miracle was to renew Israelite faith by the
power of the word of God. The miracle in Acts 10:44-48 also revealed the renewing power of the word.

236 Peter intentionaly uses Adyog in 10:36 (tov Aoyov ... sdayyehlopevog gipfvny 810 Tncod Xpiotod) and in
2:22 (&xotoate Tobg Adyoug Tovtovg: Incodv tov Nalmpaiov...). Both events describe a spiritual conversion of
listeners in response to the word about Christ, that establishes a “new” beginning.
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Peter understood the outpouring of the Holy Spirit as a sign of spiritual cleansing
predicted by Christ (éuviicbnv 8¢ tod prjuotog Tod kvupiov). He echoes the parallelism in Jesus’
saying. The first line shows the baptism preached by John the Baptist (Todvvng pev épanticev
voatt), while the second line completes it Vpeig 0& PanticOnoecbe v mvevpatt ayim. Here, Peter
shows that the spiritual point of baptism is a cleansing of the heart. While ritual cleansing and
circumcision were physical signs of piety. Baptism, contrastingly, signified spiritual piety and
faith in the Lordship of Jesus Christ.?’

The baptism performed by Peter in Caesarea (v. 17) confirms the inner spiritual cleansing
which has already taken place.?®® The cleansing of the Gentile converts and their equal
acceptance by God is shown in Peter’s comparison: Tv ionv dwpedv £dwKeEV a0TOIG ... MG Kol
nuiv. This comparison between avtoig and fuiv also appears four times in Acts 15:8, 9, 10 and
11. The equality between avtoig and uiv (the Jewish and the Gentile converts) in Acts 11 and
15 is viewed only on a basis of a reversion to re-creation, which begins by faith in Jesus.

Part 5 (11:18) describes the Jerusalem Church in agreement with the will of God,
concerning Gentile believers. Part 6 (11:19-21) pronounces God’s favor of on those who preach
the Gospel to Jews and Greeks without distinction. Part 7 (11:22-24) contains two important
features: the choice of the missioner to Antioch, and the spiritual condition of the new converts
in Antioch. The first feature reveals that, though there were some believers from the Pharisaic

party, the members of the Jerusalem congregation did not choose them to work with Gentile

237 F. Matera notes that Peter’s apology starts by describing the distinct differences between Jews and
Gentiles and comes to the point which unites both parties in the church at the cross. According to Peter's sermon,
“divine impartiality expresses itself through the Christ event. Universal salvation comes through the folly of the
cross.” Frank J. Matera, “Acts 10:34-43,” Interpretation 41, no. 1 (1987): 65.

238 Since the Holy Spirit is ‘clean’ in the strictest sense, his indwelling can be accepted as a proof of the inner
cleansing of a believer. Craig A. Evans, “Jesus and the Spirit: On the Origin and Ministry of the Second Son of
God,” in Luke and Scripture: The Function of Sacred Tradition in Luke-Acts (Eugene, Oregon: Wirf and Stock,
1993), 33-36.
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converts. They elected Barnabas, a Levite (this presupposes knowledge of the Law) and at the
same time dviip dya0Og Koi TAfpNG TvELHOTOC Gyiov Kai mioTemg. 23

This choice shows that the Jerusalem Church from the beginning had no negativism
toward the Antiochean congregation, but supported its spiritual growth in a most productive way
(11:22, 23).2° The condition of the new converts impressed Barnabas and he rejoiced (8ydpn)
and began to encourage all believers (rapexdiel mévrag). V. 23 pictures Barnabas’ aim,
napekdietl mévtag T Tpodécet Th kapdiag mpoouévely Td kupin.?*t The noun tpobicer “setting
forth, putting out, presentation” echoes the presentation of the shewbread in the tabernacle.?*? In
triple synoptic tradition (Matt 12:4, Mark 2:26, Luke 6:4), Jesus used this noun for ‘the loaves of
presentation’. Consequently, in Acts 11:23 the spiritual condition of the converts in the eyes of
Barnabas was assumed to be as clean as the loaves of presentation before God. Luke’s use of this
term implies that Gentile converts are clean, holy and accepted by God. Moreover, their

cleansing is achieved by faith in Jesus, without compliance with the temple cult.

239 It was noted that Luke often pairs the Spirit and the gifts of the Spirit, such as “faith”, “wisdom”, and
“power.” Keener, Acts 3:1-14:28, 1845-46, n. 144.Thus, Barnabas can be understand as full of these qualities.
Luke’s phrase here shows the wisdom in accepting Gentile converts.

240 Murphy emphasizes the role of Barnabas as a teacher of the Law, pointing to the fact that he spent a year
teaching numerous people in Antioch. He also notes that this teacher had a combination of unique traits of character,
as he was encourager, comforter, and Spirit-filled leader. S. Jonathan Murphy, “The Role of Barnabas in the Book
of Acts,” Bibliotheca Sacra 167, (2010): 326-327.

241 M. Hengel states that Haenchen is in error when he pictures Barnabas as one of the ‘Hellenists’. He
explains that Barnabas was “one of the core community in Jerusalem directed by the ‘Twelve’ (Acts 4.36; 9.27), i.e.
was one of the ‘Hebrews’”. Martin Hengel, Acts and the History of Earliest Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1979), 101.

242 BDAG, npdBeoig, 1. This noun also can be translated as “purpose, resolve will” which appears in Acts
27:13 and a number of Pauline letters (Rom 8:28; 9:11; Eph 1:11; 3:11; 2 Tim 1:9; 3:10). The meaning ‘resolute
heart’ describes the degree of deliberation of their decision.
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2.3. The dilemma: believing Jew versus believing Gentile

Chapters 10 and 11 prepare the reader for the decision made by Jerusalem Council (Acts 15)
concerning the ritual law.24® After chapter 15, the narratives reflect the application of the council
decisions to practice. Here Luke’s approach is ambivalent. 44 Despite the decision not to impose
the ritual law on Gentile converts, Paul had Timothy circumcised (Acts 16:1-5) and Paul
participated in purification rites (Acts 21:23-26). His custom was to preach first in synagogues
(13:14; 17:10; 18:19; 19:8), and he made a private vow similar to the Nazarene vow (18:18).

At the same time he communicated with Gentiles, entered the homes of Gentile converts
(Acts 16:14-15), and ate with them (16:34; 27:33-35; 28:7). Paul not only regularly preached to
Gentiles (Acts 16:14, 15, 27-34; 17:4, 12, 22-34; 18:4; 19:10; 20:20-21; 21:19; 21:29; 28:7-9,
30-31), but also refused to preach to unbelieving Jews (Acts 18:6; 22:17-21; 26:20-22; 28:26-
30). Luke also reported a special instance of preaching God’s creation according to Torah at the
Areopagus. References of Paul communicating with Gentiles prevail.?*® In those cases, as the
background to Paul’s actions, Luke tries to emphasize God’s leading role in making decisions.

These facts reveal that Paul had changed his attitude toward the ritual law and the

Gentiles, although he honoured the patterns of ritual law for the sake of preaching the Gospel

243 LLuke prepares the reader for the resolution of the Jerusalem Council. He shows receptive Gentiles on the
Day of Pentecost (2:5-12), the Ethiopian eunuch (8:26-40), Paul’s ministry to the Gentiles (9:15) and the detailed
Cornelius story (10:1-11:18). Luke describes Paul’s missionary tour and the Gentiles receiving the Gospel (13:1-
14:28), which is followed by the statement, “now we turn to the Gentiles” (13:46). In Acts 15 there are seven
positive references to the Gentiles (Acts 15:3, 7, 12,14,17,19, 23). J. Lyle Story, “Luke’s instructive dynamics for
resolving conflicts: the Jerusalem Council,” Journal of Biblical and Pneumatological Research 3, (2011): 102. In all
these cases the issue of the ritual law is involved implicitly.

244 Marguerat argues: “From a soteriological standpoint, the Christological event puts an end to the Law.”
However, he continues, “because the function of defining the people of God...remains attached to the Law, Luke,
no more than Paul assumes the right to annul it. The law, therefore, continues to leave its imprint on Paul’s actions
(circumcision: 6.13; purification right: 21.20-6), certifying his irrevocable Jewishness.” Marguerat, First Christian
Historian, 61-62.

245 Concerning Paul’s private vow in Acts 18:18 Bruce notes, that though it is grammatically possible that
Aquila’s head was shorn, “but the natural emphasis marks Paul as the subject here”. Bruce, Acts, 397-398.
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among Jews.?*® Providing evidences of Paul’s ambiguous behavior, Luke pictures him acting
cautiously in order not to become a provocateur of enmity between Jews and Christians. In those
cases one can see Paul’s flexibility, especially in cases of the ritual law, which took second place
to the preaching of Christ.?4” This can be assumed from the fact that in Acts 16, following the
decision of the Jerusalem Council, Luke notes that Paul circumcised Timothy. The diagram of
this passage reveals that the reason for his decision had nothing in common with the Jewish party
of the Jerusalem congregation.?*® The purpose clause of v. 3 denotes that Paul did so because of
the Jews living in those places 510 ToO¢ Tovdaiovg Tovg dvtag &v T0ig TOmoLg ékeivolg, namely in
Derbe and Lystra (v. 1).

Its purpose was either in order to keep Timothy safe from their jealousy, or to reach them
by compliance with the law. The Jews of whom Luke writes here were not believing Jews. The
context of Acts 14:6-22 shows that the Jews of Lystra and Derbe could be influenced by the
suspicious attitude of the Jews of Antioch and Iconium, regarding Paul’s mission.?*® Jews from
Antioch and Iconium persuaded the people of Lystra and Derbe, and all their multitude, to stone
Paul.

Though the word ‘multitude’ likely refers to a mixed crowd (predominantly Gentile),
Luke stresses that jealous Jews were the originators of the plot.?>° This can be also assumed from
the fact that they had chosen capital punishment by stoning, which is one characteristic of

Judaism. Moreover, the Gentiles of those places seem to be tolerant of the fact that Paul and

246 Heath believes that “Paul owed much to Jewish patterns of looking, albeit he focuses on new sights,
interpreted through Christ.” J. M. Heath, Paul's Visual Piety (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 256.

247 Johnson notes the ambiguity of Paul’s actions in Acts 16:1-4. He shows that the sentence structure points
to a reason for Paul’s action, which is to assure acceptability among the Jews. Johnson, Acts, 284, n. 3, 287.

248 The diagram is provided in Appendix 3 section 2.2.

249 The fact that the Jews from Antioch managed to get a hearing in Lystra presumes the existence of a
Jewish community in the city. Schnabel, Acts, 612.

250 Johnson, Acts, 253, n. 19. According to him, Luke had in mind to minimize the rejection of the Gospel by
the Gentiles, and to show that the opposition was raised by “a small band of fanatics.”



370
Barnabas could be gods or their prophets. Only the Jews could become jealous about such
matters as teaching about the risen Christ. Consequently, remembering what had happened with
him in those places in the past, Paul wished to keep Timothy from the same danger.

While Timothy was Jewish through his mother, Paul decided to confirm Timothy’s
Jewish identity rather than that of Gentile.?>! A Gentile, preaching Jesus from Torah, would
generate a negative resonance among the Jews toward Jesus.?%? The enmity toward Jesus would
become even worse if Jews learned that Paul had made a descendant of Abraham into an
“apostate”. The flexibility of Paul in this case seems to reflect his wisdom: care for his friend and

helper on one hand, and benefit of preaching the Gospel on the other.

3. Rethinking the role of priestly and levitical ministry

This section reviews the role of the ritual law in relation to priestly and levitical ministry in
Luke-Acts. The main feasts of Passover and Pentecost (the Feast of Tabernacles), through
Luke’s two-volume work, lose their cultic orientation while assuming a spiritual significance for
believers. The role of the levitical ministry after Jesus’ death and resurrection focuses on
preaching the word and making disciples. Also, the spiritual aspect of teaching becomes more
prominent. The cleansing role of faith and the Holy Spirit’s presence within converts becomes

the first step of the reversal from the fall to re-creation.

51 Cohen notes that according to rabbinical teaching, “a Jewish woman bears Jewish children, a Gentile
woman bears Gentile children”. Mishna declares the child of a Jewish mother and a Gentile father to be a mamzér
(m. Yebam. 7:5). “This ruling was disputed in the Tosepta and the Talmudim, since many rabbis felt that such
offspring were Jews of blemished ancestry (and permitted to marry all Jews, except priests), not mamzérim. This
view ultimately prevailed. All rabbinic authorities, however, seem to agree that the child of a Jewish woman by a
Gentile man was a Jew.” Shaye J. D. Cohen, “Was Timothy Jewish (Acts 16:1-3): patristic exegesis, rabbinic law,
and matrilineal descent,” JBL 105, no. 2 (1986): 265.

252 Keener states that the Jews of that period had no universal standards concerning the offspring of
intermarriages. He believes that “Timothy could hardly be accepted as properly Jewish without being circumcised
first”. Craig S. Keener, “Interethnic marriages in the New Testament (Matt 1:3-6; Acts 7:29; 16:1-3; cf. 1 Cor
7:14),” Criswell Theological Review 6, no. 2 (2009): 38.
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Though Luke starts his Gospel by mentioning the righteous priest Zachariah, he reveals
the priest’s lack of faith (1:20) in contrast to ordinary people like Mary, Anna, and Simeon.
Furthermore, at the beginning of the Gospel proclamation, Jesus sends lepers to a priest to
witness the cleansing (5:12-14 and 17:11-19). However, by the Gospel’s end Luke shows Jesus
cleansing the temple (Luke 19:45, 46) and the priests plotting against Jesus (19:47; 20:19; 22:2),
paying for his betrayal (Luke 22:3-5), accusing him vehemently before the Gentiles (Luke 23:10)
and unjustly demanding capital punishment (Luke 23:23).2>3 The scene ends with the tearing of
the veil in the temple (Luke 23:45) at the time of Jesus’ death.?®*

In Acts, priests are pictured persecuting the apostles (Acts 4:1-3), using plots and threats
(4:15-21), being filled with jealousy (5:17-18), beating of the apostles and prohibiting the
preaching of the Gospel (5:40). Moreover, Luke describes the priests variously: “being cut to the
heart”, but also “gnashing their teeth”, “crying out with a loud voice”, “covering their ears” and
rushing to stone Stephen to death (7:54-58).2%° The image of priests ruled by demonic forces
dramatically increases in Acts. Acts 23:1-3 represents the hypocrisy of the priests on the
Sanhedrin. The epithet toiye kexoviauéve (meaning, “a white washed wall”), which Paul applied
to the high priest, echoes Jesus’ statement of taoic kekoviapévolg in Matt 23:27, revealing their
hypocrisy. In Luke 11:44 the phrase is recorded as ta pvnueio ta adnio, which obviously
evokes a sense of the danger of hidden spiritual uncleanness. The lies and plots of priests (23:12-
15; 25:2, 3) are disproved and thwarted at the end of Acts (25:18-19, 25-27).

The narrative of Acts mentions only one positive example of a Levite, Barnabas. His faith

in Jesus makes him different from the priestly elite. While the priests are described as

253 In the Markan account the plot to kill Jesus is provoked by his action of cleansing of the temple. In the
Lukan account Jesus’ teaching provoke the Pharisees to kill him. Stein, Luke, 483. It seems that for Luke Jesus’
teaching works as a cleansing power.

254 Here the passive voice of éoyicOn “was split” suggests that the action was of the divine nature. This was
the second curtain which separated the Holy Place of the temple from the Most Holy Place. Garland, Luke, 928. This
events was assumed as the end of the ritual system of the old covenant. Stein, Luke, 595-596.

25 The phrase “grinding the teeth” relates in Luke 13:28 to those excluded from the kingdom. Johnson, Acts,
139, n. 54. This suggests that they are filled with demonic power rebelling against God.
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émiotnocav {iov (Acts 5:17), Barnabas is pictured as minipng avedpatog ayiov kol mictemg
(Acts 11:24). When Barnabas first appears in Acts (4:36, 37) he is called by the apostles viog
napakhioenc.?® It is said that Barnabas was a Levite (Aevitng, Komploc @ yévet) and belonged
to privileged and rich group of society (brépyovrog ovTd drypod).2>’

However, he seemed to disregard the privileges of his levitical ministry when he became
a believer. The act of having sold his land for the sake of poor members in the church (moiicag
fiveykev 10 ypfua) shows him accepting the church as his new family and new ministry
(4:36-37).%8 For him the ministry of preaching Christ replaces his earlier involvement in the
temple cult. The phrase, kai £€0nkev mapda Tovg TOdAG TOV droctOlmv, emphasizes the readiness
of Barnabas to accept that apostolic authority replaces the authority of a chief-priest. It seems
that he understands and accepts the changes to the ritual system. He believed that the ritual law

was fulfilled in the mission of Christ and he viewed all believers as priests.

4. Chapter summary

The main goal of this chapter was to investigate the role of the ritual law in the creation-fall-re-
creation framework of Luke. The results of this investigation can be summarized in the following

statements:

2% The name given by apostles may emphasize the fact that he was filled with the Holy Spirit (6 mopéxintog
in John 15:26). The characteristic given by Luke to Barnabas recalls the one given to Simeon in Luke 2:25, whose
wish for consolation (rpocdeyopevoc nopdxinoty tod Topand) was connected to the presence of the Holy Spirit
(kai Tvebpo fv Gylov €n” avtév). Barnabas’ name “fits the emphasis on the Holy Spirit.” Schnabel, Acts, 273.

257 According to Num 18:20, 24 and Deut 10:9 priests and Levites could not own any land. However in
Josephus, Life 68-83 and Jer 32:6-15 they held property. Bruce, Acts, 160.

28 |t was noted that the phrase, “at the feet”, was repeated three times (4:37; 5:2, 10). Barnabas receives a
new name from the Apostles and lays possessions at their feet. These actions were assumed as the double
submission of Barnabas to the apostles that made him a model believer. Johnson, Acts, 87, n. 35. The two other
occurances of the phrase show the curse of double-standard worship. Barnabas was a prophet, a teacher (13:1) and
an apostle (1 Cor 9:6) Schnabel, Acts, 273. This fact reveals blessings of a full commitment to true worship.



373
The theme of the ritual law is crucial for the Lukan writings, together with the theme of
Jesus’ messiahship. The evangelist brings the reader to a recognition of Jesus’ role
through the pattern of the ritual law.

Luke widely discusses purification rites and temporary uncleanness connected to leprosy,
dead bodies, flow of blood, and demon possession. He shows that all these types of
uncleanness were healed and cleansed by Christ. Luke also shows that Christ is the only
true fulfillment of the temple cult and its ritual law. This allows him to place the decision
of the Jerusalem Council in its correct setting by not imposing the Mosaic law upon the
Gentile converts. This is authorised by Jesus’ messiahship.

Only a few passages in the Gospel of Luke treat the issue of Gentiles, whereas in Acts,
after Jesus’ death and resurrection, they become prominent. This fact emphasizes that
Jesus supersedes the temple cult as the source of true cleansing. According to Luke, faith
in Jesus cleanses the Gentile converts and makes them and Jewish believers equally
acceptable to God. For this reason observing the Jewish ritual law and initiation into the
temple cult become unnecessary for Gentile salvation.

Luke shows that many kinds of uncleanness relate to areas of life that are affected by evil
spirits. He presents demon possession as a reversible kind of uncleanness, though the
demons themselves are permanently unclean. The removal of the evil spirit has to be
included in the process of spiritual cleansing. Luke pictures demons as associated with
permanently unclean creatures. Demon possession is manifested in human behavior as an
unnatural human inclination to uncleanness and lawlessness, namely, the violation of
natural law.

The hardening of one’s heart to the Gospel would lead a person to the condition of
permanent uncleanness. That is the reason for the four prohibitions of the Decree dealing
with matters based on natural law, thus establishing a necessary pattern for Gentile

converts, leading them from previous idolatry to true worship.
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6. Luke rethinks the meaning of the Jewish feasts and the levitical service. He proposes a
fresh spiritual meaning for Passover, Pentecost and the priesthood of all believers. The
ritual cleansing which depended heavily on the service of priests and Levites in the
temple was replaced by the inner cleansing of a heart in response to faith and signified by
the presence of the Holy Spirit.

7. The lack of discussion about the dietary laws in Luke-Acts suggests that Luke did not
plan to inform the reader about any changes concerning these laws. The cases where
Luke did raise the issue of food assume the ritual uncleanness of food, after its
association with unclean matter. Luke shows that food has to be viewed as standing free
from the demands of the ritual law. Thus, Luke views the dietary laws separately from
the ritual law. For him, dietary laws are rooted in natural law known since the creation-
fall narrative. Rejecting the ritual demands, he leaves food only under the control of
dietary laws rooted in natural law, and not under the ritual law of Torah.

8. Finally, though the role of the ritual law is fulfilled in Christ, natural law is fitted into the
creation-fall-re-creation paradigm and is valid until the time of the parousia. Its appointed
role, in light of the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm, is to achieve the reversal from the
unclean condition to clean, and from the fallen condition to that which was established at
creation. The fulfillment of the ritual law in Jesus’ messiahship allows one to experience
this reversal on a spiritual level from the moment of conversion, while keeping natural
law testifies to the believers’ hope for the future reversal of their physical nature at the

time of eschatological re-creation.
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CHAPTER5

Summary and Conclusion

1. Achieving the main goals of the study

The purpose of the present research has been to show that the four prohibitions of Acts 15 are
based on the patterns of true worship established on the principles of the natural law of God in
Gen 1-3. The necessity of the study was due to the unsolved theological issues raised by the
decision of the Jerusalem Council in Acts 15. Those issues emerged as scholars tried to
determine: 1) the kinds of laws which were under investigation by the apostles and elders during
the Council; 2) the rationale according to which some laws were understood as no longer
relevant; 3) the need to form the list of prohibitions; 4) the relevance of these prohibitions for
early church practice after the cross; 5) the temporal limitations of the prohibitions.

In the present study, the four prohibitions of the Decree were viewed through the lens of a
creation-fall-re-creation paradigm, the patterns of the natural law of God reflected in Gen 1-3
account, and the worship motifs of the New and the Old Testaments. Semantic diagrams
supported the inductive derivation of information from the passages. The subdivision of the
passages into units, nuclei of information, and their narrative links were made with the help of
form criticism. Diagraming of the passages revealed the midrashic structure, contrasts,
comparisons, complex-quotations, and other structural units.

Intertextuality, employed to discover the echoes and allusions of the large biblical context
behind the four prohibitions revealed that the concepts forming the content of the Decree were
rooted in Gen 1-3. Reconstruction of the historical context on the basis of data from the known
Jewish sources was made in order to view the task through the eyes of Jewish Christianity

contemporary to Luke.
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The present study was organized around four goals. The first was to describe the history
of interpretation of the Apostolic Decree, to find its original form, and to classify known views
on the content of the Decree according to the rationale they propose. The second goal was to find
the literary, linguistic and historical contexts of the Decree and the grammatical and semantic
structures of all three Lukan accounts of the Decree in Acts 15:1-21; 15:22-35 and 21:17-26 by
means of an exegetical study of these passages. The third goal was to describe the basic
theological concepts developed on the basis of Genesis 1:24-3:24 and show their connections to
the four prohibitions of the Decree. The fourth goal was to reveal and differentiate between the
roles of ritual and natural law in the creation-fall-re-creation framework of Luke, as developed
throughout his two-volume work.

The present research was based on inductive logic, where the semantic diagrams of the
biblical passages were developed to make more accessible the fundamental ideas of the texts.
This approach allowed the researcher to interpret the texts according to the inner logic reflected
in their structures, and by their historical, linguistic and literary contexts. The four main goals of
the study formed four steps which helped to identify these fundamental ideas, organize them

systematically, and interpret the Apostolic Decree on the basis of Gen 1-3.

1.1. The first goal: Describe the History of the Interpretation of the Apostolic Decree

The study first focused on the variant readings and different manuscript traditions of the Lukan
accounts of the Decree. Their history of interpretation was outlined and their original form
determined. At that point the following conclusions were reached:
1) The four-fold tradition of the Alexandrian (ambivalent) reading of the Apostolic Decree
preserved by B4, & 01, A02, B 03, E 06, L and ¥ should be accepted as original.

2) The three-fold Western (ethical) form of the Decree preserved by D 05 represents the
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4™ Century alteration of its text, which reveals an attempt to introduce an ethical
interpretation of its provisions, the result of anti-Jewish polemic in the church between
the 1% and 4™ centuries CE.

3) The cultic form of the Decree preserved by B is a variation of the three-fold tradition
not influenced by the ethical interpretation. It reveals a tendency to interpret the Decree
in association with Jewish cultic law.

The next step focused on the variant readings of the Decree and its interpretation preserved in the
writings of the church fathers. That data revealed four stages of interpretation of the Decree’s
content, which led to the alteration of its text. Findings can be summarized in the following
points:

1) The alteration of the text into the form found in D 05 was the result of a process that
covered the following four periods: theological transition, theological pre-shift,
theological shift and the period of variant readings.

2) This alteration of the text was caused by the theological shift from Jewishness to
Orthodoxy taking place in mainstream Christianity during the 3™ and 4™ centuries CE.

3) The dominance of the Western text of Acts 15 was a result of anti-Jewish policy because
of increasing Orthodoxy in the church.

4) The theological shift influenced the transmission of the text of Acts 15 during the process
of copying.

5) The mediaeval period of interpretation of the text of the Apostolic Decree reflects the
dominance of its ethical form, from among the alterations made during its transmission in
the previous centuries.

6) The writings of the reformers and the period of the critical study of Acts deal with the
same alterations.

7) The investigation of D 05, as part of the critical study of Acts, revealed that its sources

cannot be identified, and their trustworthiness cannot be attested.
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The shift from the Alexandrian ambivalent reading of the Decree to the Western reading, which
assumes its ethical interpretation, reveals the long process of theological shift under the influence
of anti-Jewish polemic. The theological shift reinforced the tendency to interpret the prohibitions
of the Decree in an ethical way.

The next stage of the study examined the two main interpretations of the content of the
Decree: 1) the ethical explanation and; 2) the cultic explanation. The cultic explanation was the
later interpretation to emerge. It resulted from a search for the original form of the Decree and
drove the attention of scholars away from its ethical form to its Jewish roots. This search for the
possible Jewish background of the Decree led to three options: linking the Decree a) to the
Sinaitic laws of Leviticus 17-18; b) to the halakhic rules; and c) to the Noachic laws of Gen 9.
Interpreters turned from the Sinaitic laws to the pre-Sinaitic forms of the covenant, and even to
the Noachic laws. The flood narrative was then assumed to be the prohibition of blood
consumption. Each new search attempted to relate the content of the Decree to the earliest
possible background. The most recent stage of the search explored the Genesis creation-fall
account.

None of these previously-suggested backgrounds provides an adequate foundation for all
four prohibited matters of the Decree. The earliest prohibition of blood consumption is
Gen 9:1-4, while the earliest explicit prohibition of fornication is Lev 17-18. Implicit prohibition
of things polluted by idols is first mentioned in Num 25:1-3. No prohibition of things ‘strangled’
is found anywhere in the OT. Thus, attempts to link all four prohibitions of the Decree to one
common OT background have not been successful.

The present study locates the background concepts of the Decree in the creation-fall
account of Gen 1-3. This became possible because of two recently developed theological
concepts that provide significant premises for this study. They are the concept of ‘natural law’,

and a creation—fall-re-creation paradigm.
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The first concept, ‘natural law’, was slightly modified in light of Gen 1-3, and understood
as the ‘natural law of God’, which differs from the ‘natural law of nations’. The ‘natural law of
God’ provides the necessary background concepts for all four prohibitions of the Decree. These
underlying concepts can be stated by three pairs of opposites: true worship versus idolatry; life
versus death; undefiled marriage versus pagan cultic fornication.

The role of the creation—fall-re-creation paradigm is to show the reversal of the fall of
Gen 3 and the temporal nature of the four prohibitions. Additional to this paradigm, worship
motifs have been employed. Thus, this study has argued that the Genesis creation-fall account
provides a common basis for the four prohibitions of the Alexandrian (ambivalent) form of the
Apostolic Decree. This common basis is the irreconcilability between true and false worship.
Imposing the four provisions of the Decree on Gentile converts marks their turning from false

worship to true worship, as contained in the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm.

1.2. The second goal: Detailed Exegesis of Luke’s accounts of the Apostolic Decree

This study’s second goal was to explore the literary, linguistic and historical contexts of the
Decree and the grammatical and semantic structures of all three Luke’s accounts of the Decree
(Acts 15:1-21; 15:22-35 and 21:17-26) and the exegetical study of these passages. The exegesis
revealed that the apostolic decision can be structured around two points: the Jewish ritual law
was found to be unnecessary for salvation, while the Council rightly understood faith in Christ as
the only instrument of salvation. The four prohibitions of the Decree were denoted as necessary
for converts to observe, yet they seemed to be listed with no explanation of the reason having to
be observed.

The present study argued that the reason for imposing the four prohibitions on Gentile
converts was provided by the apostles, and was expressed by the Jewish interpretive method of

pesher-midrash, which is employed in the first account of the Decree, Acts 15:14-21. The
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pesher-midrash formula was employed by James in order to give a firm Torah foundation to his
proposal of the Decree. Thus, the literary form of the Decree in Acts 15 reflects the defense of
the apostolic decision on the basis of the Torah, instead of reducing or totally cancelling those
laws, with the exception of the four specific matters, as was believed by earlier scholars.

The present study concluded that the debate began with the issue of the validity of the
ritual law for salvation. During the Jerusalem Council all laws were revised and differentiated
into those belonging to the ritual law and the temple cult, and those rooted in the natural law of
God in the creation-fall account. As a result, the ritual law was viewed as fulfilled in Christ and
no longer necessary. True worship was established on faith in Christ and expressed with the help
of midrash formed on the basis of Gen 1-3, in which the motifs of true worship were linked to
the natural law of God. The reversal element of pesher-midrash served to express the possibility
of reversing the fallen condition by re-creation.

The account of Gen 1-3 fits the controversies between true worship versus idolatry,
between life and death, and between undefiled marriage versus pagan cultic fornication into the
creation-fall-re-creation paradigm. As a result, practicing true worship established on faith in
Christ (signifying a rejection of idolatry in all its forms, food sacrificed to idols, and defiled
marriages with a prohibited degree of relationship), supported the reversal from the fallen
condition to the re-creation initiated by God in the hearts of Gentile converts. Keeping the four
prohibitions also supported converts turning from paganism to God on the practical level, with
the understanding that it was the proper response of believers to the new creation, originated by
God in their heart.

The present study also investigated the form of the Decree in Acts 21 and concluded that
it represents an accomodation to the Jewish culture of the view that salvation is independent of
the Jewish ritual law, which the church developed during the Council. This accommodation was
made by returning to the previous pattern of the Mosaic ritual law in order to make the Gospel

appropriate for Jewish converts in Acts 21. Though the law of Moses was no longer viewed by
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the church as an instrument of salvation, it provided the rites of purification necessary for
entering the temple, which the majority of the Jews understood to be a holy place. This shift back
to the old pattern was understood as a temporary cultural accomodation.

The midrashic structure of Acts 15:14-21, with the proposal of the Decree in vv. 19-20, is
understood as the explanation formed prior to the enacting of the Decree itself. The midrashic
element there, based on the creation account, revealed that the Decree’s four prohibitions should
be viewed as rooted in the natural law of God. This explains the cancellation of the ritual law and
affirmation that the natural law of God is to be practiced by believers. The reversal element of
midrash fitted the apostolic decision into the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm; expressing the
reversal from false to true worship, from the fallen condition to the re-creation, and from death to
life, which is initiated by God in Christ. The four prohibitions were necessary, not for salvation
but for a full conversion to God, since they call for conversion from pagan worship to true
worship established on Gen 1-3. The return to the old pattern in Acts 21 was understood as

temporary and culturally limited.

1.3. The third goal: Describe the Basic Theological Concepts rooted in Genesis 1-3 account

The third goal of the present study was to describe basic theological concepts developed on the
basis of Genesis 1-3 and show their connections to the four prohibitions of the Decree. For this
purpose the diagrams of the Gen 1:24-3:24 LXX were prepared in order to help find linguistic
associations, possible allusions and echoes. The diagrams highlight ten echoes of Gen 1-3 in
Acts 15:

1) Consumption of the forbidden fruit (the first eidmAob0t®V) in Gen 3:1-7 corresponds
to the prohibition of €idwAoBVTV in Acts 15:20; 2) God’s deliberate action to save fallen
humanity (éxdiecev kOprog 6 Beog Tov Aday) in Gen 3:8, 9 explains Peter’s words in Acts 15:7

ae’ MuepdVv apyaiov &v vuilv €edééato 0 0eog; 3) the phrase fuepdv dpyaiov in Acts 15:7 is the
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time indicator of God’s action of reconciliation undertaken in the Genesis creation-fall narrative;
4) In Gen 1 the word of God was an instrument of creation, which corresponds to Peter’s Adyov
0D gdayyehiov in Acts 15:7 appointed to reach the nations and to signify the time of a new
beginning; 5) Peter’s concluding statement dALL 10 THS ydprrog Tod Kupiov Incod moTevopeY
cwdfvar in Acts 15:11 echoes units 7-9 of Gen 3, where the confession of consequences of
redemption from the first sin was described; 6) The core of James’ speech (kabmg tpdTOV 0 O0g
émeokéyoro) in Acts 15:14 expresses that the first step toward reconciliation is always taken by
God, which corresponds to Gen 3. 7) The leading role of God in salvation also is stressed in
James’ words in Acts 15:17, 18 (Aéyel k0prog moidv tadto yvmotd an’ aidvoc); 8) The phrase
gym évtélopai in Genesis 2:16; 3:11, 17, in relation to the fruit prohibited for food, appears in
Deut 12:10-28 in the context of blood consumption. Here éym évtéAlopai is associated with
@vAaocov. The shift from dnéyesOar in Acts 15:20 to puAdccesOot in Acts 21:25 reveals that
the Decree contained commandments, some of which were related to prohibited foods; 9) the
term mviktog in Acts 15:20 echoes Gen 1:2; 2:7 and 6:17, where the creation of life was pictured
as “breathing in” of the mvonv (wiig, and death as blocking of it; 10) the term mopveio employed
by the apostles in Acts 15:20, 29; 21:25 has to be viewed against the background of the ‘shame
of nakedness’ motifs of Genesis 3:10, 11, 21.

The present study also identified pairs of controversies implicit in Gen 1-3, which
provide theological concepts which explain the apostolic decision. First is true worship versus
idolatry, linked to the apostolic prohibition of €idwlofvtwv. Second is the life — death
controversy, yoynv (@oav expressing life, and its reversal, which is death. Two aspects of death
include: 1) the returning of life into dust, which laid a foundation for the apostolic prohibition of
oipo, which must be drained out of slaughtered animals and covered with soil (namely, returned
to dust) and 2) the returning of the ‘breath of life’ to God, which laid the foundation of the
prohibition of mviktog, when the last breath was held by choking, so that it could not naturally

return to God. These prohibitions belong to dietary laws based on the natural law of God, and not
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to the Jewish ritual law. The controversy between undefiled marriage versus pagan cultic
fornication constituted the final point of the apostolic prohibition of mwopveia.

Detailed exegesis of Gen 1-3 enabled the four prohibitions to be rooted in the creation-
fall narrative. Their rationale was found in the natural law of God, implicit in Gen 1-3. The
prohibitions were understood as both, ethical and cultic, linked to the issue of the controversy
between true versus false worship. The creation-fall-re-creation paradigm employed in this study
indicated that the prohibitions would remain valid until re-creation. Mentioning of €idwAio0btmv
and mopveia in two passages of Revelation reveals the mingling of true and false worship in the
church. The images of Revelation point to God’s judgment for disobedience to the Decree and
practice of false worship, also pointing to eschatological salvation and renewal for those who
maintain true worship. Rev 2:25 provides the temporal limit for the keeping of the Decree
(Bxpic] o0 av fjEm), which is the time of the parousia. This agrees with Gen 3, where the curses
after the fall were limited by death in individual cases and by destruction of the ‘serpent’s head’
in a general sense.

It was argued that the prohibitions of aipatoc and mviktdv reflected the controversy
between life and death (known since Gen 3:19) and which were to illustrate the belief that only
God has power over life and death. The prohibition of aipatoc was associated with two concepts:
“blood represents life” and “blood redeems life.” The first concept is rooted in the natural law of
God, while the second was developed later as part of the ritual system. The concept “blood
redeems life”” was fulfilled in Christ’s death and freed believers from the ritual law.

The prohibition of Tvikt@®v was also understood to be related to the controversy between
life and death. The creation of life was pictured as “breathing in” of the mvonv {wfig and death as
blocking it. Death was understood as the reverse to creation (Gen 2:7), when the breath returns to
God (Eccl 12:7), who can give it again. Killing of an animal by choking was assumed as
‘strangled’. The violation of the natural law and deliberate eating of mvikt®v would indicate the

extreme degree of disobedience to God who controls the reversal of life and death.
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Similarly the prohibition of mopveia was rooted in the natural law of God. The principle
of the creation of two separate people out of ‘one flesh’ and then uniting two people into ‘one
flesh’ becomes the basic rationale for marriage ordained by God. Violation of this basic principle
was described by the two terms nopveia and pouyeia. It was stated that mopveia, which was part
of cultic practices of pagan worship, is a destruction of the concept ‘two become one flesh’.

The present study argued that the New Testament extra-Lukan occurrences of the
content of the Apostolic Decree also fit the patterns of the theological concepts developed on the
basis of Genesis 1:24-3:24. Extra-Lukan occurrences of the prohibitions of eidwlobvtwv and
nopveia, found in Pauline writings, were connected to Pauline typology and midrashic
constructions built on the creation-fall narrative and linked to the issue of worship. Pauline logic
reveals that idolatry deserves eternal punishment instead of the hope of re-creation in light of the
creation-fall-re-creation paradigm. Also, it was shown that, after the council, Paul faced the
issues (in Acts 21 and those he reflected in Romans 14) of keeping the ritual law by the
believers. In those cases Paul’s tolerant approach was bound to the believers who continued
keeping the ritual law.

Conclusively, there were ten echoes of Gen 1-3 in the account of Acts 15; the pairs of
controversies known since Gen 1-3 formed the basic theological concepts of which the four
prohibitions of the Decree formed the common background; the main idea behind these pairs of
controversies can be summarized as the call for true worship known since Gen 1-3. The worship
motifs behind the prohibitions are to support the reversal of pagan idolatry into the patterns of

true worship.
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1.4. The fourth goal: Identify the Roles of Ritual and Natural law in Luke-Acts

The fourth goal was to find the roles of ritual and natural law in the creation-fall-re-creation
framework throughout Luke’s two-volume work. It was noted that the ritual law is a crucial
theme for Luke, who widely discusses the rites of purification, temporary uncleanness connected
to leprosy, death, flow of blood, and demon possession. It was argued that Luke presents Jesus’
messiahship as fulfilling and superseding the ritual law associated with the temple cult. He
illustrates how several types of uncleanness were healed and cleansed by Christ. For him Christ
is the only true fulfillment of the temple cult and of Jewish ritual law. In carrying through this
idea, Luke placed the decision of the Jerusalem Council in a setting of the natural law of God as
reflected in Mosaic writings, but not in Mosaic ritual law itself.

The issue of preaching to the Gentiles was noted as another important Lukan issue,
becoming prominent in Acts after Jesus’ death and resurrection. For Luke, faith in Jesus cleanses
and makes Gentile converts and Jewish believers equally acceptable to God. Luke emphasized
that Jesus supersedes the temple cult and makes keeping of the Jewish ritual law and initiation
into the temple cult unnecessary for Gentile salvation.

The issue of uncleanness for Luke focused predominantly on ritual uncleanness, while he
understood permanent uncleanness to be associated with demons. Demon possession was thus
assumed to be a reversible uncleanness. The demons themselves, however, were seen to be
permanently unclean. Luke describes demon removal in terms of spiritual cleansing. Lukan
narrative pictured humans possessed by demons as demonstrating an unnatural inclination to
uncleanness, lawlessness, and violation of natural law. It was also suggested that hardening of
the heart to the Gospel leads to the condition of permanent uncleanness. The role of the four
prohibitions of the Decree, in view of this perspective, was to initiate a restoration to God’s

natural law for the Gentile converts, leading them from their previous idolatry to true worship.
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The Lukan writings also revealed the changes in understanding of the Jewish feasts and
levitical service by the early Church. The spiritual meaning of Passover, Pentecost and the
priesthood of all believers was progressively developed. The progress of narratives brings a
reader closer to the concept of, and necessity for spiritual cleansing. Luke illustrates that ritual
cleansing of the ritual law was replaced by the inner cleansing of the heart in response to faith,
and signified by the presence of the Holy Spirit.

The lack of discussion of the dietary laws in Luke-Acts suggested that Luke did not plan
to inform readers about any changes concerning these laws. When Luke raises the issue of
unclean food, it is in the context of its association with unclean matters. This study argued that
Luke viewed food as standing free from the demands of the ritual law. He left food consumption
subject only to those dietary laws which are rooted in natural law, known from the creation-fall
narrative, to be viewed separately from the ritual law. When the ritual laws were rejected by

Luke, only those dietary laws connected to the natural law of God remained valid.

2. Results of the study

The research provided a new approach to the four prohibitions of the Apostolic Decree. It has
confirmed that Luke’s narratives were developed in order to illustrate that the ritual law was
fulfilled in Christ and its role was superseded by faith in Christ. In contrast, the natural law of
God, based on Gen 1-3, appears in the Lukan writings to have continuing validity, and
consequently should have been viewed by the early Church as not cancelled. Its appointed role in
light of the creation-fall-re-creation paradigm was to support the reversal originated by God in
the heart of believers, converting them from the fallen condition to that which existed at the
creation.

The fulfillment of the ritual law in Jesus’ messiahship allows one to experience this

reversal on a spiritual level at the moment of conversion. The issue of Jew-Gentile relationships
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was raised by Luke to illustrate it. The narratives explain why Gentile converts should not keep
the Jewish cult and still be equally accepted into the church. Luke shows that acceptance into
fellowship, in the early church, was on basis of equality before God the Creator. Thus the church
understood that the natural law remains valid and allows both Jew and Gentile converts to
express hope for the future physical reversal at the time of re-creation.

Findings of the present study help to reconstruct the apostolic view of true worship and
its implications for contemporary Christian life. According to Acts 15:19, 20, the Decree has
implication for the progress of the Gospel message, which is healthy growth of the church
resulting from the process of spiritual re-creation. True worship and, consequently, re-creation
become impossible when the basic laws established by God are neglected or violated. Explicit
and implicit idolatry does not constitute true worship. Also fornicating and marital relationships
with prohibited degree of kinship frequently approved and practiced by pagan cults tend to turn a
believer back to idolatry. Consumption of food sacrificed to idols, of blood or things “strangled”,
which in Jewish tradition and in early patristic tradition were believed to be associated with
demonic forces, could have the same effect and turn converts away from God. These
assumptions reveal that the practical applications of the Decree are very important in the life of

contemporary Christians.
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Appendix 1 - Comparative study of mss with Lukan accounts of the Apostolic Decree

Different readings: Acts 15:20 Acts 15:29 Acts 21:25
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&g - qen 11
B | £ Apostolic CyrJ, Origen 17
i E Constitutions (112) Severian,
T “ A_mphilochius.,
et Diodore, Dydimus,
& Chrysostom
g | 3. Useof plural form
E TVIKTOV 81, 614, 1175(co)
<
§ Cl. Alex., Origen 12t /2,
Origen Cyr J™, Socrates,
Amphilochius,
Gaudentius Jerome,
Cassian
4.Use kai mvViKTOv B4

X, A, B,C,¥




415

33, 614, 945,
1505, 1739,
2818
The cultic reading:
5. Three prohibitions with
S Kol Tod TvikTod (omits kol B No text No text
k7 TG Topveiog)
I=
O
The ethical reading:
D gig, D1, Dit?, D gig
6. Contains three prohibitions
(omit kai tod mvictod), [rL739mglat [rL739mg lat Augustine
Tert, Hier™,
Cyp, Pacian,
Jerome, Augustine,
Ambrosiaster
7. Addition of the negative D 05, D?
form of the Golden Rule
323,614, 945, | 614, 323, 945,
1739, 1891 sa; | 1739 sy™™,1891 1p
w sy™ sa,
[%2)
§ |rl739mg.lat EUSl739mg, Cyp,
g Eusl?39mg |r1739mg.lat
S 8.Addition of mpatarte D05 D1
& QepOEVOL €V T TVEDUATL
g Irenaeys®® to 1739
7 Tertullian
= 9. Addition of a phrase: C,D,E, LY
@)
Kpivavteg undgv toodto 36, 181, 307,
TNPEV aTovg €1 YN 323, 453, 614,
@VAaccechHat avTovg 1241, 1505,
1678
Chrysostom,
Augustine

| Kpivavteg undev toodto
TNPEV aTOHG AALY
@vAaccechat.

Greek mss¥c
Bede

1945,1739,
1891
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Appendix 2 — Diagrams of the passages studied in Chapter 3

1. Basic theological concepts developed on basis of Genesis 1:24-3:24

1.1. True worship versus idolatry in Genesis 1-3 and the apostolic prohibition of
€ldwAo0vTOV
1.1.1. Passage 1 (Gen 1:24-2:3)
Unit one’ (Gen 1:24-31) - Brief sketch of the sixth day of Creation

Part 1- Creation of the animal kingdom:

24 Ko einev 6 0g6¢

‘E€ayayétm 1 yij woynv {doav ~—
KOTd YEVOG,

TeETPATOdQ
Kol EpTETA
kai Onpla TG yTig ™~

KOTd YEVOG
Kol £YEVETo 0VTMC,.
25 kol énoinoev 0 Be0g

T Onpla TG Yiig Katd YEvog,
Kol TO KTV Katd YEvog,
Kol TAvTo T0 £pmETd THG YHG Kot YEVOG aVT@V.

Kai €10ev 6 B¢ ETL KOG,

Part 2 — Brief sketch of the creation of human beings (Gen 1:26-31)

26 xai einev 6 0g6g,

[omowpev dvBpmmov
\L Kot gikova, Description of identity: in likeness of God
nuetépav
Kai ko’ opoimoy

Kol apyEtooay. )
TV BV T Bardoong
Kol TAV TETEW®Y 10D 0VPOVOD Description of
Kol TV KTNVOV —  status:
Kad whong TS YA dominion over
Kol ThvToV TV EPTETOV the whole earth
TV £prOVTOV EML THS VNG

27 xai €moinoev 6 Be0g

OV dvBpomov
kot gikovo, 0o Specific aspect
gmoincev avToV, of identity:
dpoev B two genders
\l/ Kol OfAv
gmoinoev avTovg.

28 kol nbkéyngsv avTovg 0 Be0g Aéyv
Av&dveobe
kol TAnBvvecOe Unlimited blessings
Kol TANpOCATE TV YV
Kol KOTOKVPLEDGOTE OVTHG
Kol apyete Dominion
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TV iyBdoV Ttiig Bokdoong -fish
Koi TAV TETEWDY T0D 0VPOVODd - birds
Kol TAVTOV TOV KTNVOV
Koi mdong tig yfig | - land animals

Kol TvTmV T@V EPRETOV TMV EPTOVIMV EmL THS YTIC.
The food for humans and animals:

29 kai einev 6 Og6C
IS0V dédmKa

L Dpiv

—> QY YOPTOV CLOPYOV GTEPOV OTEPUAL, humans’,
6 éotv EmGve mdong TS YT, food

—> kol mdv EHAov,
0 £xel €v £0VTH KAPTOV GIEPLLOTOG GTOPILOV

VUiv Eoton €ig Ppdot

RN 30 kol wdot Toig Onpiotg TG Y1ig
Kol TG TOIg TETEWOIG TOD 0VPAVOD animals’ food

Kol wavTi EpmeTd @ Epmovrt £mi THG Y|G,
( )

Y
0 &yet év €aut® wuynv Lo,

M névta xopTov YAmPOV €ig fpdotv.
Summary words for all creation:
31kai eldev 6 0sd¢ T TAVTOL
o émoincey,
Kod 1600 VY The repetition which sums up the results of all creation
KaAd Ao,

Kol €y£veTo oVTwG,.

Kol £yéveto Eomépal, }

Kol &yEVeTo Tpmi, nuépa €k.

The link A (Gen 2:1) - Summary of all creation account described in Gen 1:1-30.

1 Kai cuvetelécOnoav
0 ovpavog kai ) yij  <—— creation of the structures

kol wdg 6 koopog avtdv. <— filling of the structures

Unit two’ (Gen 2:2, 3) — the first sanctification of the world.
2 xai ovvetéleoey 0 Be0¢
&v i Nuépa 7] £k
\L Ta Epya adToD,
\L a énoinog,
Kol KOTEMOVoE
i uépe i EPSOMN . o
Ao TAVTOV TOV Epyov adTod,
v €moinoev.
3 kai nOAOYNoEV 6 B0
? TV NUEPOV TNV EROOUNV
Kai fylocev avty,
Explanation of the first
ot sanctification
N év 0T

KOTETAVOEV

4o TAVTOV TOV Epymv adToD,
ov fp&ato 6 Bedg motfioat.
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1.1.2. Passage 2 (Gen 2:4-25) — Detailed account of the creation of humans.

Link B (Gen 2:4-6) — Key role of humans in the world appointed before the creation.

4 At 1 Piprog yevéoemg m
ovpavod
T e
Ote éyévero, | Partl
N Muépa )ﬁ
€noinoev 0 Beog
TOV 0OVPAVOV
Koi TV YRy —

5 kol v YAwpov aypod
PO 10 yevéshan émi Tiig yiig | Part 2
Kol whvto xOpToV Gypod
PO 10D Avateilale

_ / oV

Yop
£BpeLev 0 Be0g ént v YT}V,
Part 3 |

kai vOpawmog ovk fv Epydlecdor Ty Yy,
6 Tym 68

avéPavev €k i Yiig

kol émoTilev miv 10 TPOdCOTOV THG Y1iG.

Unit one (Gen 2:7) — Process of the creation of a man

7 xai Emhocev 6 Bg0¢ TOV GvBpwmOV oDV 4O TG YTiG }
Kai Evepuonoey gig 10 Tpdcmmov ovtod Tvony (g, \ /

kol &yéveto O avBpwmog gig youynv {doav.
Unit two (Gen 2:8-15) — Creation of home and food for humans (development of Link B)

8 Kai éputevaey kuplog 6 0edg

éxkelbev apopiletot gic T€ooapag apyac.

11 dvopa @ évi Picove
00T0G O KUKA®V macav TV yijv Evihar,

napadeicov &v Eden xatd dvatolag — The home for a man with food and an aqueduct
kol €0eto £kel TOV AvBpomov, N :|‘
! ov &mhacev
1
1
9 kai é&avétethev O Pedg
| €T €K Ti|g YTiG
| v E¥Aov dpaiov i Opacty kal KaAOV eig Ppdotv
1 -
! Two different|trees
! Kai 1 E',I’)XOV tig C(faqg &V HEo® 10 napoiﬁsw‘cp i
! kai 10 EAov 10D €ldéval yvmoTov KoAoD Kol Tovnpod
|
1
10 motapdg 8¢ éxmopeveton &€ Edep /
1 ’ by r
! noTilew TOV mapddeicove
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

8Kkel 0D €61V 1O YpVGiove
{ 12 10 8¢ ypvoiov TG Yiig Ekeivng KaAdve
Kol kel €0ty 0 avOpag kai 6 Abog 0 Tpdoivoc.

> 13 kol dvopo T@ motau®d @ devTtép® I'awve
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T 3 ~ ~ 3 ~ E) r
0VT0G O KUKA®V acoav v yiv Aibomiag.

— 14 kol 6 Totapog 6 tpitog Tiypige
00T0G O TOPEVOLEVOG KATEVOVTL AGGUPImV.

LS 6 8¢ motopdg O Tétaptoc, ovtog Evgpdmc.

v

15 Kai &ELafev koprog 6 0ed¢ 1OV dvOpomov, Main
ov émhacev, purpose
Kol £0gT0 anTOV €V 1) TapoudEicm of creation

\ €pyalechot avtov kot QUAGCGEY

Unit three (Gen 2:16, 17) — The first covenant

16 kol éveteiloto KOPLog 0 B0G T Adap Aéywv
Amo Tovtog EOAOV TOD €V T TOPUdEIcHD
Bpdhoer pdyn, <— permission

17 amo 8¢ 100 EVAOL TOD YIVOGKEW KAAOV Ko TOVI POV,

L I )
I

0V payeche an’ owTOV <—— prohibition

Y

T

no <— explanatory formula
av Nuépa eaynte A’ avTov,
Bovdrte dmobaveiche.

Unit four — Creation of woman

18 Kai einev kOpiog 6 0edg
OV kaAdV elvan TV &vOpwmov povove Part 1a - God’s foresight

TOMo®UeY avT@® Bonbov
Kot avToV.
(19 kai Emhaoey 6 0edg &t £k TiiC Yiic mévta o Onpic ToB dypod
Kol TAVTO TO TETEWVA TOD 0VPOVOD
Kol fyayev adtd Tpog TOV Adap
19€iv,
11 KaAESEL 00T,
S Part 2 Kol Tav,
0 €av €kdiecev avto Adop yoynv {doav,

TodTt0 Gvopa avTod

20Kai ékdheoev Adap ovopaTe TASY TOIG KTNVESTY
Kol o1 TOIG TETEWVOIG TOD 0VPAVOD
_ kol Tdot Toig Onpiotg 10D dypod,

v
@ 0& Adap ovy gvpébn Ponbog
\ Supotog avt®d. | Part 1b — God’s foresight revealed to Adam
21 kol €néPodev 6 Bedg Exotaoy €mi TOV Aday, .
1 [% Kai VTveoceve
kot EAafev piov T@V TAELPOY aOTOD } -one creature Part 3
Kol AVEMANPWOEY G6apKa AvT’ avTHG. Separation
22 kol @kodouncey kbplog 6 Bgog B
TNV TAEVPAY, concept
fiv EhaPev amo tod Adap “two are one flesh”
€lg yovaika -two creatures
Kol fyayev ovTv Tpog TOV AdayL.
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23 oi elnev Adap

Tovto viv
00TODV €K TV 0GTEMV OV
Kol o0pE €K TiiG GOPKOG Love

abm Kndnoetat yovy,
OT1 €K 10D AvopOg avTiig EAMUEON adT.
24 gvekev T00TOL
Part 4 - Union —
Kkataieiyel GvOpmmog TOV TaTEP AVTOD Kol TV UNTéPo avTod
Kol 7[:01(0)»)»1]61']081(11 TPOG TV Yuvaika adToD,

Kol £oovTal oi 300 €lg GhpKa piav.

v 3 3 Q r
25 kainoav ot 6vo yopuvot,
6 ¢ Adap Kol 1 yovny avtod,

— Kai 00K GYVVOVTO.

1.1.3. Passage 3 (Gen 3:1-24) - The Fall narrative.
Unit five (Gen 3:1-5) - Temptation

10 82 8016 v PPOVILAOTATOG IAVT®Y TV Onpinv TV £mi T Y,

OV €moincev kVploc 6 Bedce Part 1
Kol etmev 0 601G Tf] Yovouki
Ti

&t gimev 6 Bede
OV un eaynte amo mavtog EXAov Tod €v 1@ TapadEicw;

AT kopmod EvAov tod mapadsicov payousda,

2 kai elmev 1) yovi 1 S¢st

3 amo 8¢ kopmod Tod VA0V, 6 €0ty v pHéc® ToD Tapadeicov,
ginev 6 0edc—>
OV @ayecbe an’ adtod
00d& pny GyncOe avtod, N\ Part 2
ivo un amoBavnte.

4 xod glmev 6 d@1¢ TH Yovoki
OV Bavato anoboveicOee —
Part 3

5 fidet yap 6 Beog
\ ol
&v R &v Nuépg dymte am’ odtod,
SdwavoryBncovtor VUGV oi dpBaipol, —

kol Eogofe mg Beol
YWOGKOVTEG KOAOV Koi TOVIPOV.

—

Unit six (Gen 3:6-8) — Reversal law of sin
A. The first transgression
s Kol €188V 1] yovi
611 koAOV 10 VMoV gig Bpdoty,
kad 811 ApecTOV T0iC OPHAALOLS 1TV - change of view
Kol OpioY €0TV TOD KaTavofcat,

kai Aofodoa Tod kapmod adTod
Epayeve

Kol E00KEY Kol T@ avopl avTig LET’ avTig, breaking of the commandment
Kol Epayov.



B. Guilt as an immediate result of a sin
1. Presence of a shame

421
7 xoi divoixbnoav ot deOuipol TV 600, shame of nakedness
Kai Eyvocay 8Tt youvol fioav,
2. Attempts to escape from shame
Kol Eppanyay AL GUKHG } made coverings
Kol éroinoav ovtoig mepiidpata.
3. Presence of fear of God
8 Kai fjkovcav tv pmviv kvupiov tod Bgod
4.

fear of God
TEPATOVVTOG £V TA TAPUSEIGD
Attempts to escape from God

10 detMvov
Kai EkpoPnoay 6 te Adap

Kad 1 yovi atod hide among
07O TPOGMTOV KVPiov ToD Be0D

the trees
&v péo® tod EHAov tod TopadEicov.

Unit seven (Gen 3:9-13) — Confession of sin
9 kai éxddecey KOPLOg 6 Be0G TOV Adap
—>xai elnev a0t

Adoayp, wod €,
10 kai etmev aOT®

TRV eoviv 6oV {KOVLGO TEPITATODVTOC £V TG TOUPUSEIT®

Kai Epofnomy,
> 11 kai elnev aOTH

OtLyopvog e, - Adam’s explanation
Kol EkpOPmv. (external reasons)
Tig avnyyehév cot
AN BT yopvog &, - God asks for a deeper level of confession
[ un
—>

4o tod EVAov,

o o éveteduny oot
= T00UTOL LOVOL
H1 QoryETY
A’ avToD,
1
1
12 xai sinev 6 Adop

L A

\
]
1
\
1
1
\
1
1
1
1
1
1

Epayeg;

- Guilt as a result of breaking
‘H yovy,

the commandment

|

|

fiv Edmkag pet’ Euov, l‘

ad pot Edwkev |

- an attempt to transfer guilt
amo tod EVAov,
13 xoi elnev k0plog 6 O£d¢ Tf yovoiki

Kai Epayov.
Kai elmev 1) yovi

Ti todto €moinocag;
‘O 61 AoV e,

I

- an attempt to transfer guilt
ol Epayov.



422

Unit eight (Gen 3:14-20) — Consequences of a sin.

Curse of the serpent:

14 xai ginev xOprog 6 O£dg Td det

‘Ot énoinoag tod1o,

EMKATAPATOG GV

4o TAVTOV TAOV KITNVAV

Kol o Tavtov tdv Onpiov Tig yiice

— &mi 1 ot Bel cov
Kol Tf] KotAig Topevon

> kad yijv @y tdoag tag nuépag tiig {ofic cov.

—> 15 kai &Bpav o
ava HEcoV Gov
> Ko v HEGOV THG YLVOIKOG

> kai ava péoov 10d onéppatds cov
Kol Gva LEGOV TOD OTEPLOTOG QTG

adTOG GOV TNPNCEL KEPAANY, <
Consequences for the woman: Kol 60 TNPNoELS adToD TTEPVAV.

16 xai 1] yovauki elney
M BOvev TAnbvvd
——> T0G AOTOG GOV
S Kol TOV GTEVAYLLOV GOV,
&v Aomong téén tékvae

L > Koi7pog TOV vdpa Gov 1| ATosTPOQT) GOV,
Kai a0TOG 6OV KUPLEVGEL.
Consequences for the man:

17 16 8& Adop einev

‘Ot fikovoag Tiig POV THS YLVAIKOS GOV Contrast: the man listened to his wife
\l/ instead of God’s commandment
kol Epayeg amd 100 EVAOV,
00 &veTslMGpMY 6ot
TO0UTOL HOVOL

T

un oyeiv an’ avtod,
The curse of the earth

> &mortdparog 1 i &v 10ig Epyorg cove
&v AMOmag eayn avtny Ttaoag tag Nuépag tig {miic cove

18 daxavBag kal tpiPdrovg dvaterel cot,

> < N N
Kol @dryn TOV xopToV T0D dypod.
19 év 13p@TL TOD TPOGHTOV GOV PAyN TOV GPTOV GOV
> Eng The temporal limitations of curse
10D AmooTpéyal o€ €ig TNV Yijv,
~ 8E NG EMugnge
----- > om {yﬁ el

Kol €lg yijv dmedevon.

20 kol ékdheoev Adap 10 dvopa Tiig YuVakog avtod Zom,
&L abt PP Thviev iV (hvioy. <
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Unit nine (Gen 3:21-24) — Redemption
21 Kai émoinoev kopiog 6 0gdg Cleansing from the sin.
@ Adap

Kol Tf] yovauki adTod

LT®VaG depUaTivoug

Kot EvEduoey anToNG.
22 xai ginev 6 0edg Establishing of the new worship:
1500 Adap yéyovev G¢ gic &€ iUV mercy and judgment

0D yw@cmw KOAOV Kol Tovnpov,
Kol vOv
Umote
gkteivn TV xelpa
kai Aapn Tod EdAov Tiig Lofig

Kol @éyn
Kol {foetat gig Tov aidva.

(People are sent out to work on land)
——> 23«kol ééanéct%mrbv KOp1og 0 g0 €k Tod Tapadeicov THg TPLYTIS
€pyalecOot TV yijv,
€€ i £,

5 24 xai éE6Parev tov Adap  (They are cast out of God'’s presencce)
Kol KOTOKIGEV 0DTOV AmévavTt ToD Topadeicov TG Tpuefg

> _xai&aev tayepovPyn  (Mercy)
{Kai v eAoyivnv popeaiov v otpepouévny  (Judgment)
‘% QVAdoGELY TV 000V Tob VAoV Tiig (oG
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1.2. The life — death controversy and the apostolic prohibition of aipa
1.2.1. Creation of yoynv {®doav as a basis for the pattern of life

1.2.2. The pattern of the creation of humans

1.2.3.  The uniting role of Gen 9:1-7 and the prohibition of aipa

1 Kai nordynoev 0 0e0g
Tov Noe
Kol TOVG VIOLS AVTOD
Kol glmev  aToig
AVEGVecDe

Kol TAN00vecOe

Kol TAnphoate TV yiv Blessings
Kol KOATOKVPLELGUTE VTG,

2 xoi 6 tpopog vudv| different reaction of animals
Kai 6 eo6Pog Eotan
émi o tolg Onploig Tig Yiig -beasts
Kol €7l Tavta T dpvea ToD 0vpavod -birds
Kol €7l Tavta o kivodpeva €t Thg yiig land animals
Kol €7l Tavtag Tovg ix00ag thg Baidoong: -fish

The extension of the universal law: V10 ¥EIpOG DUV dEdmKA.

now the dominion includes 3 Kol v EpmeTodv,

the eating of animals 6 gotv (v, prevention of carrion diet
i)]:ﬁv gotat ig fpdov-

¢ Adyava xopTov
d€0mKo DUT
T4 ThvTaL.
Exception: control of actions and appetite 4 v
Kkpéag &v afpatt yoyiig
00 @dyeobe:
Explanation of exception: responsjbility for the |life
5 kod yap 10 DUETEPOV G TAY YoydY DUdV EKNTHOO,

v
€K YEPOC TAVI®V TAOV Onpiov
{ éx{nmo® avto

Kol €K XEPOG AvOpOTOL AdEAPOD
éxinmo® v youynv 100 avipmmov.

{6 6 éxyéov aipa avOpdTOL

avti tod aipatog avtod EkyvonoeTar,
Vv Dblood for life expiation

411 év gikdvi Beod Emoinoa tOV dvOpwmov.

7 vueis 8¢ av&aveobe
Kot TAN0Oveche
Kol IAnpdoaTe TV YV
kol TAn0Ovecbe €n” avtiic.



1.2.4. The prohibition of aiua in Lev 17:10-14.

10 Kot dvBpwmog
GvOpwmog tdv vidv Ioponh wrong behavior
] TOV TPOSAVTOV TAV TPOGKEWEVOV €V DIV,
o¢ &v @éym miv aipa,
Kol £TGTNG® TO TPOGOTOV LoV
€M TNV YoMV
v §c0ovcav 1o oipo [ panishment
Kol GmoA®d anTV €K ToD AooD avTHG.

11 1 yap yoym méong G(prbﬂ-E
x.1

alpo avTod 0Ty,
Kol £y® 8€0mKa ovTo VUiV €ml 10D Buclactnpiov —

g&aokeaton
S TEPL TOV Yoy dV DUDV L Ex.2
70 yop aipa adtod
avti Tig yoxfig
€€MaoeTal.

12 314 todto gipnka
701G vioig Iopani
[aco yoymn €€ dudv Law
ob QaysTar aiua,
Kot O TPOSNAVTOG O TPOoKEipevog &v DUV
ol @éyeTar aipa.

13 kol dvBpwmog
[ &vBpomog v vidy Iopomi
{ Kol T®V TPOSNAVTOV TV TPOGKEWEV®Y €V DUV,
0g v Onpevor ONpevpa
Good _J Onpiov
behavior i nsrewév}
0 £obeton,

Kai £kyesi TO alpa
— Kol KOAOWEL avTo T Y

147 yap yoyn mdong capkog(Ex.1
‘[ aipo antod oTy,

Kol gima Toig vioig Iopani l
Summary of the law Alpa mdong copkdg 0O eayecbe,
St yoyn mhong copko
i3 o ~ 3
aipa ovtod éotv- | Ex.1
uivis
0 £60av anto §€oieBpevbnoeton. HPunishment for
violation
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Part 1

_Part 2
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1.2.5. The prohibition of aipe in Deut 12:20-28

20 Eav 8¢ éumAativn kbpilog 0 0e6g Gov ta Hp1d cov,
KkaBanep ELdANGEY cot,

Koi €pElg
Déyopon kpéa, condition 1
gav Embopnon M yoyf cov
! dote payelv kpéa,
M o
gv mhon mbopia g yoyig cov permission 1
| @ayn Kpéa}
21 &av ¢ pakpoTEPOV AMEYN OOV O TOTOG,
| condition 2

1 OV av EkhéEnTan kOprog O B£6C Gov If not at the altar
EmuAnOfvor o Gvopa adtod Ekel,

kol 0doelg permission 2
amo TdvV fodv 6oL Kol
non-sacrificial animals Gnod TV TpoPdtmwv cov,

@V &v 8§ 6 Bedg cot

Part1
Ov TpémoV Evetelduny oot,

Kol eayn not at the altar

V  €év 1aig TOAesiv Gov
Kot TV Enbopioy Thg Woytic cov:
7 22 oG &cbgTon 1 dopka < |
kai 1 ELopog

obtmg
@ayn avto, non-sacrificial animals
0 axdBaptog &v ool no link to the ritual law
Kol 0 KaBapdg doadTmg }
£deta.

23 wpoceye ioyupdg ToD

S M eayelv alua,

67170 alpa odTod Yoy

0V Bpwbnoetar 1 yoyn Hetd TdV KPEQDV, —prohibition for the natural law (NL)

—— > 24 00 @dyeobe,
€Ml TNV YNV ékyeeite adTO
¢ Bdwp-
promise of blessings in conclusion for NL

— > 25 00 @dyn avto,

iva €0 Got yévnran
Kai Toig vioilg cov petd o€,
€0V TOMONG TO KAAOV
Kol T0 APECTOV
gvavtiov kvpiov 0D Beod Gov.

26 T T dy1d Gov,
gav yévnroi oot,
Kol T0G VYAg 6oV
raPov fieig gig Tov tomov,
Ov Ov ékAéEnTat kbp1log 0 Bedg Gov
\L EmkAnOfjvorn To Svopa odtod EKeT, Ritual law
] Part2
27 Kol ToWGELS TO OAOKOVTAUATH GOV*

10 Kpéa avoioels €mi 10 Buolaotiplov Kupiov Tod Beod cov,

70 8¢ oipo TV BVCIBY GOV TPOGYEEiC TPOC THY Pacty Tod Buctactnpiov Kupiov ToD Heod Gov,
- Ta 0¢ Kp€a eay.
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28 puAdooov

Kai fikove

KOl TOMOELG

TAVTaG TOVG AOYOUG, general commandment for both kinds of laws
oG &ym €vtéAlopai cot,
Part 3
= va €0 G0t yévnTon
Kai Toig violg cov general promise of
S aidvog, eternal blessings

€0V TOMONG TO KAAOV
Kol 0 ApecTOV
évavtiov kvpiov tod Bgod cov.

1.3. The life — death controversy and the apostolic prohibition of mviktoc.

Gen 7:21, 22 WAty wana
21 xoi anéboavev / /
a0 caps

Kwvoopévn €mi TG Y1
TV TETEWVDOV
Kol TV KTNvav
Kai T®dv npiov
Kol TV EPTETOV
Kwovpevov €nt The Yig

22 kol oL avOpwmoc.
s N
\L Kol Thvto,
boa Exer mvonv Cwfig, (21 MmN nnw1)
Kol oG,
0¢ v émi TG Enpaig,

anébavev.

1.4. The cultic fornication and the apostolic prohibition of mopveia.

Luke 16:18 - the shortest account of the final statement

18 I1dg 6 dmoAv®V TV YuvaiKe aToD
Kol yopdv ETépav
poyevet,
Kol O AmoAeAvEVNV GO AvOpOg YOUDY
HLOLYEVEL.

Matt 5:31, 32 — wider account of the final statement

31. ’Eppétn 68,
“Og Gv amolvon v yvvaika adtod,
30T® avTfj ATOCTAGIOV.
32. &yo 8¢ Aéym vpiv
OTL g O AmoAV@V TNV YuvoiKa adTod
TAPEKTOG AOYOL TOPVELNG
TOLET oOTIV potyevdijvar,
Kol 0g &0V AmoAeALIEVIV YOO
poydtoat.
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Matt 19:1-12 (the full version including midrashic form of exegesis)

1 Kai éyéveto )
Ote étédeoev 0 Incodc 100G Adyovg TOVTOLG,

petiipev ano tig I'alhaiog

kol ev eic T Spra tiic Tovdaiog mépav Tod [Topdévov.

2 kol frolovbncov avTd dyAot ToAroi, The narrative link
kai €0epdmevoey adToLG EKET.

3 Kai mpociilbov avt@d Papioaiot
nelpalovteg aOTOV Kol AEYOVTEG,

Ei é€eotv avOpdne dmoddoat Ty yuvoike ovtod

kotd macov aitiav; - Level 2 — contemporary question
4 6 8¢ dmoxpOsic imev,

Ovk avéyvmrte - reference to Torah
411 0 krticog

an’ apyfs - reference to the beginning of creation Level G - beginning
Gpoev kai B7AL éroinoev avtovg; - two genders

N

5 Kol etney,
“Eveko To0TOL

Koatodeiyetl avOpomog TOV matépa kal Ty untépa - separation
Kol KoAAnOnoetot Tij Yovauki avtod,

1
1
1
1
1
I
1
|
1
1 o I3 4

| \Kou goovtot oi 300

': €lg ohpka piav.| union
! 6 dote oVKETL Eloiv 60O o N

! aALG caps pio. contrast
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
]

0 ovv 0 020¢ cuvELevEey

8 Aéyel avtoig

avOpwmog pn xoptlétm.
7 Aéyovov ovTd,
T{ ov Mobofig évereibato Sodvan Biiiov dmoctaciov Level 1
| Kol aroAdoat [adthiv]; question — Moses’ time
|
1

Level 1 explanation — Moses’ time
6t Mbotig npbg\:}ﬁv OKANPOKAPIiaY DUV ENMETPEYEV VLAV AIOADGOL TAG YOVOIKAG VUGV, /

8é oV yéyovev oUTmG. Level G

9. Aéym 6¢ Huiv
> 81 O¢ v dmolvon THY yuvaika adTod
un émi Topveig Level 2 - The final statement -

Kol yoaprorn GAAnv —_— contemporary application
potydrot.



2. New Testament extra-Lukan echoes of the content of the Apostolic Decree

2.1. Echoes of the Decree in the 1 Corinthians letter

2.1.1. 1 Cor 6:9-20

9 1 obk oidate —
611 ddwcot Beod Pactreiov oV KAnpovouncovoty;

\’

obte TOPVOL

olte gldmAordTpor

obte potyol

oUte poiakol

ol1e dpogvokoitat
10 ovte KAEmTON

olte TAEOVEKTOL,

oV pébuoot, Part 1

o0 Aoidopot,

ovy Gpmaryeg

Bacireiav Bod KAnpovouncovcty.

un mThavacde:

11 kai TadTé TIveg fTE
QAL dmehovoachE,
GAAG y1aobnTe,
GAAG EdkanmONTE
&v 1® ovopatt Tod kvpiov Inood Xpiotod
Kol &v T® TvevpoTt Tod Beod NUdV.

12 TTGvta pot Egotv, R m
GAL’ 0 TTAVTO CLUUQEEPEL. \
[Mavta pot é€goty, \
GAN’ ovk €ya é€ovolactnoopot VT TVOG. \\\
\\
13 10, Bpdpoto Tf KoAig, \\\
Kai 1 Kothio Toig fpdpoacty: ‘\
6 88 0ed¢ Kol TahTV opinion without hope
Kol ToDTO KOTUPYNOEL. Y B
—> 10 8¢ odpa ob Tf] Topveia ‘r\ejected
GALGL T) KVpPi, '
Kol 0 kOpLog T® chpatt opihion with hope
\
\
14 6 8¢ Bgd¢ kal TOV Khplov fyelpev \\
Kol Nudc EEeyepel N\

310 TG Suvapewg avTod.

Part 2

429
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15 ovk oidate
011 10 cOPOTO DUAV Part 3
R péEAN Xp1oTtod €0TLv;

&pag ovv
T péAN 100 Xprotod

TOWom TOPYNG HEAN; | —————» 1| yévotro.
16 [f{] ovk oidate
ot 0 KOAADUEVOG T mopvn V.
&v odua E0TLv;
"Ecovton yap, pnotiv,
ot dvo &ig chpka piav.

> 17 6 8¢ KoAdpeVog T® Kupi

&v Tvedpd €oTv.

18 pevyete TV mopveiav:
AV apapTLO
0 &av mowmon GvOpwnog
€KT0G 100 COUATOG EOTLY,
0 8¢ mopvedv

I
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
i
P ~ . qver !
L €l 10 1010V odpa apaptve '
19 1j ovk oidarte !
OTL 1O odpA VUDY |
vaog Tod &v LUV Ayiov TvedIATOG E0TLY, |

T o 3 1 ~ 1

oV &xete Ao Beod, !

1
1
I

A

Kol 00K €0TE E0VTAV;
20 fjyopdobnte yap tuig: v
T dodcate 81 TOV B0V &v TH SOUATL DUDV.

2.1.2. 1Cor 5:1, 9-11

1 "Olwg dxovetat &v LUIV mopveia,
Kol Tolatn mopveia T ovdE v Toig EBveoty,
®oTe yovdikd Tva 10D ToTpdg EXELy.

9 "Eypoya Opiv &v Ti] EmicToAf
un cvuvavapiyvoceot topvoig,
10 oV Tavimg
101G TOPVOLG T0D KOGLOL TOVTOV
1] Toig mAeovEKTOIG
Kol dpra&y
1| eldmAordTparg,

énel meeihete dpa €k T0D KOGHOL EEEADETY.
11 vibv 8¢ &ypaya DUV

un cuvavapiyvocot
€V TIC AdEAPOG OVOpLOIEVOG
7 TOPVOG
1} TAEOVEKTIG
1} eldwAordTpng
1} Aoidopog
1 nébvoog
fj dpmo,
TG T0100T®
unde cvvecbicy.
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2.1.3. 1 Cor 8:1-13

—> 4 TIepi Tiic Ppdoe®C 0DV TAV £id®A0OVTMY

—>7 AML 00K &v oW 1 yVdoIC:

Kol

The problem is not

Part 4

Part 5

9 BAémete 68

oidapev
61y ThVTEG YVAOIV EXOUEY. Independent knowledge
1 YVOo1G Puo1of, vs knowledge from God Part 1
1 €& dydmn 0ikodopEl.
2 €1 T1g OOKET Eyvakéval T,
obmm £yvo kabag del yvdvor:
3 &l ¢ T1c dyand OV Oedv,
obTog Eyvooton Vi’ avTod.

oidapev
611 0008V eldwAOV £V KOGU®,
\ Part 2
b1 00deig 020¢ &l pn elc.
5 kol yap einep giolv Aeyopevol Beol gite &v ovpavd &ite €mi yiig,
domep giotv Ogol moAhol
Kai KOpLot ToAAOL, —
6 6L’ Miv €ig B£dc 6 Tathp,
8¢ 0D 18 TavTaL
Kol NUES €ig avTov,
kai €1¢ kvplog ITnoodc XpioToc,
3t o0 1 mavTo
Kot Npelg 8t avTod. _

TvEg 8¢ 1] ovvnBeiq
I/ £€mg aptL 10D idm®AOL
! ¢ eldwAoBvTOoV E50iovoty,
Kai 1 ovveidnolg avt@dv |
acBevng v |
00G0 LOADVETOL.
n feod, but in conscience Part 3

8 Bpdpa 6¢ ﬁu&g@actﬁcsl 0 0e®-

olte €0v un eaympev votepovueda,
oUTe €0V PAY®LEV TEPIGGEDOLEV.

uf Tog 1 €&ovoio DUAY abtn TpdcKopLe YEVITAL TOlG dobevéaty.

Ilustration 10 €av yap tig idn
L - pcE 1OV EYovia yviov
/
II
v eldmlein, kataKeipevov,
i
oi)xi/ﬁ GLVEIdIN OIS 0V ToD AoBEVODg
6\//1’og oikodounOnoetatl €ig 10 ta idwAobuta Ecbicty;
7

; —> 11 GmoMwton yOp 6 dobevdv €v 1] 61 yvdoet,
/I 0 G8eApOg
» U 6v Xpiotog anébavev.
12 obtmg 68
ALOPTAVOVTEG 1G TOVG AOEAPOVG
Kol TOTTOVTEG ADT®V TNV cvveidnow|dcbevodoav

A

4 €lg Xp1oTov apopTaveTe.

13 domep

&l Ppdpo

okavOoMileL TOV AdeA@OV pov, vow of self-restraint
00 U eaym kpéa €ig TOV aidva,

vo pn 1oV AdEAQOV OV GKAVIOAMO®m.
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2.1.4. 1 Cor 10:1-33

1 00 6éhw YOp VUGS ayvoElv, Adelpoi,
411 ol ToTEPES UMV
TEVTEG VIO THV VEQEAV fGOV
Kol Tavteg did tiig Baidoong difabov,
Part 1
2 kol mavteg €ig 10V Maboijv éfanticavto

&v T veQéAn

kai &v 1] Bokdoon,

3 Kol TAVTEG TO AVTO TVELLOTIKOV PpdLa Epayov,
4 kol mavteg TO adTO TVELUATIKOV ETTOV TOUQ contrast all/not all

EMVOV YOp €K TVELUOTIKTIG dkolovBovong métpag: Nl

\
1 métpa 8¢ Mv O Xpiotog.
\\
5 &AL’ ovk év 101G mheioov avT®dV £0806KNCEY O BedC,
— v KateoTp®OMNoay yop &v Ti EpNuUm.
— 6 Tadta 8¢ THnol UdV EyeviOncay,

gic 1O pn sivar HpdG EmOLINTAC KAKGDV,
Kkafmg Kakeivol Emefduncav.
—>7 unde eidwiordtpon yiveobe,
KaBdg TIveg avTdV:
donep yéypamtau,
"Exd0ioev 6 Ao payeiv |
Kol nsTv,:|> —
Kai dvéotnoav mailew.
—8 unde mopvevmUEY,
Part 2 KaOdG TIvVEG VTRV EmdpvELGAY,
n Kai Emecav Pl Nuépq eikoot TpEic YIMAdES.
9 unde éxnepdlopey IOV KOplov,
kaBdg Tveg antdv E€eneipacay,
Kol Vo TOV SPEMV ATMAAVVTO.

—10 unde yoyyolets,
KaBdanep Tveg adT®V £ydyyvoay,
Kai ArdAOVTO VIO TOD OA0OpeVTOD.
——>11 1adta 8¢ TumK®dS cVVERaveV EKelvolg, " 2

€ypaon 8¢ mpog vovbesiov U@V, gig 00¢ 0 TéAN TOV 0idVOV KOTVINKEY

14 Auwmep, dyomntoi pov,

— QgvyeTe Ao TG eidmAolaTpiag.
15 g ppovipolg Aéym:

Kkpivate DUEG & enut.

16 10 motplov Tijg evAoyiog O eDA0YODLEY,
ovyl Kowavia
€otiv ToD aipatog tod Xplotod;
TOV GpTOV OV KADLEY,
Part 3 0Vl Kow@via
10D oduatog Tod Xplotod oty
17 ému gl &ptoc,
&v o®dpo ol ToAloL Eopiey,
v o1 yOip|TavTeg €K TOD £VOG BPTOV LETEXOUEV.
18 PBAémete TOV Topanh Kot odpko-

ovy,

ol éaBiovteg T0G Buoiog v
KOWmVol

— v 10D Buolactnpiov giciv;
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19 i odv pnu;
611 idwAO0VLTOV Ti EoTIV;
1} 6t €I0AOV Tl €oTLv;

20 &\’ 6t d Bvovowy [ta E6vn],
dopoviotg
Kol o0 Bed Bvovoy,

0V 0h® & Huag

KOW®VOLG
@V doupoviev yiveshor.

21 oV 6vvacbe Totplov Kupiov mivew
Kol TOTNPLoV doyLovimy:

Part 3
0V dvvache Tpanélng kopiov petéyev
Kol Tpamélng dayovimv.
L v
— ,7,
22 1| mapalniodpev OV KHpLov; 7
un| ioyvpdtepol aTod EGLEV; Reference to tempting God in the wilderness =~~~ """ """ """ A
Part4
n ' 23 [avra 8EgoTiy, i
| GAA’ 00 TTAVTO GLUEEPEL. /'
| Iavto EEgoTy, S
E GAA” 00 TTAVTO 0iKOOOUET. Harmonization of views —> contrast all/ not all
24 undeig 10 £avtod nteitm
GALG TO TOD £TépOv.
—»25 T1av 10 v HaKEAMA® TOAOVUEVOV Condition 1
€o0iete undev dvaxpivovieg d1d v cvveldno, <
26 1od kvpiov yop 1 yi

Part 5

Kol TO TAN PO AVTHG.
—» 27 &l T1¢ kaAel HpAg TdV anicTmV
kai Oéhete Topeveshar, Condition 2

Ty 1o mopaTiEpevoy ViV

€o0iete undev avoakpivovieg did TV cuveidnoy.

—»28 gav 0& T Vv glmn,
Todto igpdOvTdHV EoTLYV, Condition 3

un €oiete o1’ Exelvov TOV pnvicavto
Kol TV cuveidnov

29 cvveidnow 8¢ Aéym ovyl TV £00T0D
AALG TV TOD £TépOV.

tvati yap 1 éhevbepia pov
Kpivetat VO GAANG GLVELINOEWS;, —

30 &i éym yaprt petéyo,
i procenuodpon
OIEP 0D EYG) EVYAPIOTE;



31 site ovv éobicte General call
gite mivete
gite L motglte,
nmhvta gig 06&av Beod

Part 6
Paul’s personal example

2.2. Rom 14:1-15:6

Tov 8¢ doBevodvta 1] mioTel

4
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ETTE.
—»32 anpockonot kai Tovdaiorg yivesOe
kol "EAAnow
Kai 1] ékkAnocig tod OgoD,
— 33 kabag Kayd
TavTo TACY APECK®M,
un tdv 10 Epovtod cOIEopoV

Detailing of a general call

AAAQ TO TAOV TOAADV,
vo cobdow.

—» pntai pov yivecOe,
KoBg Kaym Xprotod.

npochapPavecbe,
un &ig dtokpioelg S0 OYIGU@V.
¥ 2 bc pgv moTeve
Payelv TAvTQ,
0 8¢ dobeviyv
AMyava Eobiet,
—»3 0 éa0iov
OV un| €écBiovta
un é€ovbeveito,
—» 0 8¢ un éobinv
Part one 1oV écBiovta
One set of opinions ) KpvET®,

0 0g0g yop adtov Tpocerdperto.

oV Tig
£l 6 kpivav GAAOTPIOV OIKETNY;
16 idio kupie
The growth of faith OTNKEL
comes from God fj mimter

otofnoeTon o8,
Suvartel yap 0 KOPLog
otijoat aOTOV.




Part two
Another set of opinions

9 &ig Tovto yap Xplotog

14a oido kai
némelcpon v kopio Inood

Part three
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[zpocroufivecte,

un glg drakpioeis droadoyioudv].

Oc pev [yap] kpiver nuépav map’ HuEPAV
9¢ 6¢ kpivel macov NuéEpav:
ExaoTog &v 1 i vol mAnpogopeicw.
6 0 Epov@dV TV NUépav

Kupile Ppovel:
kol 0 £cbiv

Kupim €obiet,
gOYaPIoTEL Yap T® Oe@-
Kkai O ) €oBiov
Kupim oK €cbiet,
Kot e0yaploTel 1@ Oed.

» | 7 00d¢gig yap Hudv eovtd Cfy, kol
0V0glg E0VT® amobvnokel
8 €av e yap {duev,
@ xopio (duev,
vV 1€ AmoBVIcKOUEY,
@ Kupio dnobvriokouev.

iy
7 3 ~
1€ oV {dpev
1€ amobviioKmpey,
70D KVpiov ECLEV.

£
£

< <

7

améBovev
kol &lnoev
tva kol vekp@dv
kai {ovtov
Kuptevon.
2000881l

Kpivelg Tov adehedv cov;

1 kai oV Tl
€€ovbeveig Tov AdeAPOV GOV,

navteg yop mopoaotnodpeda t@ Ppatt tod Ogob-

11 yéypamton yap,
26 &yo, Aéyer kOprog,
0T £pol KapyeL Tav yovv,
Kol oo yA@dooo
¢EoporoynoeTon
T 0£®.
12 &po. [odv] ExacTog UMV
mepl £00ToD AOYOV dhoeL T® 0.
13 Mniétt 00V GAMAA0VE KPIVOHEY-

4 GALG TODTO Kpivate PaAAOV,

TO U1 T0évaL TPOGKOUU TG AOEAP®D T GKdV&X?\OV\

(o 14) Paul’s personal view concerning food
— 14b 00dev KooV 8 Eavtod-
el un @ Aoyopéve Tt Kooy givar,

EKelve KOWOV.

15 i yap 6w Bpdpa 6 aderpog cov Avmeital,
OVKETL KOTO Gy ANV TEPUTATETC.

un 1@ Ppodpoti cov Ekelvov dmdAlvE
VIEP oV XploTog amedove
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16 i ProcenpsicBm odv DUV TO dyofov.
—>»17 00 Yap €otv 1 Pootreio ToD Beod Ppdoig kol TOGIG,

GALA Sukooohv
Kad gipnvn
Kol yopd €v mvevpatt ayio:

18 6 yap &v tobT® dovievmv T® XploTd
€00PecTOC TQ Oe®d
Kai S0KIOG T01g AvOpdOTOLG.

19 &pa odv Ta Thig Eiprvic Sidkwpey
Kol o Thig oikodoutic Tiig &ig GAAAOLG:
Part three

20 p‘n'1 gvekev Ppodpatoc katdive 0 Epyov Tod Beod.

mhvta pev kabopd,

ALY KOKOV T® avOpdT®

i @ 010 TPOSKOUUATOG E0BioVTL.
\%
—» 21 koAOV TO P QayElV KpEa

undE mesiv otvov
NS &v @ O ASEAPOC GOV TPOCKOTTEL.

—» 22 oV miotw [1jv] £xeig kata ogavToOV
&xe évomov tod Oeod.
L poKapog 0 N kpivev Eovtov &v @ doktpalst:

23 0 3¢ draKpwoLEVOG &0V PAYT KOTOKEKPLTOL,
411 0VK €K mioTEMG'
mav ¢ 0 oVK &K mioTEMG
apaptio €otiv.

—» 1 Ogeilopev 8¢ el ol dSvvarol Ta dobevipota TdV ddvvatev Bactalety,
l Kol pr| £00toig ApEcKELY.
2 £KooTog UMV T® TANGIOV ApeoKET® €1g TO Ayabov Tpdg olkodounv:

3 kai yap 0 Xp1otog ovy E0VTQ HpECEV"
GaALG kaBaC yYéypamTal,
Oi oveloropol TOV oveldllovrav og éméneoay €’ Epé.
4 860, yap Tpoeypao,
€lg v Nuetépav didackaAioy Eypaon,
tva
Bf(x/tﬁg VTOUOVI|G Kol
O TG TapaKANCE®MG TAV Ypae®dV TNV EATION EY®LLEV.
Wishes: [ 56 82 0edg tiic vmopoviig
Kot THG TopaKANoE®S
SN LUV TO adTO PPOVEIV
J &v aAMAo1g katd Xplotov Incodv,
6 iva opobopadov
&v &vi otopartt
do&dlnte TOV Bedv
— kol Tatépa Tod Kupiov MUV ITncod Xpiotod.
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2.3. Additional diagrams for passages with eidoiob0tov and Topveia in Revelation

2.3.1. Revelation 2:12-17

12 Kai t@ ayyéhg tiig év [epydpm ékkinciog ypayov:

Téde Aéyet 6 Exmv v popaioy v dictopov v d&elav:

13 Oida mod kaTokeic,
6 mov 0 Opdvog tod Tatavd,
Kol KPateig To dvoud pov,
| Kol OUK NPVAC® THV TGTV LoV
—— > kal v Tdig Nuépaig Avudc
0 uéptoug pov
0 TGTOG OV,
8¢-GmextavOn Tap’ VUiV,

6 mov 0 Zatavag KoTolKel.

—»14 G Eyo Katd 60D oAy,
011 Exelc €xel
Kpatodvtag TV dWaynv Bakady,

0¢ €6idaokev T@ Bodax

_» Qayeiv eidwrobuta

I
I
I
1
1
I
1
1
|
v kol Topvedoar:
15 oBtog £xelg koi ob
Kpatodvtag TV ddaynv Nikolaitdv opoimd.

—»16 petovoncov ovv:
L eldgun,
Epyopai oot Tay,
Kol TOAEUNO® PeT’ adT®Y €V T popeaig Tod 6TOUATOC LLOV.
176 Exwv|oDg aovedTe Ti o Tvedpa Aéyet Todc skkAnciog.
 p TO VIKOVTL

——p dDO® aOT® YoV AevKnv
Kai €l TV yijpov

»

> dvopa Kovov yeYPOoUULEVOV

——» dDo® aOT® TOD PAvva TOD KEKPLUUEVOD, Kol Exod 28:21-30
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Bodelv okavdorov Evamiov T@v vidv Topana,

0 0VSELC 018V &l L) 6 AapuPévav.
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2.3.2. Revelation 2:18-29

18 Kai t@ ayyého tiig v Ovatipoig EkKAnciog ypayov:

Tdade Aéyet 6 vidg TOU Be0D,
0 &V TovG OPHAALOVS 0DTOD MG PAOY TVPOG,
Kol 01 T0dEG aNToD dpotot yoAkoMPBave:

—»19 0184 cov a Epya
Kol TV aydmnv
Kol TV wioT
Kol TV Stakoviov
Kol TNV DTopoVIV Gov,
kai T Epya oov T £6Y0T0 TAEIOVO TOV TPATOV.

520 A0 &y Katd 6oD
Ot AQeig Vv yovaika TeCapel,
1 Aéyovoa £0VTIV TPOQTTLY,

¥ xoi Siddokel
3 Kol mAovd Tovg ELovg dovAovg

— » mopvedoa

—————» kol eayelv eidwidduta.
——» 21 kai €dmra avTi ypdvov tva petavonon,
Kai o0 BéAel petavotioan €k THg mopveiog avTic.

22 160V BaAA®

. 0TV €ig KAivny, Matt 24:21

| Kai ToDG potyevovtag pet’ antiig gig OATyy peydiny,
€0V U1 LETAVONGOGLY €K TV EPY@V avTiG

—p 23 kol T0 Tékva oOTHG AmoKTeEV® €V aviTm:

L —»

Kol YvOoovToL Tacat ol EKkAnciot
| y  OTLEY®D gipt O EponvidV veppodg Kot kapdiag,
Kol dOo® VUV EKACTO
Kot T0 EPYa VUMV
24 Hpiv 6¢ Aéym toig Aoumoig toic &v Bvartipolg,

8601 0vK Eyovoty THV ddayny TavTy,
oftveg o0k Eyvocav 10 fabdéa 10D Zatavd, dg Aéyovoty,

_[ 00 BoA® €9’ Dudc GAAo Bapog: Acts 15:28
25 v 0 Eyete kpatnoate dypig ov av HE®.
26 Kol 0 VIK®V
Kol 6 p®V dypt TéAlovg Ta Epya pLov,
Acts 15:17/ quotation from Ps 2:9 and Amos 9:12
——» 0ow ot EEovaiav Emi TdV EBVAV,

27 kod Tolpavel odtovg &v Pafom cdnpd,
MG O oKEHN TA KEPOALUIKA GLVTPIPETAL,
— 28 ¢ kayd iAnea Tapd tod Tatpdg pHov,

4> by ’. 3 ~ \ k3 r 2 B4
Kol 0OGm aOT® TOV AOTEPO TOV TPOIVOV.

—» 29 6 &yov obg dkovadte Ti 1O Tvedua Afyel Taic SkkAncioug.
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Appendix 3 — Diagrams of the passages studied in chapter 4

1. The roles of ritual and universal law in the creation-fall-re-creation framework of Luke

1.1. Rethinking of the role of temporal ritual uncleanness in light of Christ’s mission

1.1.1. Luke 2:21-24, 39

21. Kol 6te énlioOncav uépat OKTod Not in a temple, without sacrifice
TOD TEPITEUETY OOTOV,
Kot £kAOn 1o dvopa ovtod Incovg, Part 1

70 KANOEV V7O 10D AyyéAov
PO TOD GLAANUEBT VAL AOTOV &V T KOWA{Q.
22. Koai dte émincnoav ai nuépar tod kabapiopod adtdv 7

KoTd TOV vopov Moiocémg,
aviyayov avtov gig Teposoivpa
Temple purification rite

—p A) mapactiicot T@ Kupio, with sacrifice

T

23. koo yéypantal &v vOU® Kupiov Part 2

ot Iav dpoev davoiyov pitpav Gylov 1@ kupio kKAndnocetal,

_»B) 24. xai1od dodvar Buciav kKatd TO gipnévov v 1@ vOL® Kupiov,

i:isﬁyog TPLYOVOV
fi 000 VOGGOVG TEPLOTEPDV. J
v 2
39. Kai ig étélecav mavta Ta Katd TOV VOOV Kupiov,
gnéotpeyav gig tv Folhaiay gig moOAv Eovtdv Noalapid
40. To 6¢ madiov nd&avey L
Kot EKpataoVTo TANPOHUEVOV GOOIg, Part 3

Kad xépig Oeod v €n” oo, Blessings for obedience

Luke 2:41, 42

41. Koai énopgvovto ol yoveic avtod
\‘Kar’ gtoc - annually
€ig TepovcoAi W - central worship
M} €0pti] T0D Thoya. — main feast
42. xoi

\Eiri €yéveto &tdv dmdekp, - explanatory phrase
Avofovoviov oavTdv (Jesus is taken with adults)

\ xoredued E0odiig éopriic — Jesus is taken according to the custom



440

1.1.2.  Luke 11:37-44 — cleansing of ritual uncleanness

37 ’Evr(?g AoAfjoat - the interruption of speech (visible agreement with the teaching)
£pTd ovtov Dopioaiog L
6nwg aprotion mop’ adTd Part 1
sicsskec‘ovdvénacsv. purification issue
38 6 6¢ Dapioaiog idav é0adpacev - hidden disagreement
611 00 TpdTOV EPamtictn Tpd Tod dpicTov.

39 s?nsv@é KOpLog TPOG AVTOV, - Jesus’ answer to hypocrisy ]
VETG (disconnect of visible Part 2
ot ®apioaiot and inner sides of a person)
—» 10 EEmbev
70D ToTNpiov Contrast:
Kot ToD TVOKOG | external/internal
kaBapilete, purification
— 10 0¢ £Ecmbev rite /hidden life
Q)
> yéuet
aprayiig
v Kai rovnpiag. | One cannot be
40 depovec, partially clean,
ovy, 6 Tomoag 10 EEmbev but totally
kai 10 Eowbev énoincev; \ Part3
41 ANy t0 évovta 60T EAenpOcOVNY,
v v S~ xai 80V mhvta kabapd Vpiv oTiv.
42 inofodatppiv 3
toig Qapioaiol,
411 dmodekaTovTe TO NOVOGHOV source of uncleanness
Kod TO Tyovov lack of love to others
Kol v Adyovov,
Kol Tapépyecte Part4 [~
TV Kpiow Kol
MV aydnnv Tod Beod-
TadTo 08 €0l Totfjoot
v KAKEIVO L TOPEIVAL.
43 DUV
toig ®apioaiol, Part 5
Ot dyamdte Vv TpoTOKABESpiay &V TOIC CLVOYWOYAIG
Kol TOVG AOTAGHOVG £V TG Gyopais. selfishness

44 OULV, .......
411 €0T¢ OG TG pLvnueio Ta AdnAa,
Part 6
kai ol dvBpwnot [oi] nepuratodvieg Emdve
oVK oidactv.
source of uncleanness
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1.2. Replacement of ritual cleansing with baptism

Luke 3:8 — John fights against the belief that only the descendants of Abraham are clean. They

are called into cleansing similar to the Gentile proselytes.

7. "Edeyev obv 10i¢ éknmopevopévol dyrotg omticOfvor b’ ovtod, (people tend to keep the rite only)
Tevvipata vy,

y TG Umédeilev VUiV QuYELY Ao Thg peAhodong Opyiig;
wrong action

k4 3 r ~ ! r
»8. mowcaTe OVV Kopmovg aElovg Tiig petavaiog:
1

1
| 1

Ko pn &péans Meyew év £owtoig, |

1

right action

v Iatépo Exopev oV APpadiy,
AéEy® yap vpUiv '

ot dOvate 6 Beog £k @V AiBwv TovTOY
éyelpon tékva 1@ APpadipL.
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

€

L » 9.10n 6¢ xai 1 a&ivn mpog v f)ilgow 6V SévSpwv keiton-
v ovv dEvipov ¥ .‘,

LT TO0DV KAPTOV KAAOV ¥
T~ &kKOmTETOL

Kol €ig mdp PaAdretar.

Acts 2:38, 39 — Peter calls for baptism similar that of the Gentile proselytes

37. Akovcovteg 8¢

Katevoynoay Tty Kopdiav,
inov te TpoC oV IéTpov
Kol TOVG AOUTOVG GTOGTOAOVG,
T{ momowpev, dvopeg adereoi;
38. ITétpog 8¢ mpog avTovg, change of mind

|, Metovoficats, 4-"
5 kol PontiodfTo Ekaotog DudY 4"

-
-
-

gmi t® ovopoatt Inood Xpiotod A7

glg dpeov @V ApopTIOV VUGV,
Kol Afpyecbe v dmpeav tod dyiov mvedbpatog: - be able to associate with God
39. vuiv yap éotv 4;11 gmaryyehio

Kol 101G TEKVOoLg DUAOV J
Kol Tdov TG €ig pakpav

Re-creation blessings

> 8o0vg v mpockarionTal KOPLog 6 O£0C UDV.
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1.3.  Uncleanness of leprosy

Luke 5:12-14

12 Koi €yéveto

&v T elvon adToV &v [l TV TOAE@V

Kai 160V avip TANPNG Xénjpa‘g\l
Kol idmv oV Incodv

{nscs(bv €mi TpdoOTOV

> £€0enon avtod
Aéyav,
Kopte,
€av 0€Ang
dvvaoai pe kabapicat.

v
13 kai éktetvag Ty xEipa
fiyato odtod
Aéyov,
A&,

v kaBapicOntr
Kol e00€mG 1) Aémpa dniiAfev G’ avTod.
the order is to witness according

14 kol a0TOG TapTyYEAEY oDT to the old pattern

— >  undevieimelv,«€-----______
—» &0

anelbav 6e1€ov ceantov 1Q iepel, (Sing)

I

1

1

i

\ 4 1 ~ ~ |
Kol Tpocéveyke mept Tod Kobapiopod cov
Y /4 Iy ~ !

Kabog npocétatey Mwbofig, !

1
1

» ¢&lg poptopov avtoic. (plur) -~

Luke 17:11-19

11 Kai éyéveto

&v 1@ mopevesbat i Tepovoainu place
Kai o0Tog dtpyeTo b pécov Zapapeiog kol olihaiog.

12 kol gioepyopévov avtod &ig Tiva Kdunv

amvinoav [antd] déka Aempol dvopeg,
ol the miracle
£€otnoav Toppmbev,

13 kai avtol  Hpav mviv AEYOVTEG,

1

|

1
Incod émictdra, EAEncov NUAS.
14 xoi 8oV ginsv avToic,
ITopevBévreg

101G lepebotv.

[T/ SR

gmdei&ote E0vTO
Kot £yEvero

€v 1@ VIdyew ahTovg

» ékobapicOnoa
15 €l 88 &€ antédv, !
dmv o6t 140, l'.
VIECTPEYEY
petd (pcovﬁ:g HeyaAng 0o&alwv tov Bedv, one’s
16 xai Enedev énil tpdowToV TOPd TOVS THdAg owtod - reaction
| g0YapIOTOV AVTRH

Kol adTo¢ NV Tapopitng. v I‘

e

1
1 —
v
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17 amoxpifeic 8¢ 6 Incodg simey, need of conversion
Ovyi ol déka EkabapicOnoav;
ol ¢ évvéa moD;
18 ovy ebpédnoav vrooTpéyavieg Sodvar d6Eav @ Oed
&l 6 dAhoyevig ovTog; -
19 kai elnev a0Td,

T

Avootig mopghov- Re-creation blessings
1N mioTic cov céowkév ce.  of the one converted

1.4, Uncleanness of a dead body

Luke 7:11-15

11 Kai éyéveto
&v 1@ &&fg émopevbn eig oMY kadovpévny Noiv,
Kol cuveETopELOVTO AVT@ ol pobntai avtod + one crowd
Kol OyAog ToADG.
1
1
12 o¢ 82 fyyioev tfj TOAN Thg mOAE®S, |
Kai 100V €Eekopileto rs@vnmb:g
' povoyevig viog i pnrpt cii)rof), another crowd
! Koi a0t v YNpa,
1
1
Kad 8yAog Tiic TOAEmC tkavdc v GOV o,
13 kol idov adtv B
0 kOprog EomhayyvicOn én’ adTiy Resurrection
Kol elmev ovti,
M) K)oie.
14 ol Tpocerbmdv
fyaro tfig copoD,
ot 6¢ Baotdlovtec Eotnoav,
Kol elmev, —
Neavioke,
001 Aéym,
€yépOnr.
15 kol avexdBioev O vekpog
kol fjp&Eato Aodelv,
Kol E60KeEV aOTOV Tf| unTpl avToD.

16 &oPev 8¢ oPog mavtag, spiritual lesson

kai £66&alov Tov Beov Adyovieg
———— > 6t [Ipogrng pnéyag yépbn &v fuiv, kol
L »  6u’Eneoxéyaro 0 Be0c TOV Aadv avTod. =
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Luke 8:40-42, 49-54 — resurrection of Jairus’ daughter (reverting death to life).

40. ’Ev 0¢ 1® vmootpépev Tov Incodv
anedé€oto avtov O OyAog,
OOV YO TAVTES TPOGIOKMDVTES ADTOV.
41. xod idov fABev aviip @ dvopa Tdipoc,
Kol ovTog fpywV THC cuVayWYRC VITipYEY,

Kol TEGMV Tapd TOVG TOd0G T0D Incod
TOPEKAAEL AVTOV
gicelDelv £ig OV oikov avtod,
42. 811 Quydanp povoyevig fv adTd
WG TV dMdeKa
Kol o0t aneébvnokey.

49. "Ett atod AaA0DVTOG discouraging news
Epyetal TIC Tapd Tod APYIoCLVAYDYOL ALYV
6t TéBvnkev 1 Buydtnp cov,
UNKETL GKOAAE TOV H10GCKOAOV.
50. 6 6¢ Tnoodg dkodoag dmekpibn adTd,
Mn pofod, call to
uévov mictevooy, ——a elieve
Kol codnoetat.
51. éABov 6¢ gig Tv oikiav
0UK Apfjkev loeABelv TVaL GOV 0T
el un Iérpov election of believing
kai Todvvny
kai Takmpov
Kot TOV Totépa, TG mad0g reaction of unbelieving
Kol TV untépa.
52. &xhonov 88 mavteg |
Kol EKOTTOVTO OOTIV.
6 8¢ elmev,
T M| khaiets,
0V yap amébavev =
AALG KaBedeL.

53. kai KoteyéA@V a0ToD,
€1001eg 011 amébavev. |

54. adtog 08
KpOTNGOG THG XEWPOG aVTHG
Epdvnoev Adymv,
‘H maig, &yeipe. similar to crez;t}m

55. kai éméotpeyey TO TvEDA VTG,
Kol GVESTN TOpOyPTILLOL,
Kai diétagev avti) dobijvar payeiv.
56. kai é€€éotnoav ol Yovelg avtiig:

0 6¢ mopnNyyelev aOTOIG order not to tell
T undevi einsiv 10 yeyovog “to the non-believing
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1.5. Uncleanness of a flow of blood

Luke 8:43-48
43 kol yovn ]
oo v POGEL OipoTOC Amd £TdV SMdeka, longlasting uncleanness (irreversible?)
fitig [latpoig mpocavordcoca GAov Tov Biov]
oUK Toyvoey an’ ovdevog Bepamevdijvar, Part 1
4 mpocelbodoa dmicbev healing by touch or by word?

fiyazo tod Kkpaomédov Tod patiov avTob,

Kol mapaypiipa Eotn 1 PUGIG ToD AipaTog AVTHC. .

i eimev 6 Incoic,
45 xoi €

Tig 0 aydpevog pov; Jesus shows the difference between
APVOLLEVDV OE VTV the touch without faith and
gimev 6 Ilétpoc, the touch with faith
‘Emotaro,
ot §yAoL GLVEYOLGIV OF Contrasts: Part 2
Kai amobAifovow. Touch/press
46 6 8¢ Tnooidg einev, someone/multitudes
“Hyo16 pod tic,
€Yo yop &yvov dvvapy éEgAnivbuiav am’ £uod.
47 1doboa 8¢ M yov) the testimony of healing
611 ovk Ehabev _ .- faith in his power was
\\» TpéoVGo AV } __-77 theinstrument of healing
Kol TpoonesoVoa adTd el
oU v aitiav fyoato avtod Part 3
amnyyeley VOOV TavVTOg TOD 7»(10%\
Kai &g 160 mapaypijpa.
48 6 8¢ gimev avTii,
Ouydtnp, N TOTIS GOV CECWKEV OE" Part 4
TopeVOL E1G EPAVNV. Re-creation blessing

J
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1.6. Uncleanness of demon possessions

1.6.1. Luke 4:31-41.

31 Kai katfildev gig Kapapvaovp Narrative link 1
\2 nohv tig Talihodag.
kai v S1ddokwv adtodg &v Toic chpPacty: Time indicator - Sabbath

32 kai é€gminocovto
Lemoomoamoo--> émiTf) S100yR] avToD,
ot év é&ovoig v 6 Adyog avToD. —

33 kai &v 1f] cuvaywyfi fv dvOpwmog Time indicator — the action in synagogue
Eymv Tvedpa darptoviov (’xKaedprova contrast
--------------- uncleannes vs holiness
Kot avékpatev Vi [Leydan,
| 4 7Eq, i quiv koi coi, Tnood Ndlapnve;
-7 A dmoréoar A ’
0106 o¢ TiC €, I
0 dyloc 10D Beod.

\ Do —
Kol EEelbe }

35 kol énetipnoev avtd 6 Incodc Aéydv,

1

1

\
am’ avtod Unit 1

Kol piyav ooTov

TO SALOVIOV €1G TO LEGOV

EETABev an’ adTod
undev Aoy adTov.
36 kol £yévero Oaupog Emi mavtag,
Kot GUVELGAOVY TPOG AAANAOVG AEYOVTES,
Tig 6 Adyog oDtoC,

ot év éEovoiq
Kol duvapel Emrdocet 101G dxafdpTolg mvedacty,
Kai EEEpyovra;
37 kai é€gmopedeto Txoc mepi adtod gig mhvio TomOVY THig MEPLXDpPOL. Narrative link 2

—

38 Avaotag 8¢ o Tiig CLVOY®OYTIG Time indicator — the action after synagogue before sunset
glofiABev gig v oikiav Zipwvog.
nevOepd 8€ 0D Z{PmVoC TV GUVEXOUEVT TUPETH UEYOA®, Unit 2
Kol NPATNOOY OOTOV - - — - - - - - % ———————————————— |

mepl avTiC.

39 kol émoTog Endve avTig
EMeTiunoey T@ mTUPETD,
Kot AQTKeY oOTHV:

v
TapoyPLa O AVASTAGO SNKOVEL AVTOIG.
40 Avvovrog 8¢ toD fAiov Time indicator — the action after sunset ~ —
fdrovteg
é601 glyov 4c0evoDvTag VOGOIC TOIKIAG

fiyayov avtovg mpog avTtov:
08¢
£Vl EKGOTO aVT®V TG YEIpOg EmTIOELG Unit 3
€0epdmevev avTobC.

41 é&npyerto 8¢ Kol daydvio 4md TOAADY,
Kpovyaovta
Kot Aéyovta

-

811 IV €1 6 vidg 0D Beod. |



1.6.2. Luke 8:26-36.

26 Koi kotémhevoay gig Ty yopov tdv ['epyeonvdv, }
fitig €otiv|avTmépa ti|g [olAaioc. Narrative link
27 €EelBovTL B¢ aOT® Emi TNV YTV
VIAVINGEV AVIp
T1G €K TN TOAEWG
Exov doupdviar

——>Kal YpOVE 1Kav@ oVK £vedGATO IHATIOV,

Kol €v oikig ovk £pevev

OAN’ €V TOTG pvhLoGLY.

28 idav d¢ tov Inoodv
—>avakpa&og

TPOGETESEV OOTH

Kol Vi peyén einev,

Ti éuol kai coi,

déopai cov,
un pe pacaviong.

29 moffyyetkey yop T® Tvedpatt @ akadapto EEEM0elY dno|tod avOpdmov.

F=>ToALOIG Yap YPOVOLG GUVIPTAKEL AV TOV, Par
Kol £0eGUEVETO GAVGECTY

Kol TESULG PLAAGCOHEVOC,
Kai dlppoowV TO SeC LA

—»30 énmpdtnosy 8¢ avtov 6 Incode,

Ti oot dvopd €otwv;

O 8¢ eimev,
Aeydv,
Ot eloNABev doupdvia ToAAG €ig aOTOV. Part

31 kol mapekdAovy adTOv 1
va pn émraén adtoig eig v dfvccov anehdelv.
32 "Hv (8¢ éxel dyéhn yoipov ikavdv Bookopévr év 1 Spst-
Kol TOPEKAAETAY OOTOV
v tva gmtpéyn avtols eig ékeivoug elcelbelv:
Kol EméTpeyev adTOlG.

33 &&elBovta 8¢ ta daupdvia and tod avbpdmov
glofiABov &ig Tovg yoipovg,
Kol dpunoev 1) ay€An Kotd tod Kpnpuvod g v Alpvny
Kol amemviyn.
34 id6vtec 8¢ ol fockovTeg TO YEYOVOG
gpuyov
Kol amnyysihay
&lg v ToAv
Kad €lg Tovg Aypovg. Par
35 &ERABoV 8¢ 10&lv 1O yeyovog
xai HABov Tpdg TOV Tncodv,
Kai edpov KofMpsvov ToV dvBpwmov
ap’ o Té Sonpovio, EEAOEY
———> ipotiopévov re-creation
> kol coppovodva Topd Tovg T0dag Tob Incod,
Kat Epofnoncav.

36 anryyeiay 8¢ avtoig
/

—» 01 100VvTEg
A EomOn O doupovicBeic.
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‘Incod vig 10D Beod Tod VyicToL;

tl

—» NAodveTo VIO TOD dopoviov gig TAG EPMILOVG.

2

t3
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1.6.3. Luke 11:14-26

14 Koi fjv éxBairov Sarpdviov
[, kol adTd fv] Kooy | a miracle Part 1
€y€veto o¢
0D daupoviov £EgMB6VTOG

EMAANGEY O KOPOG.
kol €0adpqoav ot dylot: m
5 15 Twvig 88 &€ avtdv einav, people’s reaction Part 2

‘Ev BeeAlgfoOA
0 GpyovTL TOV daoviov
EKPAAAEL TO DOUOVIO——

—» 16 £repor 8¢

L nelpalovieg
\ onueiov €€ ovpavod élntovy map’ avTov.
17 avtog o8
€16m¢ adT@V T StovonpaTa
€lMEV AVTOIC,
Maca Pacireio £’ eavtnv drapepiobeioa parable 1
épnuodtat,
Kad oikog &mi oikov
mimTeL.
18 €1 8¢ kai 6 Xatavag €@’ £avtov depepictn,
~ ; . HE «—
\nmg otofnoceton 1) Paciieio avToD;
Ot Aéyete v BeehlefovA EkParhev pe TG Sopovia.
19 €1 8¢ éyd év BeehlegfoOA ékPaiim ta dopdvia, } —
ot viol VUAV &v Tivi EkPdAlovoty;
ot TodTo avTol VUAV Kprtal EGOvTaL.
20 €1 6¢ &v dakTOAQ Be0d EPAAim TG daupdvia,
S
apa. EpBooev €9’ VUdc 1 Paciieio ToD Oeod. _
21 dtav 6 ioyvpog KOBOTAGHEVOG PLUAGGST) TIV £0VTOD VARV, ]
&v glpnvn €oTiv Ta VIApYOVTA AHTOD parable 2
22 énav 8¢ ioyupdtepog adTod EMEABDV ViKNoT oOTOV,
TNV TovomAio ovtod aipet —
€0’ 1 énenoifer],  Part 3
\ Kol T8 okdAa adTod Stdidmaoty.

23 6 pun @v pet’ épod
kat’ €uod éoty, — conclusion
Kol Oy cVVaymV pet’ uod to parable 2
oxopmilel. u




24 “Otav 10 axdBaptov mvedpa EEAON and 10D dvOpdmov,
Siépyeton St avidpwv TOTOV
nrodv avémavoy,
Kol un gbpickov Aéyet,

Yrootpéyo eic Tov 0lkdv pov 80gv EEfAOV-

25 kol éA0ov
€VPIoKEL GECUPOUEVOV
Kol KEKOGUNULEVOV.
26 101€ TOPELETAL
Kot ToparapPavetl Etepa Tvedpata
TOVNPOTEPA £AVTOD
£nTd,
Kol gioelBovta
KOTOWKEL EKET,

Kai yivetot
T EoyaTa
70D AvOpOTOL EKEIVOL
xeipova
TV TPOTOV.

2. Uncleanness of the Gentiles

2.1. Acts 10:1-24

1. Avip 8¢

15 év Kawsapeig
ovouatt Kopviog,
EKaTovtapyng €k omeipng tig karovpuévng Trolikiic, [

qualities before people

2. gvoefrg 2
Kol eofolpevog Tov B0V Vv TavTi T® 0ik® avToD,
TOLDV ELENUOCVHVAG TOAAAS TA AdD

Kol dedevog 10D Beod i Tavtog, TTee-ol
v - Te-as
3. &idev &v OpapaTL PaVEPDS -

woel mepl dpav évatny Tig Muépag - Time indicator 1

(’i«{ye)»pv 0D 00D

~ qualities before God

stage 1

stage 2

stage 3

\
\
\
\
\
\

4.0 8¢ drevicog aOT® N
o I3 3 \
Kol EupoPog yevouevog eimev;

. glogAbovta mpo

Kol eimovTa o0T

\

R

. Tiéotw, Kipis; .
\\ 0

glmey 88 adTd,

Al mpocevyai cov

Kai ol Erenpocival Gov

Time indicator 2 v
5. xai vdv
wépyov Gvopag eig Tommny

Kol petdmepyon Zipova

stage 4

449

Part 4

Part 1

avépnoay gic pvnuocovvov Eumpocdev tod Bgod

‘parable 3 |

Twva O¢ émkareiton [Tétpog:
6. ovtog Eeviletar mapd Tvi Zipwvt Bupoet,

¥

® éoTwv oikia mapa BGrhacoay.

p—




450

Part 1
7. ©g ¢ anfiAbev 0 dyyehog
three men

(QOVNGOgG {61’)0 T®V OIKETAV
Kol oTpaTidTV EVGEPRT] TOV TPOGKAPTEPOVIVIOV VT,

0 MoAGV adT®,

8. ki éEnynodpevog dravta odTolg
améotelhev anToLG Eig TV Tomanv

9. T} 6¢ énadprov 6doumopoviviwy ékeivav | __y Time indicator 3
Kad Tf) moAet dyyiloviay . (6™ hour of the next day),

-~ avéPn Tlétpog émi 10 ddpa mpocedEacho

nepl dpav ExTnv.” /

10. éyéveto 8¢ mpdomEIVOg

kol fjfeAev yevoachar:
TAPAcKEVALOVTOV 08 aDTOV Part 2

€yéveto €m’ oDTOV EKOTACLS,
vision
11. koi Bempel 2
Luke 24:12, John 19:40, 20:5-7

TOV 0VPAVOV AVEQYUEVOV
Kol katafoivov big linen cloth for swathing
T okedog the dead (sing.)
R G 00OVY peydAny

TE660POY apy0ig dedepsvov

- kaBiépevoy

—

by corners was lowered to the ground

enitiig yii, 4

v
12 gv @ Orfipyev mévta Gen 1-2, 6-9
\4 TO TETPATOSOL

Kol EpmETA THG Yiig

Kol TETEWVA TOD 0VPOVOD.
13. kai &yéveto povi TPOS adTOV,
Avaotdg, [1étpe, B0cov kai pdye.

14. 6 8¢ [étpog einev, ritually unclean, perm. unclean

Mndopudg, Kopie, ¢ 4
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v | 0 émwarovpevog [1étpog vBade Eeviletar.
19. 1o? 8¢ Iétpov v

N AP . o,
15. kol p@vn oAy €k 6gVTEPOV TPOG AVTOV, 1]




451
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gimev [a0T®] 10 TVEdpQ there were three men
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30. xoi 6 Kopvihiog Eon, /

Amod tetapng uépag .- Time indicators 5 - Cornelius was fasting
HEYPL TADTNG THG (pag
funv [vnotevov] he was fasting for three days
Kol TNV évatny dpav until Peter arrived
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avnp €otn Evamov pov &v 60Tt Aaumpd Part 4
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41. 00 mavti T® Aad (4o’ Nuepdv apyoinv 6 00¢ &v Nuiv éEeéEato in Act 15:7)
————————— > GAAG papTUGLY N
TOTG TPOKEYELPOTOVILLEVOLS VIO TOD Bg0D, Part 5
v,
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K01 GUVETIOUEY aOTH
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V.36 |
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&1L 00T0C 0TIV
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! p-£K TEPLTOUTG TIGTOL
»dc0t cuvijABav @ TTéTpw,
Ot kol €l T E0vn
1

1 1M dmped Tod Tvedpatog Tod dylov EkkéyvTar:

b 46. fikovov yap adT@V AAAOVVIOV YADCCIS

Kol HEYOALVOVTI®V TOV OgdV.
to1e Amexpidn [TéTpog,

47. M1 10 Dowp duvator KoAdoaoi tig Tod pn ParticHfval tovtoug
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2.2. Acts 11
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4. ap&apevog 6¢ TTéTpog —
£EetiBeto antoic kabeiig Aéyav, Part 2’
5. Eym flunv év ndler 16mmn pocevyouevog the second account
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TL G 006VNV peyGANY TEcoapaly Apyoig
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&l o0V TV Tomv dopedy Edwkev onToic for Peter cleansing and baptism  Part 4’
} 0 Bgdg were the same rite
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MG Yevopévng €l ZTepivem
duABov Ewg Powvikng kai Kumpov kai Avtioxeiog,
undevi AaAodvteg TOV Adyov
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2.3. The dilemma between being a believing Jew or a believing Gentile convert.

Acts 16:1-5, 13-15

1. Katvinoev 8¢ gig Aéppnv } the second visitation of those towns after Acts 14:6-22
kol gig Adotpav. (there the Jews caused many troubles)
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3. The changes of feasts and levitical ministry.
Luke 22:15-20
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